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1. Executive Summary

Arts Council England has, as partofits continuinginvestment inand supportof the arts and culture
sector in England, been consideringthe challengearts and cultural organisationsfacein measuringand
evidencingthe quality of their work. This has been inlinewith its commitment to excellence as partof
Goal 1 of its mission.

To achievethis multidisciplinary assessment of quality, Arts Council England has supported the sector to
develop and test an open sourceset of metrics (Quality Metrics)via a proprietary digital platform
(Culture Counts). The work takes its inspiration froma project initiated in 2010 by the Department of
Culture andthe Arts in Western Australia and has been developed over two pilotprogrammes in
England prior to the current national trial, which has had 150 Arts Council England portfolio
organisationstesting the framework (of metrics and platform).

The Trial

The national phaseofthe trial was to be assessed by the platform providers and Arts Council England
(the Arts Council);inaddition, the Arts Council soughtan independent third party evaluation of the
participating National Portfolio Organisations (NPOs) and Major Partner Museums (MPMs) experience
of the national phase. Nordicity was retained to evaluate the experience of participatingorganisations,
identifyingwhat had worked and not worked with the framework, and to assess theappetite for future
adoption,includingidentifying challenges and opportunities.

The framework is constituted as a triangulated process, combining:

1. self-assessment(organisations settingtheir own parameters and assessingto what extent they
have been met);

2. peer assessment(external assessmentby peers applyingtheir professional expertise);and
3. audienceassessment(external assessmentby the public).

To conductthe assessments, a set of qualitativestatements are completed via a survey, the answers
are ascribed a numerical value, which then providea measure of the quality of the art or cultural
activity beingassessed. These data canthen be accessed, compared and manipulated through the
Culture Counts dashboard.

The Evaluation Process

To assessthe participant’s experience of the national phase, the research consultation comprised a
survey of both participating organisations and peer assessors,inaddition to a series of focus groups and
interviews with stakeholders.These were supplemented with interviews of organisationsthatchoseto
not participate, organisations with a diversity focus, the developers of both the metrics and the digital
platform, as well as potential alternative platform providers,and the Department of Culture and the
Arts in Western Australia.
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The Findings

The findings demonstrate that despite there being some misgivings conceptually aboutmetricisingan
attribute such as quality, the sector sees valueinthe idea of being ableto consistently measurequality
across differentevents andacross disciplines by any cultural or arts organisation,andis willing to work
with Arts Council England to overcome shortcomings.

Simply havinga national phasetrial hasresultedina number of positiveintended and unintended
outcomes. Most importantly, it has initiated debate within portfolio organisationsaboutdefiningand
measuring quality,and about the use of data to supportthis.These discussions haveoccurredacross
departments and with both operational and strategic staff. Serendipitously, there have also been
specific occasions where the trial has led to additional CPD opportunities for staffand to a deeper
engagement with audiences (where both organisationand audience havebenefited). Peer assessors
nominated by participating organisations too have benefited, havingbeen stimulated by experiencing
artor culture from beyond their own related organisations or networks when conducting peer
assessments.

The individual Quality Metrics (QM) themselves, which we refer to as ‘dimensions’ of quality, have
previously been developed by the sector through two pilots and providea basis for standardising
quality measurement. The surveys indicated thatboth participating organisationsand peer assesors
were broadly positiveabout the individual QM dimensions themselves. However, there are some
concerns about accessibility of language for non-specialistsand a potential need for further refining of
language with specific QM dimensions to better clarify whatis meantand/or provide additionalnuance
or differentiation.

The idea of the triangulated evaluation processis seenas animportantand innovative feature of the
QM framework. However, operationally,itdoes present anappreciableadministrativechallenge to
organisationstoadminister, though the survey element has been praised for being fastand easyto use.
Importantly, there is evidence of misunderstanding by some organisations of the self- and peer
assessmentelements of the framework (inregard to a supposed bias and a perceived lack of flexibility)
that unnecessarily impacted negatively on their perception of the QM framework.

Inaddition, there are specific challenges inregard to the process thatare consequent upon the type of
organisation or activity. For example, a touring operation experiences different challenges to a venue-
based organisation, as does a one-off ticketed event compared to an un-ticketed exhibition (such as ata
museum or gallery) lasting up to three months. Consequently, flexibility (or a recognition of [imitations)
is needed for any quality evaluativetool to be relevant to all organisationsor disciplines.

There are some specific design concerns of the survey platform that were felt to introduce potential
positive biases and somespecific amendments were identified that would ensure wider accessibility but
these issues could technically bereadily addressed. However, despite efforts to the contrary, all surveys
have some degree of bias. The need for additional kit(and cost, particularly for small organisations)and
solid connectivity are more problematic. However, the current platform providers were widely praised
for their responsiveness and effectiveness in addressing participants’ process and platform problems.
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Despite the desire inthe sector for effective evidence-driven decision making, the consultation revealed
two major capacityissues that undermined the use of data and a positive perception of the framework.

i Administrative challenge—the demand on organisations’ time/staff to properly administrate
the QM framework was significantand in some cases had a detrimental impacton other
activities (for example, it was commonly reporting that Audience Finder had to be
deprioritised).

ii. Skills gap —the familiarity and ability to effectively understand and exploitdata was a challenge
for the majority of organisations.In part, this led to some misunderstandings of the overall
process,and sometimes itled to unduly resource-intensiveanalysis of the data, and/or an
insufficiently rich understanding of the data produced.

Consequently, there is a need to increasethe skills of practitioners within thesector and support the
sector to find practical solutionsto administrativechallenges ifa true shiftin data cultureis to be
achieved. The former, of itself could alleviate some of the administrative challenge through more
efficient operation of the framework and interpretation of the data.

It became evident that greater clarity and stronger messagingis needed about what is intended by the
QM programme. Beyond the data competence challenges for organisations, thereis an encompassing
confusion about,and fear of, the ultimate purpose. This responseis further calibrated by whether QM
leads in participating organisations came from a marketing or programming background, as buy-in
appeared to differ.

Organisations seethatQM has the potential to become a useful evaluativetool for them to understand
their audiences’ responses and the effectiveness of what NPOs/MPMs aretrying to achieve. However,
given the high-level, abstracted nature of the data and the lack of contextualisation, the majority of
organisationsdo notsee thatit will be effective as a tool for benchmarking with other organisations
and would fear itbeing used as such by the Council England or others. Itis worth noting that
participating organisations atthe time of this consultation had notseen the aggregated datasetand
analysisreported by CC.

There was alsoconcernaboutdata ownership and privacy;these concerns would dictateto what extent
organisationswould be prepared to sharedata, especially given the potential commercial sensitivity.
Arts Council England would need to establish whether the data would fall within the ambitof Freedom
of Information legislation.

The Future

To conclude, there is a desirefor better data collectionanduse, andaninterest inthe possibilities
presented by QM, but enthusiasmis measured and contingent upon a number of key amendments and
assurances. Totruly achievea change indata culture, clearer articulation of the purpose of the QM
programme is needed to ensure buy-in,and an upskilling of practitioners so thatthere is greater data
competence, especiallyinregardto interpretation and analysis. This will taketime, but the sector has
shown willingand provided direction on how to get there.

Evaluation of Particdipants'Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 3
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2. Introduction and Background

2.1 Arts Council England and the Quality Metrics Framework

Quality Metrics (QM) is a sector-led and funder-supported evaluation framework thatis intended to
capture the quality of arts and cultural work by means of self, peer and public assessments. The
framework takes its inspiration froma project initiated in 2010 by the Department of Cultureand the
Arts in Western Australia,? which commissioned consultants to work with arts organisations to develop
a system that would help them understand the public valueofarts and cultural activities.

Itis of strategicimportance to Arts Council England that the organisationsitfunds havea greater
understanding of what their peers and audiences valueabouttheir work. Itis alsointheinterest of
these organisationsto ableto use this understandingto uphold the quality of their work, to
communicate that quality with their stakeholders ina more meaningful manner, and increasetheir
overall resilience,.

Withthis as arationale,in 2013 Arts Council England supported Cornerhouse’s request to trial Quality
Metrics. This became the firstQM pilotandinvolved a consortiumof Manchester arts and cultural
organisationstestingthe viability of the framework, developinga set of metrics and testing them across
eight events.? The second pilot, funded through the Big Data strand of the Digital R&D Fund for the Arts
andalsoled by the Manchester consortium, further developed the metrics and the digital platform.3

Followingthe two pilots that tested and developed the metrics with eight and 20 participating
organisations, respectively, the Arts Council decided to offer a larger and more diverse number of
portfolio organisations across England the chanceto trial the framework.

Organisations wishingtotake partin the trial submitted their interestinautumn 2015.A total of 150
organisations wereoriginally accepted onto the national testphase. The national testphase ranfrom
October 2015 to June 2016, with participating organisations evaluating programme activity between
November 2015 and May 2016. A final reporton the operation of the national testphaseand the
provision of an aggregated data set from the Culture Counts providers is expected by the end of June
2016.

1 PublicValue http://www.dca.wa.gov.au/research-hub/public-value/
2 http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/quality-metrics/quality-metrics
3 http://artsdigitalrnd.org.uk/projects/cornerhouse-et-al/
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2.2 Culture Counts Platform

The QM themselves are a core set of statements developed by arts and cultural organisations. These
statements, which describethe components of quality artistic and cultural work, are referred to as
Quality Metrics ‘dimensions’in this report. The dimensions areopen sourceand, for the duration of the
national test phase, were administered on a cloud-based software platform called Culture Counts (CC),
which provides organisations with a standardised means to collectand analyseself, peer and audience
feedback on events, exhibitions or performances,andto sharethem across organisations.The CC
platformand the technology behind it were provided by Counting What Counts (CWC).”

2.3 Scope of the Nordicity Evaluation of the National Test Phase

Nordicity was commissioned by Arts Council England to evaluate the experience of participating
organisationsand peer assessorsover the course of the national testphase, includingthe CC platform.
Inaddition, Nordicity’s evaluation alsoincluded theviews of a sample of portfolio organisations
(NPOs/MPMs) that had chosen not to take partor had dropped out of the national test phase.

This evaluation does not cover the concurrent trial, where an additional 24 organisations are further
developing and testing a set of metrics suitablefor Children and Young People (CYP) and for
Participatory work.

The Nordicity consultation was conducted in the latter stages of the national phasetrial ;consequently
itis anevaluation of participating organisations’ (NPOs/MPMs) and peer assesors’ perceptions whilst
the trial was ongoing and before the partcipants had had a chanceto view or explore the aggregate
dataset that resulted from the trial. Neither does this evaluation, because of time constraints, cross-
reference its results with the aggregate datasetproduced by CWC or the final report of the national test
phase.

4 https://culturecounts.cc/

> Counting What Counts Ltd. (CWC) is the limited company with the licence to operate the CC platform in
the UK and Europe.
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3. Methodology and Consultee Profile
3.1 Methodology and Limitations

The methodology for undertaking this evaluation comprised both primaryand secondaryresearchin
the form of desk research and a far-reaching consultation through two online surveys to over 300
stakeholders comprising over 200 stakeholder responses, discussion with 39 individuals comprising
19 one-on-one interviews, four focus groups across the country with 20 individuals and a number of
bespoke email questionnaires followed by a process of data synthesis and analysis.°

Desk-based research

The desk-based research was conducted throughout the project and covering over 20 documents from
14 sources; it was instrumental ininforming both the design of the primaryresearch methods andin
synthesisingand analysingthe primary data from the surveys, interviews, focus groups and email
questionnaires.

Consultation

The extensive consultation of 249 stakeholders comprised (i) interviews, (ii) surveys, (iii) focus groups,
and (iv) questionnaires, spanning the breadth and diversity of England’s arts and cultural sector,
including representation from:

= The nineregions across theArts Council’s fiveareas;
= Across the cultural disciplines and artforms;
=  QOrganisations of differing sizes and with differinglevels of investment from the Arts Council;

= Across the breadth of diversityinterms of age, ability/disability, ethnicity and religion, gender,
sexual orientation;

= Both participatingand non-participating organisations (incl. NPOs and MPMs);
= Both Organisation-Nominated (ON) peer assessorsand AQA peer assessors;

= Diversity-andinclusion-focused stakeholders or those with a focus on the protected
characteristics;’

= Metrics platform providers;and,
=  Both domestic andinternational good practicestakeholders.

The consultation adopted a staggered and iterativeapproach, usingearlylearningstoinform
subsequent stages.

6see AppendixCand D forthe list of consultees and full bibliography, respectively.
712 of the 19 participating organisations with a diversity or inclusion focus, responded to the consultation.

Evaluation of Particdipants'Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 6
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(i) Interviews

Interviews were conducted with 19 stakeholders from across the breadth of the sector to
focus on specific themes. Interviews were conducted with participatingand non-participating
organisations, peers and data suppliers. Themes addressed in the interviews covered
motivations, audiences, diversity and accessibility, both the QM framework and dimensions
themselves, data suppliers, non-participation, attitudes including propensity for future
adoption,international experiences and strategic opportunities.

(ii) Surveys

Two onlinesurveys were designed and distributed concurrently to a total population (‘N’) of
316 contacts, receiving a total sample size (‘n’) of 209 responses and accountingfor an overall
66% response rate.

= Survey of Participating Organisations:Onesurvey was distributed directly to a
population (‘N’) of the 144 NPOs/MPMs participatinginthenational test phase(i.e.,
the participating organisations), receiving a sample size (‘n’) of 97 responses and
accountingfora 67% responserate.

= Survey of Peer Assessors:The other survey was distributed directly to a population
(‘N’) of the 172 peer assessors participatinginthe national testphase, receivinga
sample size (‘n’) of 112 responses and accountingfora 65% responserate.

The surveys were open for a period of a month, from 22 March to 22 April 2016, with six
reminders each sent in this time. Respondents across both surveys represented all of the
cultural disciplines and artforms, English regions, size of organisation, level of investment by
the Arts Council,and degrees of experience with the QM framework.

(iii) Focus Groups

A series of four focus groups were conducted with a total of 20 participating organisation and
peer assessors from across thecultural disciplines and artforms, English regions and degrees
of experience with the QM framework.

The focus groups were carefully constructed to ensure NPOs/MPMs were represented from all
disciplines, were of differing organisation size, had a breadth of experience of the process (i.e.
high, medium andlow engagement with the national testphase), and had differinglevels of
investment. They were hosted inaccessiblevenues in Birmingham, London and Manchester.
Template analysiswas used to code the resulting qualitativedata into hierarchical themes and
sub themes.

(iv)  Email Questionnaires

Throughout the evaluation,a number of bespoke email questionnaires weretailored to
specificindividualsand organisations to collectinformation focused on key issues as they arose
inaddition to other forms of consultation.

Evaluation of Particdipants'Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 7
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3.2 Survey of Participating Organisations Profile

Of the total population of 150 NPOs/MPMs participatinginthenational test phase, 97 completed the
survey, producinga samplepopulation of nearly two-thirds. The sample populationis profiled below
anditcanbe seen that a wide breadth of organisationscontributed to the participating organisations
survey: rangingacross disciplines, geography, organisation size, the Arts Council fundinglevels and
levels of engagement with the national testphase. Insummary:

= All culturedisciplines were represented (Figure 1).
= Nearlyone-third were Theatre (32%) and nearly one-quarter were Combined Arts (24%).

= Literature andvisual arts areleastwell represented as a reflection of the balancewithin the
national portfolio, 2% and 8% of survey respondents, respectively, as opposedto 7% and 18%
comprisingthe Arts Council’s portfolio. Whereas, theatre and museums are over-represented
at32% and 11% of survey respondents, respectively, as opposed to 24% and 3% comprising
the Arts Council’s portfolio.

= Interms of size, as represented by the number of permanent staff, responses were roughly
evenly divided® among small, mediumand largeorganisations.

= The location of respondent organisations was across England: ranging fromthe North (35%)
and London (28%), to the Midlands (8%), the South East (16%) and South West (12%).

= Three-fifths of respondent organisations had held three or more QM-assessed events (60%)
with nearly a further two-fifths having conducted one or two (38%). ()

= Respondent organisationsrepresented NPOs/MPM:s receiving differinglevels of investment
from the Arts Council —45% reported they had received under £250 thousand and a further
40% reported havingreceived £250 thousand to £1 million. The remaining 15% reported more
than £1 millionininvestment.

= Qver one-third of respondents had also acted as individual peer assessors for another arts or
cultural organisation,and so had gained directinsightinto the application of the QM
dimensions to activities that were being assessed as partofthe national test phase.

= There were 17 diversity-led NPOs/MPMs (or those with a diversity focus within a wider remit)
participatingin the national test phase, of which 11 responded to the survey.

=  The primary motivation for participatinginthenational test phase by nearly halfthe
respondent organisations was thedesireto improve their own quality assessment.In addition,
nearlya quarter were specificallyinterested in the QM concept. The Arts Council

845 percentage points.

Evaluation of Particdipants'Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 8
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encouragement was the second strongest primary motivation for over a third of respondent
organisations.

= Datasharingwas not a primary motivation for any of the respondent organisations, and fora
large majority (65%) of the samplepopulationitwas the leastimportantof the suggested
reasons for participation provided for respondents to consider.

The full Nordicity Survey Report isincludedinthe Appendices.

Figure 1: Respondent organisations’ primary discipline

Literature m 7%

Visual Arts | —— 1
Dance | o

Museurn | — 119

Theatre 24%

32%
B NPOs/MPMs in ACE portfolio B Respondent organisations

Count=688, 97

Figure 2: Number of events assessed by respondent organisations for national test phase

45%

More than 3

Count=97
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3.3 Survey of Peer Assessors Profile

Of the known total population of 172 participating peer assessorsinthenational testphase, 112
completed the survey, producingan estimated nominal sample population of nearly two-thirds.
However, it was clear from the focus groups and survey responses that participating organisations
recruited assessors thatwere in addition to, or instead of, peers on the listprovided,andsoitis not
possibletosaywhat the true total populationsizeis,andtherefore, the true responserate.

The sample of peer assessorrespondents is profiled below:

Of survey respondents, 75% had been organisation-nominated and 25% had been the Arts
Council-nominated. The latter were Artistic and Quality Assessment (AQA) assessors. (Figure 3)

Responses were received from peer assessorsfromall disciplines butthose from Theatre,
Combined Arts and Visual Arts numerically dominated all the other disciplines.

The high frequency of combined arts peer assessors (26%), would suggest a broader base of
expertise across moredisciplines,as ‘combined arts’are multidisciplinary.

There was a slightly broader mix of disciplines amongstthe ON peer assessors than the AQA
peer assessors,thelatter of which were dominated by nearly two-thirds coming from Theatre
or Combined Arts. (Figure 4)

There was a broad mix of experience of using QM framework and the CC platform, ranging
from 11% of respondents havingassessed more than three QM-assessed events to nearly one-
fifth (18%) who had not yet assessed any.The largestcohort of 37%, had assessed oneevent at
the time of the survey.

Events assessed were dominated by the disciplines of Theatre, Combined Arts and Visual Arts,
which together constituted 75% of all events attended by survey respondents.

Location of events assessed by survey respondents was spread across thefive Arts Council
areas, though the North and London dominated.

The full Nordicity Survey Report isincludedinthe Appendices.

Evaluation of Particdipants'Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 10
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Figure 3: Type of peer assessor
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Figure 4: Primary cultural discipline or area of expertise of peer assessors
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4. Key Findings

The commentary below presents insights from Nordicity’s evaluation of the national test phase of the
QM framework. Itis a considered analysisacross all threestrands of the investigation (survey, focus
group andinterview), unless stated otherwise. Tellingthe story from the perspective of organisations
and peers, this sectionis organisedin four parts thatexamine (i) the effectiveness of the metrics, (ii)
suitability and viability of the platform, (iii) capacity within the NPO/MPM sector and potential for
alignment with their existing systems and processes, and, (iv) appetite for future adoption.

The consultationresultedin a widely answered survey, achievinga two-thirds response rate from the
participating NPOs/MPMs, and which demonstrated the sector’s inherent interest inthe QM
framework overall andinits advancement.

Overall, survey respondents were broadly positiveaboutthe QM framework. However, whilstthe
higher level survey questions did not directly reveal specific challenges with the QM framework, these
were explicitly raised inthe survey open text data, focus groups and interviews. The quantitativeand
qualitativefindingstherefore present a complementary picture.

It should also be noted that as one of the primaryresearch objectives of the consultation was to help
the Arts Council understand how the framework could more readily meet the needs of organisations,
there has inevitably been a greater focus on challenges and improvements. However, NPOs/MPMs did
see valueinthe QM framework, viewing the national test phase as a positive step which could lead to
useful change, as the following headlinesurvey results indicate. (Figure 5 and Figure 6)

Figure 5: Value of QM concept to respondent organisations

56%
18%
14%

7% 5%

0

] %
Very valuable Somewhat Neutral Not very Not atall | don't know
valuable valuable valuable
Count=102
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Figure 6: What respondent organisation thought of particular elements of the QM framework

51%

Overall, the Quality Useful for Suitable framework Sufficient Useful for
Metrics are useful to understanding the for ourorganisation's comparability across understanding what
our organisation. audience's cultural discipline. different cultural  other organisations
assessment of quality disciplines are doing

M Strongly agree M Somewhat agree M Neutral B Somewhat disagree M Strongly disagree M| don't know

Count=98
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4.1 Effectiveness of the metrics

This section reports on whether consultees believed that the QM dimensions and overarching
framework is an effective way to assess artistic quality, for their own organisation and for peer
NPOs/MPMs. Itis splitintotwo areas:the firstexplores the individual dimensions specifically, and the
second focuses on the overall evaluation framework.

i.  The Quality Metrics dimensions

Overall, survey respondents were broadly positiveaboutthe various QM dimensions. Approximately
one ineight respondents thought it very likely that their organisations would use these dimensionsin
the future, with a further half of respondents thinkingitsomewhat likely, resultingin a total of 62%
believingthat their organisation was very likely or somewhat likely to use the QM dimensions in the
future (Figure 7). Three dimensions in particularwere identified as being very suitablefor measuring
quality by the majority of respondents: Enthusiasm, Presentation and Captivation (Figure 8).

Figure 7: Could respondent organisations anticipate their organisations using the QM dimensions in

future

50%

18%
16%
12%
4%
T -
Very likely Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Very unlikely | don't know

likely unlikely

Count=102
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Figure 8: Suitability of individual QM dimensions for measuring quality
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Itis importantto note here that among the 11 NPOs/MPMs comprising thediversity cohort?, there was
a significantly stronger likelihood of using the dimensions —nearly one in five thought itvery likelyand a
further near three quarters thought it somewhat likely, i.e. 91% thought their organisation was very or
somewhat likely to use the QM dimensions in future. (Figure 45)

Peers were also broadly positivetowards the dimensions but less so than the participating
organisations. When considering the specific events that peers had assessed, over three in 10 strongly
agreed that the dimensions were suitable for assessing the event, with a further fourin 10 somewhat
agreeing. When this is splitby peers of the same disciplineor a different discipline, peers of a different
disciplineagreed more strongly and those of the same disciplineless strongly. (Figure 52) Note that
over 40% of these events were from a singlediscipline, namely, theatre.

Figure 9: Suitability of QM dimensions for assessing the event attended as judged by type of peer (of
the same or different discipline)

44%

41% 42%

4% 5% 5%

a.strongly disagree b. somewhat disagree ¢ neutral d. somewhat agree e. strongly agree

H By peers from another discipline B By peers of same discipline = By all peers

Count=73,98, 171

There is also qualitative evidence to indicate that certain dimensions arevalued by organisations, for
example some organisations have been motivated to incorporate the metrics into their internal
evaluation or monitoring systems.

Quote 1: “l found out quite recently that one of our project teams had actually adopted three or four of the
metrics for their own feedback that they collect so there is value there...” (Organisation)

9 NPOs/MPMs eitherdiversity- orinclusion-led or with within a wider remit participatingin the national test phase.

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 16



A\ Nordicity

Prior to the national test phase, the dimensions were developed and tested by a consortium of eight
Manchester arts and cultural organisations. Further refinement and development of the metrics
followed, through the Big Data strand of the Digital R&D fund for the arts, alsoled by the Manchester
consortiumand tested with 20 organisations'?. Despite this, whilstthe quantitative data suggests a
general positivismoveralltowards the dimensions, deeper scrutiny revealed there were a number of
common refinement suggestions made by both peers and organisations through the qualitative data to
make the metrics more effective. These focused on the following five core areas of difficulty.

1. Not all metrics were viewed as appropriate measures of quality

This perception was most commonly reported with Risk, Local Impact, Challenge and Distinctiveness,
which both organisations and peers suggested were more likely to be overall Arts Council objectives or
descriptors rather than true indicators of quality. One of the main recurring suggestions of ‘missing’
dimensions was a statement to capture qualityinrelationtoaccessibilityand diversity. Consultees also
queried why audiences were not required to answer the three additional questions for peers and self,
statingthat these questions are equally as relevantto the public (particularly Excellence), mainly given
that the incremental completion time would not be significant. Itshould be noted thatiforganisations
wanted to includethese additional dimensions, the software does allow this.

Quote 2: “...some of the questions feel to me that they’re answering Arts Council objectives. | think
Distinctiveness might be one. Local impact is crucial for Arts Council but for punters, I’'m not sure whether they’d
know what that would mean. | think there might be a hint of a tension somewhere.” (Organisation)

Quote 3: “...The qualities measured seem to exclude as much as they reveal e.g., as well as 'Empathy', why not
'Fun’, 'Stimulation', 'Emotion’, 'Understanding', 'Encouragement’, 'Empowerment’, 'Heritage', 'Community’,
'Inclusivity', etc...? The measures chosen actually seem quite institutional and conservative in their scope.”
(Organisation)

Quote 4: “l went to [music performance] and it was definitely different to things I’'ve experienced before, but
that’s a completely different issue to whether | think it’s any good or not. They’re descriptors and often it’s quite
interesting but shouldn’t be seen as demonstrating quality." (AQA Peer)

Quote 5: “The creative value of diversity is not reflected in the questions, even though this does have a
significant bearing on the quality of artistic product (cf. the Arts Council's Creative Case for Diversity). It would be
good to think about how this could be reflected in the Quality Metrics.” (Organisation)

0 There is a wide range of literature publicly available which reports on, and/or evaluates these two
previous pilots, and the original concept developed in Western Australia in 2010. The literature review list
is provided in Appendix D.
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2. Semantic variation potentially affects comparability of data

The semantics of the dimensions were called into question, particularly with Local Impact (It’s
important that it’s happening here), where ‘here’ could be interpreted in different ways (and has been
by the various consultees taking partin this evaluation, thus impacting the comparability of resulting
data).

Similarly, Distinctiveness (It was different to things I've experienced before) was perceived as
problematic by both organisationsand peers infocus groups. For example, itwas reported that the
dimension may be interpreted differently by a firsttime attender, as opposedto aregular arts attender.
The semantics of metrics such as Distinctiveness, as well as Originality and Captivation!? (It was
absorbing and held my attention), were also deemed probblematic and open to multiple
interpretations. This finding suggests that further strictclarification and definition of meaning may be
required to ensure that self, peer and public assessments areinterpreting each metric consistently and
objectively.

Quote 6: “It was interesting when we were talking to audiences about Captivation and they immediately said
‘well yeah I got my money’s worth.” That was their immediate response to those things. When actually that’s not
what that metric is driving towards.” (Organisation)

Quote 7: “l have a problem with that [local impact] question because of the word ‘here’. What does it mean?
Here as in this venue, or here as in this borough, here asin London...” (Organisation)

Quote 8: “One person’s ground-breaking is another person’s average day at the office.” (ON Peer)

Quote 9: “The tricky one is Distinctiveness, it’s tricky if you’re walking into a music gig what are you asking
there? Is it the content? What do you want me to assess here?” (Organisation)

3. The language of the metrics was not always accessible to all

From an accessibility perspective, some organisations reported that they hadto proactivelysupport
staffin understandingthe terminology and meaning of each metric to enable them to undertake
fieldwork with audiences. Indeed, “abstract” and “sector speak” were frequently used by consultees to
describethe dimensions.Incases where the survey had been emailed to audiences there is some
evidence to indicatethat the public had difficulties with understanding the questions.'2 There is alsoan
indication thatthosewith learningdisabilities, learning difficulties and audiences with limited English or
literacy skills would need additional supportto effectively complete the survey.!® These findings
indicatethat further interventions in terms of the methodology or process would be required to ensure
that the survey does not excludecertain voices.

" Note the inherent variability in interpretation, as Captivation had been identified in the survey as one of
the more suitable measures of quality (see beginning of 4.1 i).

12 The bespoke challenges faced by particular types of organisation are discussed furtherin Section 4.1ii.

13 Otheraccessibility challenges exist with the survey platform and are discussed furtherin Section 4.2i.
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Quote 10: “Access is an issue for speakers of other languages or people less used to a broad vocabulary —
people struggled to understand some of the words.” (Organisation)

Quote 11: “In the ‘any other comments’ box at the end of my surveys I've had a high number of people
commenting on the survey rather than the performance and going ‘l didn’t really see the relevance of the
questions’ or ‘1 didn’t get the questions’ — that’s the public being asked ‘do you have any other comments’ and
saying ‘l don’t really see the relevance of the survey to the performance that | saw last night’" (Organisation)

4. Certain metrics are not sufficiently differentiated or lacked nuance

Some consultees reported that whilst Rigour and Presentation are two very different and relevant
indicators of quality, their qualifying dimension statements (/t was well produced/presented versus It
was well thought through and put together) were too similar and therefore not distinctive enough to
differentiate between the two dimensions. Therefore, some minor adjustments to individual dimension
statements are likely to be required to ensure greater clarity and true differentiation. There isalsoa
suggestion that peers (particularly AQA peers) required more technical nuancethanselfand public
assessors;thatthe current dimensions aresimply too vague and do not allow for ‘technical’ aspects of
quality to be reported as fully as peer assessors wish. This suggests a seemingly contradictory view —
that of simplifyingthelanguage (especially for public and self) and the need to create more nuance
(especially for experienced peers).

Quote 12: “If you put those to an audience member you’d be hard pressed to get them to find the difference
[between Rigour and Presentation].” (Organisation)

Quote 13: “When | was a peer | started feeling a bit frustrated with it. | found it quite hard to answer the
questions as they were so vague and generic.” (ON Peer)

Quote 14: “... if you were to unpack excellence, you would be saying, there are two components if you want to
crystallise it... would be, interpretation and execution, so a good performance will have both of those in high
quality. You can have just one and not the other, so very fine insightful thoughtful interpretation but full of
wrong notes, and vice versa, but there’s nothing there — excellence is rather generic and doesn’t explicitly
unpack that — and I think it would be helpful if it did.” (AQA Peer)

5. One size does not fit all: organisations want greater flexibility

For the national testphaseit was determined thatto be most effective at trying to understand
NPOs/MPMs’ experience of QM, a standardised setof core QM dimensions would be mandatory to
facilitatea consistenttest of the metrics at scaleand gaininsightinto the cohort’s impression of them,
inthe full knowledge that the CC platform did allowfor customisation and a degree of flexibility for
participating organisations.Inaddition, the self-assessment does enable organisations to weight each of
the metrics themselves prior to the event based on its unique aims and ambitions.

The purpose of makingall ofthe QM dimensions mandatoryinthe trial was to stimulate debate and
discussionaround each one, based in partfrom the learnings of the experience in Western Australia.
The rationalefor such standardisation was notfully understood by some organisations, and the utility
of the pre- self-assessmentwas not fully appreciated, both of which had a negative impacton their
experience with the trial.
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Despite mixed views about the purpose!* of the QM framework (i.e., whether itis predominantlyan
evaluativetool for critical reflection or wider benchmarking) the most commonly reported criticism of
the existing dimensions was the lack of flexibility to tailor the evaluation to the needs of the
participating organisations.

Whilstconsultees predominantly understood the concept of the framework, the role of the self-
assessmentprior to the event as a means of weighting each dimensionindividually was notas clear.
Some suggested it would be more useful to selectindicators thatreflected their own artisticobjectives
andintentions, rather thanassess aspects of quality thatarenot intentional (e.g., assessinga
pantomime againstthe Originality [ground-breaking] metric when it had no intention of being ground-
breaking). Although there was a recognition that this would potentially reduce the ability to benchmark
across theportfolio,itis evident that a ‘measure what matters’ approach may gain more buy-in for the
framework from the sector.

It was regularly suggested that a small number of compulsory metrics could be chosen by the Arts
Council,with a suite of remaining separate metrics availablethatorganisations could select(potentially
provided as templates per artform). Furthermore, consultees posed that Arts Council Relationship
Managers could work with organisations when setting artistic objectives to ensure both Arts Council
andthe participating organisations werein agreement about the selection of metrics.

Quote 15: “I really like the idea of this but | want my own freedom to set my own benchmarks of excellence and
quality and ask the questions that are truly going to resonate with my own audience.” (Organisation)

Quote 16: “I'm not sure about measuring things that you’re not trying to achieve.” (Non-participating
organisation)

Quote 17: “We’d like to be able to pick out the questions that are truly relevant to the event that we’re putting
on.” (Organisation)

Overall, organisations commonly suggested that there is nota ‘one sizefits all’ solution to the metrics
due to the variety of disciplines and artforms in the portfolio, the individual differences in objectives as
outlined, and the varyingtarget audiences.Concern was raised over the relevance and comparability of
the existingdimensions as a result.

Quote 18: “The metrics were very 'one size fits all' and not always suitable to the type of event programmed.”
(Organisation)

Specific examples were given by two different consultees (one participatingand one non-participating)
to demonstrate that the overall evaluation framework did not fit’ their particular discipline. For
example, a literatureorganisation delivering a productsuch as book gifting or reading supportgroups
for parents through gatekeeper partners suggested that the existing wording of the QM dimensions was

14 purposeis furtherdiscussed in Section 4.4.
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not relevant. Similarly, a producingorganisation touring work elsewhere in the country questioned the
‘local impact’ metric and usefulness to their own learning.

Quote 19: “’I would come to something like this again’ — that kind of wording is very events based isn’t it?”
(Non-participating organisation)

Quote 20: “The local impact question is problematic for our touring productions. That question provides some
insight but it’s one for the venue.” (Organisation)

ii. The Quality Metrics framework

Overall,a majority (63%) of respondent organisations either strongly agreed or somewhat agreed that
the QM framework was useful to their organisation (Figure 10).

Figure 10: What respondent organisations thought of particular elements of the QM framework

51%

47% 48%

Overall, the Quality Useful for Suitable framework Sufficient Useful for
Metrics are useful to  understanding the for ourorganisation's comparability across understanding what
our organisation. audience's cultural discipline. different cultural other organisations
assessment of quality disciplines are doing

W Strongly agree M Somewhat agree M Neutral M Somewhat disagree M Strongly disagree M | don't know

Count=98

The survey results alsoindicated that respondent organisationsthoughtthat the framework would be
useful for understanding their own audiences and that it was appropriate whatever the organisation’s
cultural discipline. In addition, there was also a positive, though less strong, view that the framework
could be used to compare across disciplines and to understand other organisations. Despitethis general
positivismtowards the framework at a headlinelevel, the consultation did highlighta number of
perceived challenges. The rest of this sub-section addresses these challenges.
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Sampling and robustness requires review

Inaddition to the specific concerns around the QM dimensions, the majority of consultees questioned
the reliability of the resulting data because of the sampleframe, interms of its representation and
size.’> This aspectevidently impacted the organisations’ use of the data, with organisations unconfident
to drawany firmconclusions, unableto ‘convince’ programmers of its value, and unsure of what
‘robust’ would look likein practice.’® These issues relateto the terms of the trial rather than the
framework itself. As the main purposeof the trial was to give a large number of organisationsthe
opportunity to trial the framework, therefore to make this more manageable, organisations were
encouraged to achievea minimum of 30 public responses per evaluation, however, there were no
restrictions uponthem collecting more or in constructing representative samples of their audiences.

Furthermore, non-participating organisations cited the target sample for survey responses as a barrier
for participation, particularly within thetime period of the national testphase. Conversely, the target
samplesizes were a benefit to participatingin thenational test phase for some organisations who
found the publicassessment quota of the QM framework much easier to achievethan that of Audience
Finder. However, each tool is based on a different methodology, consequently each is subjectto
different participation constraints. The best practiceresearch standards that were used to develop the
Audience Finder methodology requirethe thresholds set, whereas, the QM methodology requires a
relatively low minimum of responses for the term of this trial. However, participating organisations
were given more detailed information aboutthresholds and samplesizes. This finding suggests that a
careful balancewillneed to be found within the framework to provide datasets that are trusted, whilst
simultaneously responding to the capacity challenges faced by organisations.Italsosuggests that
further clarification of messagingaround the use of the data and definitions of robustness may be
required for those with less expertisein this field, as some of the quotes reveal.

Quote 21: “People that are self-selected have got something to say but it’s not representative of the entire
audience.” (Organisation)

Quote 22: “l have no confidence at all in the self or peer assessment as data because you’re asking so smalla
group. So | don’t see how quantitatively asking five people is going to give any data, which is meaningful or
robust. It might be interesting but it’s not robust." (Organisation)

Quote 23: “I think there was very low morale across everybody working around Audience Finder because we
just couldn’t meet the targets. At least this felt achievable and morale increased.” (Organisation)

Misunderstandings thatneed to be allayed, centre on the need for a robust samplesize, which only
applies toaudienceassessment(i.e. achievinga minimumnumber of returns), whereas, with the self-

15 Forthe nationaltest phase, organisations were asked to surveythree events, with a minimum 30 audience
members assessingeach and five peers.
16 Usefulnessis further discussed in Section4.3.
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and peer assessmentitis the difference in pre- and post-assessments or the quality of the assessor/
assessmentthatis more pertinent.

Survey fatigue poses a risk and challenge for participating organisations

The findings indicate there arewidespread concerns regarding the impact of survey fatigue — for public,
selfand peers. These are concerns common to all surveying, as the public’s views and information are
increasingsought. Itwas perceived that continually repeating the survey might negatively impactupon:
(i) the actual results (e.g., less careand thought would be taken during completion due to the
‘boredom’ factor), (ii) the reputation of the organisation (e.g., becoming known for ‘bombarding’
audiences with surveyrequests), and, (iii) staff time (e.g., havingto create a new survey for each event
—incomparison with the ongoingversion of Audience Finder).

One solution posed by a number of consultees (particularly Combined Arts and Theatre organisations)
was that to assessingthe quality of a whole programme or season. This solution would address
samplingdifficulties, allow for a more meaningful or holistic view of activity overall,and avoid
polarisation (e.g., when a cutting-edge contemporary artpiece is assessed oneweek but not a
commercial touringcomedian who is performingthe next).

Quote 24: “A few of our artistic people did the survey three times and they said they didn’t think about itas
much by the third one. The first time they did it, because it was so new, they were questioning it more deeply.”
(Organisation)

Quote 25: “...we have people who come 4 times a year, there’s a lot of repeat bookers for a lot of different art
forms. Soon they’ll become very bored with us asking them these questions and on top of that we’ll be asking
them other questions. They’ll soon get really cheesed off.” (Organisation)

Quote 26: “The whole offer is a better assessment, because that’s how we programme. We programme some
commercial stuff, we programme challenge stuff, and overall that creates our programme. We hope people will
engage across the range and that’s where | feel it’s sustainable, it’s less vulnerable to be picked apart and we’d
be more likely to engage with it.” (Organisation)

Bespoke challenges exist for particular types of organisation

The experience of the national test phase of the QM framework presented a number of specific
challenges for different disciplines and organisation types. Some of these challenges would be faced by
other similarly constituted data collection exercises such as surveying. Theseincluded the following.

= ticketed organisationswereunsureifthey had gained a representative sampledue to sending
the survey via email to their bookers, whereas non-ticketed organisations usingfieldworkers
were able to select arandom sample. Conversely, non-ticketed organisations experienced
capacity challenges around conducting face-to-faceinterviews!” whereas ticketed
organisationswereableto use their box officedatabase.

17 Capacityand administration burdens are discussed furtherin Section 4.3.
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= ticketed organisations/organisationssurveyingat ‘one-off’ events faced more time pressures
to collectsurvey data from audiences than non-ticketed museums and galleries surveying
across longer periods (e.g., of an exhibition run).Similarly, organisations running smaller
events found it difficultattimes to achievethe minimum audience number required by the
national testphase.18

=  producingorganisations touringtheir work to receiving venues could not access email data to
manage the survey circulationand had no capacity tosend their own fieldworkers .1®

= ‘well-known brand’ organisations were concerned about higher expectations on them affecting
assessmentresults (especially comparing pre-to post-assessment) versus challenges with
‘lesser known brands’ who struggled to attractpeer assessors.20

Quote 27: “With presenting partners — we’ve learned it needs to be instigated by them. So that’s taught us
about the different ways to measure quality — trying to do it one step removed is too challenging. When you're a
step away from it, you don’t know how people are being asked, we’re totally out of control.” (Organisation)

Quote 28: “I think there’s a problem of our brand being so strong and well-known and that raises expectations
... but our artists take risks too...” (Organisation)

Quote 29: “Some of our events are quite small ... the target is often quite punishing if you’re only got 40
attendees and you've got to catch them when they come out. It needs to be so much more useful than it is at the
moment for us to put all that investment in.” (Organisation)

The ability to add context is an essential requirement for organisations and peers

This was the most frequently referenced feedback across thewhole consultation. Lack of ability toadd
any context to either the front-end surveyto inform peers about the intentions and objectives of the
piece, as well as to add to the back-end dashboard to supportcolleagues in understandingthe resulting
scores,itwas seen as a missed opportunity. This perception was a misconception, asitis possibleto
write an introduction for public or peer assessor surveys,and so, this is another example of where
improved communications areneeded with the sector to avoid such misunderstandings. Beingableto
‘tell the story’ was key not onlyfor organisations to ‘justify’ scores butto provide a legacy for new staff
coming into the workplaceonce those involved had left. It was alsoseen as vital todemonstrate clear
reasoning behind selecting the work to be assessed, and to give context to the Arts Council.?!

Both ON and AQA peers reported that they would have preferred more context about the organisation
beforehand in order to efficiently and effectively scorewhat they were assessing. Similarly, peer
assessors (both ON and AQA) wanted to be ableto providetheir own narrative context alongsidetheir

18 Samplingchallengesare discussed earlierin Section4.1ii.

19 Indeed, this was also raised by non-participating organisations as a barrier to partidpationin the national test
phase.

20 Challengeswith peer recruitment are covered laterin thissection.

21 Contextislinkedto a greater understanding of purpose and is discussed furtherinSection 4.4.
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scores —inorder to justify and explain their reasoning. Travellingto assess an event and then takingfive
minutes to complete a QM survey was deemed to be ‘short-changing’ the organisation beingassessed.

Quote 30: “l would have liked a free style paragraph, that would have been really helpful, it’s fine to say this
was doing important things, or this was revelatory, but actually why is it? There’s no opportunity to say what
struck a chord and why ... and | think if people have committed to give an evening, people are willing to give a
half decent report and give that detail.” (ON Peer)

Quote 31: “l think if I'd travelled any distance, even to make a special journey to see something and all I did was
to do that form, I think I’d be short-changing them as much as me ... for five minutes! | don’t think it’s
sustainable in a financial sense, you'll be billing people for travel and that’s all they get out of it.” (AQA Peer)

Quote 32: “I think what might be missing is context —the context in which the piece was created was essential
for your understanding of what you were seeing. You would have a different set of criteria and expectations if
you went into that performance not knowing the context and circumstances in which it was created.” (AQA
Peer)

Quote 33: “I think it’s difficult to answer some of these questions without reference to what the purpose or
intention or aspirations of the organisation would be.” (ON Peer)

Bias or skew is potentially introduced by particular elements of the framework

Throughout the evaluation process, consultees suggested a number of areas where unintended bias or
skewed data had the potential to be introduced. Itis evident that these elements contributed to
consultees’ overall opinion thatthe resultingdata did not accurately reflectthe quality of their work.
There were five reoccurringidentified areas of concern.

CC as partof their evaluation of the national phase have being consideringthe potential for bias and
will bereporting separately on their investigations, which may shed light on the issues below.

1. Self-assessment

Consultees commonly reported that self-assessmentcanintroducebias through subjectivity, suggesting
thatit was difficultto remainimpartial despite being briefed (or briefing colleagues) aboutthe purpose
andintention of the evaluation. Organisations often found that the self-assessmentwas scored overly
highly, as assessors had prior knowledge/background about the work and the context. These
observations arereal but reveal a misunderstandingaboutthe purpose and use of self-assessment. Itis
a tool for self-reflection by organisations,and as such, the differences between the pre- and post-
assessments arewhat is crucial, notthe strength of the assessment, thereby obviatingany
unintentional bias as a resultof familiarity for example.Also, self-assessmentis importantas partof the
understandingimparted by all three parts of the triangulation butthe scores from each is not additive,
as feared by organisations. As such, this is another example of the need for clearer and stronger
communications about QM.

Quote 34: “It’s the self one | find...they’re always high, it’s the people who are producing it, putting it all
together...so they expect it to be great, amazing and there’s high scores consistently.” (Organisation)
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Quote 35: “... the self-assessor knows what’s gone into it and all the thought processes that the public doesn’t
appreciate.” (Organisation)

2. Peer assessment
When organisations struggled to recruit peers,?2 well-known external colleagues were often brought
into helpinstead, which potentiallyintroduced more favourableresults.

Quote 36: “My peer assessors said ‘of course I'll give you the right answers’ [wink].” (Organisation)

There is alsosomeevidence to indicatethat ON peers found itdifficulttoremain impartial when
assessingorganisations with whom they had previously partnered or worked with. In contrast, AQA
peers have been ‘trained’ by the Arts Council through the AQA development process inan attempt to
allowthem to remain objective.?3

Quote 37: “l don’t think you can get away from it [bias]. And obviously it'll be coloured by the previous
experiences you’ve had with that organisation. Whether positively or negatively. And it’s hard to take yourself
out of that knowledge and that experience.” (ON Peer)

Quote 38: “... there’s a box at the beginning of the AQA form where you declare your interests. And it is
awkward if you’re going to say something critical. But over the years the line that’s come from the Arts Council is
make it useful for the organisation, you are a critical friend, be constructive and always back up any criticisms
with hard evidence, so one tries to do that.” (AQA Peer)

3. Public assessment

Conducting faceto face interviews with members of the public was raised by some non-ticketed
organisationsasa potential forintroducingbias. Whilstitis recognised thatthisis alimitation for
interviewer-led surveys more generally, organisationssuggested itmay mean that scores are higher
than they perhaps should be.

Quote 39: “People were grading everything quite high. | just thought there was a question around that, even
though | was often saying to people, please be honest. And yet | almost felt, that people felt compelled to be
positive.” (Organisation)

4. Particular survey design elements positively influencing scores

Inherent across all surveyingis a tendency for bias, where a samplestatistic can over-or under-
estimate a population parameter. The challenges of bias, such as unrepresentative samples, bias dueto
measurement error and samplingerror and survey bias,arenot uniqueto the CC platform. However,
there were particularelements cautioned for bias specific to the CC platform as identified by
organisations.

22 Specificchallenges around peer recruitment are discussed laterinthis section.
23 The definitions of a ‘peer’ or ‘expert’ are discussed laterin this section.
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Across the focus groups, interviews and open survey responses, consultees frequently reported that the
slider2*did notaccurately or reproducibly provide a standardised responseas there were no numbers
on the scaleorset points. As a result, there were concerns that publicand self-assessorscompleted it
too quickly without much thought on positioning (and with a natural movement to ‘swipe’ to the right)
and when the same responsewas required, it was difficultto easily reproducea result.

Quote 40: “I think there’s a problem in the positive feedback in the sense that it’s quite fun — so encouraging
people to take part, I'm using the language like ‘it’ll be really quick’, but then it probably shouldn’t be framed
like that as they’re going slide, slide, slide.” (Organisation)

5. Mixed understanding about what exactly is being assessed

Throughout this evaluation,itwas apparent that some organisations were assessing (and encouraging
the assessment of) the overall experience, whereas others were simply focused on the productin
question (i.e. the exhibition, the performance, etc.). This findingindicates thatclarity of what should be
assessedis needed to ensure standardisationacrossallassessorsand their scores.

Quote 41: “It’s all the product. | don’t believe it’s just the play and everything else is another thing.”
(Organisation)

Quote 42: “For me, Quality Metrics is about one piece of work. It’s related to that show. That exhibition. That
piece of music. A one-off hit.” (Organisation)

Major challenges reported with the current peer assessment process

Peer assessments by either ON peers or AQA peers were anticipated to be either very useful or
somewhat useful by 77% and 75%, respectively, of organisation survey respondents and as such the
second most useful part of the triangulation (approximately mid-way between the audienceassessment
element and self-assessment). (Figure 11)

24 The slideris discussed in more detail in Section4.2i.
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Figure 11: What respondent organisations thought of the triangulation elements
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There was even stronger expectation by peers themselves inthe potential utility of peer assessment by
peers of the same discipline—88% thought it could be very useful or somewhat useful >°. (Figure 12)

Figure 12: Anticipated usefulness of peer and audience assessment to participating organisations
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By a peer working in the By a peer workingina By a peer from OUTSIDE of By an audience member
SAME discipline DIFFERENT discipline the arts sector using the Quality Metrics

m Very useful M Somewhat useful ™ Neutral M Not very useful M Not atalluseful ™1 don't know

2> Aside from usefulness, the positive impact on peer assessors is discussed further in 4.4.
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Count=112, 112, 111, 112

Despite the potential of peer assessment, the process was frequently referenced as the most
challengingaspect of the QM framework for organisations.

Quote 43: “The single most difficult aspect of the process.” (Organisation)

Challenges with the peer assessmentprocess were attributed to the followingfactors.

1. Organisations struggled to recruit peers.
Recruitment difficulties were due to a variety of factors, including thefollowing:

=  Both organisation and peer consultees suggested that the location of some organisations
created a potential distancebarrier,notonly for venues inrural areas butalso where
performances finished latein the evening when public transportoptions arelimited;

= Peers (especially ON peers2®) reported that time out of the office or family commitments were
barriers.Indeed, a number of ON peers raised the issue of whether the assessmentwas
something they would be permitted to attend by their employer during ‘work hours’ or
whether it had to be conducted on their own time;

=  Both organisations and peers reported problems with recruitment emails arrivingin SPAM
folders or looking like SPAM (i.e., from an unknown source).?’ Lack of contactfrom peers was
often attributed to this technical issue, especially by participating organisations who were also
ON peers;

= Organisations perceived thatthere was a potential lack of propensity to attend less
‘elamorous’ events, with peers choosinginsteadtoselect anassessmentof a more well-known
organisation or experience; and,

= OQOrganisations wereclearly confused about which peers to recruit. Some thought they hadto
only use the provided listof peers nominated by organisationstakingpartin the trial
(separated by geographical areas), others believed they could add their own suggestions to
thatlist,and some did not know a listexisted at all.

Quote 44: “That automatic email wasn’t enough. | had to chase them and then help them find the email.”
(Organisation)

Quote 45: "Trying to recruit peer assessors is hard when you’ve got no profile ...” (Organisation)

26 The time burdenfor ON peersis discussed furtherin4.3i.
27 Challengeswith the dashboard are further discussed in Section 4.2.
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Quote 46: “Quite often the Culture Counts emails getlost in the deluge of emails | get, and trying to dig through
for the Culture Counts one was difficult, so maybe having a centralised log in would make more sense?” (ON
Peer)

Quote 47: “If you come to our theatre from anywhere on the London line, you can’t get train back to show from
London so that means an overnight, so we’re paying for an overnight train ticket which becomes expensive and
you can see why people won’t want to commit 24 hours. The expense wasn’t the main driver it was the time,
whether people could give that time. Of the three events we didn’t get a single person in from that list.”
(Organisation)

The impactof these challenges with peer recruitment was stark. When explored in the focus groups,
organisationsweredisappointed that their peer assessmentefforts were not reciprocated, leadingto
anoverarchingsense of negativity around the QM framework experience. Others gave up recruiting
peers entirely, and were therefore unableto benefit from triangulation. Finally,and as discussed above,
the lack of ‘official’ peer responses led organisations to rush into finding new replacements, often
introducing potential bias dueto the selected peers’ familiarity with the organisation. Overall, there
were few suggestions related to how the peer recruitment process could be improved. One suggestion
was to create a hyper-local pool of peer assessorstoresolvethe distancebarrier,another focused on
‘piggy backing’ on existing behaviours —instillingan awareness of the QM evaluation across the sector
soassessorsactively volunteer when attending a work.

2. Organisations were expected to cover expenses for peers.

Consultees expressed that they were unaware of the need to budget for this element of the national
test phase. There are examples where this caused embarrassment and disagreements within
interdepartmental teams as to who was goingto reimburse peers or how peers could be incentivised to
attend.

Quote 48: “Our events are free so we couldn’t even offer a free ticket. | had to almost kneel down and beg for a
free drink for people as it just felt we had to give some kind of incentive to come, at least give them a cup of
coffee.” (Organisation)

Quote 49: “I'm having a dispute with the theatre team at the moment about that, because in their view the
peers are national, even international has been thrown into the mix, and if you're talking about judging the work
in terms of our artistic objectives then | quite agree, but they say so are you going to pay for it, and | say no I've
not got budget —so unless you can stump up for hotel and train it’s not going to happen, so it’s like what'’s the
point of doing it then?” (Organisation)

3. Peers needed greater clarity about what to expect and their role.

Peers commonly reported that they felt poorly briefed before their assessments and had littleidea of
what it was they were goingto be asked followingtheir experience. This caused anxietyin particular for
ON peers who typically had less formal experience of assessmentthan their AQA peer counterparts. It
was reported that this lack of clarity resulted in disappointmentfollowing attendance, as peers were
unableto providethe amount of feedback they would have liked.

Quote 50: “It would have helped to have seen the questions before.” (ON Peer)

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 30



A\ Nordicity

Quote 51: “From the first event | went to | took loads of photographs and was writing loads. And then when the
survey came, it was oh my goodness, it was really very simple...It felt a bit like, oh, is that it?” (ON Peer)

Inaddition to the above challenges, there is evidence to indicatethat the definition of ‘peer’ may need
further exploration and clarification (including expectations of peers’ level of knowledge and
experience). ON peers had mixed views interms of the necessity of being ‘experts’ inthe same art form
discipline, whereas AQA peers more strongly believed that assessorsshould haveexpertiseinthe same
art form they are asked to evaluate.

This findingindicates that further research may be required to examine whether different types of
peers and their levels of experience (expert or otherwise) produce greatly different results for the same
assessment. Survey results were insufficiently conclusive. (Figure 52 and Figure 53)

Quote 52: “A peer has a certain status attached to it.” (ON Peer)

Quote 53: “Perhaps it might be valuable to ensure the peer reviewersrecruited for a particular
event or production are a balanced mix, including at least one or two from a similar specialist
area?” (ON Peer)

Quote 54: “The framework for the peer assessors — do they need to be experts, or does it not matter
if you're not in the sector or a certain discipline? It’s a real grey area.” (Organisation)

Quote 55: “I just found myself thinking goodness | can’t peer view a pantomime in [name of town]
because I'm not equipped to do it.” (ON Peer)

Quote 56: “I'm quite alarmed that organisations might be getting things described as peer reviews
that are lay audience reviews. A peer to me is someone who has professional experience and
knowledge and expertise in the art form.” (AQA Peer)

Triangulation: more ‘interesting’ than useful at this stage?

Whilstconsultees agreedin principlewith the concept of triangulation (indeed itwas described by one
consultee as the ‘USP’ of the whole QM framework) and broadly thought the separate elements of use
(Figure 11 and Figure 58), the majority struggled to find valuein the resulting data.

Challenges with triangulation were raised becauseof a lack of confidence inits reliability (dueto
potential bias introduced at peer recruitment stage and/or through the self-assessment process) or
because some organisationshad nodata atall for comparison frompeers (due to problems with
recruitment). As previously stated some of these biases arenotreal but they are perceived and can
undermine appreciation of the framework.?

%8 See earlier section on 'Self-Assessment’ under 'Bias or skew is potentially introduced by particular
elements of the framework’ in Section 4.1 ii.
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Triangulation places a significantburden on organisations butnot equally acrossthethree elements.
The majority of organisations reported that audienceassessmentand peer assessment(both pre- and
post-) were very or somewhat difficultto conduct. However, there is a differential impactdepending
upon sizeof organisation. Largeorganisations had greater difficulty than small or medium organisations
with peer assessments. Conversely,small and medium organisations had moredifficulty with audience
assessments (for reasons explainedin section4.3).Inregard to self-assessment, the majority of
organisationsthoughtit was very or somewhat easy but againthere was a differential response
accordingtosize. Small organisations, despitetheir low level of staffing, found self-assessments much
easier to conduct than did medium or large organisations (Figure 35, Figure 36, Figure 37 & Figure 38).
Interms of the valuethat organisations placed on meeting that administrativeburden, they were
roughly equally splitinthinking whether the time and resources spent on getting sufficientresponse
rates and in conducting the evaluation was appropriate (Figure 39).

Peer assessors weremore positiveinthe surveyin respect of particularelements of the triangulation,
with the majority anticipating peer assessment by an assessorof the samedisciplineandaudience
assessmentto be ‘very useful’to the participatingorganisation. Itis worth noting at the same time that
peer assessorswere markedly less positiveaboutthe utility of peer assessmentby a peer of another
disciplineor from outsidethe arts sector (Figure 58).

For those who had completed full triangulation, the resulting data was regularly referenced as
‘interesting’ rather than ‘useful’. However, it should be noted that more critical views ontriangulation
may alsoreflectthe level of understandingabouthow to usethe resultingdata.

Quote 57: “It’s the triangulation and the feedback from self and peers which has made it
interesting.” (Organisation)

Quote 58: "Because I'm struggling so much with self and peerI’'m just going on public so the
triangulation means nothing to me.” (Organisation)

Quote 59: “...the public side we're happy with, again the deterrentis the peer and the self side of it
—1don't know whether the data you get from the peers is worth all the time and effort to get it and
how are we using it. | don't see the huge relevance, | know this triangular thing is supposed to be
great, and gives us a bit of an overview but if we don’t get it is it the end of the world?”
(Organisation)

iii. Insummary

There is an opportunity for the QM framework to be an effective tool for organisations, as overall,
participating organisations could envisagethe useof the metrics and were generally of the view that
the individual dimensions were of sufficient suitability to be used as measures of quality. However,
further refinement and development of the dimensions arerequired before they will berelevant and
applicableforall artforms and cultural disciplines. Organisationsareseekinga bespoke, tailored
approachthatmore readily meets their needs — a flexible system where they canselect metrics that
measure what matters and aligns with their individual artisticobjectives. Context is key: organisations
and peers need the abilitytoadd narrativeto justify scores or explain event assessmentselections.
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Confidence inthe resultingdatais limited due to its perceived robustness and there are wider concerns
around survey fatigue. Bias has potentially been introduced to the data through a variety of channels
includingtheself-assessmentprocess, multipleinterpretations of the metrics, peer recruitment
process,and survey design elements such as the slider and face-to-faceinterviews. Peer recruitment
was the biggest challengefor organisations, with some giving up entirely on the peer process.This
challenge, coupled with concerns around bias, has led to a lack of perceived value in the otherwise
agreeable triangulation process. The definition of a peer is described as a grey area — with mixed views
from consultees as to whether peers should be experts ina specific artformor from across the sector.
All peers, especially ON peers would have welcomed a clearer briefinginadvance of their assessments;
at the very leastseeing the questions beforehand.
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4.2 Suitability and viability of the platform

This section reports on consultees’ experiences of usingthe CC platform; its strengths, weaknesses;
and, whether organisations and peers believeitis a practical and efficient partof the framework.

Generally, respondingorganisations (and focus group attendees) were broadly positivetowards using
the CC platform when costwas not a consideration. (Figure 13) There were developments and
considerationsthatwere highlighted in the focus groups andinterviews, which follow.

Figure 13: Likelihood of respondent organisations using the CC platform in future if cost was not a
consideration

42%

27%
16%
9%
0,
1% 2%
Very likely Somewhat likely Neutral Somewhat Very unlikely | don't know
unlikely

Count=102

i.  Further development of the platform is needed to gain buy-in

Whilstitwas recognised by the majority of consultees that the CC platformwas inthe early stages of
development there were a number of opportunities highlighted that would improve the experience for
users with both the front end and back end.

The front end (i.e. the survey software)

The short length of time needed to complete the survey was the most commonly occurringstrength of
the front-end system. Survey results from the peer assessorsandthosefrom participatingorganisations
both confirmed the ease of use of the CC platform. Nearly half (47%) of respondent organisations
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somewhat or strongly agreed that the time and resources spent on the CC platform was appropriate
(Figure 39)and over three-quarters of peer assessorsthoughtthe CC platformwas very easyto use
(55%) or somewhat easyto use (24%). ( Figure 57).

Consultees reported that self, peer and public assessorsfound the survey easyand quick to use which,
given critical comments raised around the length of other monitoringand evaluation systems such as
Audience Finder, was welcomed. The open ‘three word’ text box was commonly described as a
strength, with one consultee suggestingthat the qualitative element had proved the most useful partof
the resulting data as itwas deemed more ‘tangible’and accessible to sharewith fellow staff members
than the quantitativeinformation.?®

Quote 60: “Because you were doing it face-to-face it was great to say with absolute confidence that
it will take you two minutes or less.” (Organisation)

Quote 61: “I shouldn’t say this perhaps, but takes me five minutes to fill in, it's so quick and easy.”
(AQA Peer)

Quote 62: “...they gave us three words and we put them into word clouds, and then I took those to
my artistic team...they got really excited by them because the graphs didn't work for them.”
(Organisation)

However, the main weaknesses of the front end system related to two key areas:

1.The Slider.As indicatedin 4.1ii, the slider response function was criticised for its likely inaccuracy,
difficultreproducibility, and openness to interpretation. From a practical perspective, some users
reported they were unableto register a neutral view; that the slider had to be moved from centre. The
evidence suggests that these factors led to concerns about the reliability of the resulting data.

Quote 63: “Am | confident in the resulting data? Not at the moment no. The data we're collecting is
very grey and biased to the fact that people are using a slider.” (Organisation)

Quote 64: “Different people use the slider differently - some people would never go to either end.
It's quite open to interpretation.” (Organisation)

2. Accessibility. Inaddition to the earlier discussion of language accessibility, the findings indicate that
some consultees were concerned about the overall accessibility of completing the survey, especially for
those with learningdisabilities and visually-impaired or blind users. This finding suggests that further
survey design development and bespoke user-testing is needed to ensure that it does not exclude any
potential voices.

29 Usefulness and lack of expertise regarding interpretation is discussed further in Section 4.3 iv.
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Quote 65: “| would like to see them a bit more accessible, being able to change background and
font size so it's easier to see, or have it read it out...I think it's got a long way to go in terms of
access.” (Organisation)

The back end (survey design and data dashboard)

Interms of strengths, there is some evidence to demonstrate that a number of consultees benefitted
from usingthe CC dashboard, particularly those who did not have another comparable method or who
were new to this type of data collection.Itwas described as simpleto use, with a cleaninterface.

Quote 66: “I've liked using the tool because it's given us a medium for data collection that we
didn’t have before.” (Organisation)

Quote 67: “l thought it actually looked quite clean, | found it relatively easy to use. It was simple
but then so was the survey.” (Organisation)

However, there were a number of weaknesses which some consultees described had negatively
impacted their overall experience of the trial,as well as theresultingdata. These weaknesses centred
aroundthe simplified design and functionality of the survey, namely the lack of ability to add survey
routing, weighting, customisation, mass email mail-out (as opposedto one at atime) and the repeated
work required to produce templates.

Quote 68: “In terms of being a fair trial | think the lack of flexibility of the tool, the lack of
rigorousness of the tool, in terms of reporting, in terms of the way you ask the questions - it meant
that the trial becomes meaningless. It’s all verywell saying you're developing the tool but the tool
is crucial.” (Organisation)

Quote 69: “The simplicity came at a cost. Of actually then collecting usable and useful data.”
(Organisation)

Quote 70: “That repetition of survey design feelsvery laborious. | kind of feelit should automate -
here’s your peer, here’s your self, here’s your public.” (Organisation)

Quote 71: “...you couldnt add any demographic questions — we wanted to ask ethnicity. And that'’s
one of the ones that ACE is desperate to know and we have to give them, so how come they
couldn’t add that in.” (Organisation)

Whilstconsultees praised the support provided by the CC team,*° some struggled to get to grips with
technical aspects of the survey templates, which required more time to be spent on the projectthan
anticipated and impacted their remaining workload.

30 This is discussed in Section 4.2 ii.
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Quote 72: “Time was a real challenge. Some of the set up things, | set it up incorrectly, then you
have to untangle it.” (Organisation)

Quote 73: "The time was set in Australian time so we couldn’t set up our surveys. We had
difficulties with setting up individual surveys, setting up three surveys each time. We just had a lot
of technical issues.” (Organisation)

However, one of the most frequently cited weaknesses was the reporting functionality and the lack of
automaticinsight. Consultees who were interested in benchmarking3! were unableto access
comparativedata (citing the reporting option provided by Audience Finder or Visitor Verdictas a ‘good’
example) and some who wanted to cross-tabulate findings with demographic data were unableto do
so. The opportunity did existin the form of csvfiles thatcould be downloaded (for whichinformation
was availableonlineand CC would have provided supporttoo.) but which clearly was notreadily found
or used by the said consultees. Inaddition, consultees had expected the system to automatically create
sophisticated reports and without these they were left unsureof a) how to use the data and b) how to
communicateitinaninformativeand interestingway to their colleagues.Thereis evidence to suggest
that this limitation particularly negativelyimpacted on those who were less experienced with
manipulating data (particularly in terms of the additional unexpected time spent on the national test
phase)and on the perceived usefulness of the overall national test phase.32

Quote 74: “l found the reports hideous to decipher...I took it as it stands to my artistic director and

said what does this tell you, and she just pushed it away and said ‘absolutely nothing'.
(Organisation)

Quote 75: “...it would be good to have that in terms of individual art forms or an overall
aggregate, but just to have that measure of what the benchmark is and the national average is. |
think that would be useful for us and ACE.” (Organisation)

Quote 76: “I thought there was going to be more support with processing the data. The data’s there
on screen, but then what do | do with that and how do | communicate it with the rest of my
organisation? I've created a report and that’s been time consuming.” (Organisation)

ii. The Culture Counts support team were highly regarded

Overwhelmingly, the consultees were satisfied with the supportthey received from the CC team who
were reported to help wherever possible. They were particularly praised for supporting organisations in
the early stages of the project when any issues arose with how to use the technology. Survey results
from participating organisationsvery clearly showed thatwhen addressing problems with the CC

31 Attitudes towards benchmarking and sharingdata is discussed furtherin Section 4.4.
32 Usefulnessof resulting datais discussed furtherin Section 4.3 iv.
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platform, the supportteam was promptintheir response (79% rated it as ‘very positive’) and effective
(67% rated the response as ‘very positive’). These findings were based on the assessment of the 44% of
respondents that had sought help (Figure 41 & Figure 42). More generallyinregards to the different
means of receiving support, the majority of respondents who had used the servicehad found both
emailingor telephoning to be ‘very helpful’ and the website support material to be ‘very helpful’ or
‘somewhat helpful’ (Figure 14)Figure 43.

Quote 77: “l thought that the team running it did try hard to help.” (Organisation)

Figure 14: Helpfulness of each medium of support available for CC platform

58%

Culture Counts website Support help desk Email to support team Telephone call to support
support material team

M Very helpful B Somewhat helpful ® Neutral B Not very helpful B Not atall helpful ®m | don't know

Count=98

iii. Connectivity and kit

A range of organisations undertaking face-to-faceinterviews faced a number of challenges with the Wi-
Fi connection required for survey completion. This difficulty was notonly experienced by those inrural
locations and outdoor arts events, but also by those in modern buildings.Indeed, lack of connectivity
was cited by non-participating organisations asa barrier to participation in the national test phase. For
those participating organisations who experienced connectivity problems they reportedly swapped to
paper-based surveys and manuallyinputted the data instead, which added an extra burden interms of
time. This finding suggests that an off-linesolution may have encouraged more non-participating
organisationstotake partand also created a smoother experience for those with Wi-Fi problems.
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Quote 78: “It should just keep going...if you had an IPad and had an app, you can use it and then
when it connects to Wi-Fi it just downloads all your stuff instead of just having a constant
connection. Even in our building there are dead zones.” (Organisation)

Non-ticketed organisations commonly reported that they had to purchaseiPads inorder to conduct the
face-to-face interviews with visitors. This requirement added an extra level of complexity and cost, as
the majority had to specifically buy-inkit (often unexpected). As availability of kit was a cited barrier for
non-participating organisationstoo, the findings indicate that alternative solutions may need to be
found for organisations who havelittle budget, whether thatis delivered through a system of loaning
tablets (as suggested by one consultee) or supportingorganisations tosetup alternativedata capture
arrangements such as manually collecting emailsand circulating the survey online post-visit.

Quote 79: “We don’t own any iPads and I'm probably not going to buy any iPad, because they're
not relevant to what we do. We're a small organisation. We don’t have those funds available. And |

found that difficult that there was no other way to engage with the audience.” (Organisation)

Quote 80: “...we didn’t have the hardware or the budget to acquire the hardware...” (Non-
participating organisation)

iv.  Insummary

The ease with which the survey could be completed and the use of the CC dashboard by organisations
with no previous experience of similar tools, were both seen as strengths of the system. This was
alongside overwhelming feedback through all elements of the consultation thatthe support provided
by CC both interms of quality and timeliness was highly satisfactory.

However, to improve the viability and suitability of the CC platforma number of early developments
would be needed to both the front-end (survey software) and back-end (survey design and dashboard).
Most notably to the ‘slider’inthe survey (to remove a perceived bias)and by ensuringthat the
approachis inclusivethrough improvingaccessibility of the user experience. Whereas inregard to the
back-end, the survey functionality for designingand disseminatingthe CC surveys was considered to be
over-simplified which often resulted in difficulties using the technology and software, with a
consequent increased workload. Whatwas most frequently cited though was the lack of sophisticated
reporting functionality to produce more useful analyses or reports. At a practicallevel,itis notpossible
to ensure continuous connectivity for all organisationsin the portfolioandsoan offlinesolution needs
to be found otherwise translation to paper-based mode adds to the administration burden.
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4.3 Capacity, usefulness and alignment

This section reports on consultees’ experience of administratingthe QM framework and considers
whether the resulting data is insightful and how organisations envisageusingit.ltalso evaluates
whether there are merits in exploringopportunities for alignmentwith existingsystems such as
Audience Finder and the Artistic Quality Assessments.

i. Capacity burdens
Consultees commonly reported that they had found the process unexpectedly burdensome — especially
participatingintraining, setting up surveys, peer recruitment, collecting the data, and interpreting and
reporting on the data.33 (Figure 15 and Figure 16) Lack of capacity for fieldwork was particularly
problematic for non-ticketed organisationsor thosewithout the capability to use box officedata to
email out surveys. Although some organisations choseto recruitvolunteers to undertake the
fieldwork,3* this required additionaltimeto be allocated for training.

Smaller and medium sized organisations struggled generally in terms of findingtime and staff to
dedicate to the project. (Figure 38 and Figure 37)Inaddition, a lack of capacity was cited by all non-
participating organisations consulted as a major barrier to participation, including a perceived inability
to logistically run both Audience Finder and the QM framework concurrently.35

Quote 81: “l don’t have time to use the training videos.” (Organisation)

Quote 82: “It’s about capacity again. So if we were to do this for every exhibition and event, we’'d
have to recruit a new person! And for us that’s just not feasible. Another benefit of Audience Finder
is that it runs continuously and it aggregates everything. To me you're not going to set up a survey
each time.” (Organisation)

Quote 83: “We just didn't feelwe had the capacity within the timeframe...and the fact that it’s so
close to Audience Finder which has taken additional resources that only go so far.” (Non-
participating organisation)

Quote 84: “| haven't used it that much. And that’s partly because there’s no one on our team
dedicated to this work, it's nobody’s job to spend alot of time doing this. | think the data requires
quite a lot of analysis and interpretation and we just don’t have the capacity to spend that time
with it.” (Organisation)

33 Details of the survey results about the administration burden can be found in Section 4.1 li under
triangulation.

34 The benefitsinterms of CPD for volunteer fieldworkers/front of house staff is discussed furtherin Section 4.4.
35 Thisis furtherdiscussedinSection 4.3 ii.
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Figure 15: The administrative burden for coordinating and/or conducting each element of the
triangulation
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Figure 16: Further insight into what respondent organisations thought of the process

Overall, the Cutlure Counts software was easy to use.

The time and resources to use the Culture Counts
software was appropriate.
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Inaddition, the findings suggestthat ON peers were more likelyto report time pressures than AQA
peers — not altogether surprising, given that AQA peers are paid anannual fee, have been through a
rigorous recruitment process and training, and areexpected (and presumably willing) to make time to
conduct anassessment. As indicated earlier, the evidence suggests that there may be additional
complexities and time barriers for ON peers to attend assessments because of their existing workload3®.

Quote 85: “The QM is utterly un-burdensome. All the work if you're an AQA assessor is at least a
day’s work. Going to an event and writing it up, and that’s where you earn your fee, the QM is only
five minutes on the back of that.” (AQA Peer)

Quote 86: “Taking part as an assessor made me realise how much time it takes up outside of my
allocated working hours. Travel to and from shows took up a lot of time, which then impacted
negatively on my personal working hours.” (ON Peer)

Quote 87: “If there was an evening event by the time I'd driven from [name of town] | wouldn't get
back until midnight and | would have to be up early in the morning for work.” (ON Peer)

Quote 88: “We also have a huge time commitment producing our own work, so there were a lot of
evenings where it wasn't possible to go out to see work as we had our own on here, so it’s just
human capacity.” (ON Peer)

ii. Greater levels of expertise and training are needed

As outlined above, consultees reported that they spent more time than expected trying to make sense
of the resultingdata. This initself exposes the varyinglevels of expertise and experience with analysing,
interpreting and using data more strategically. Reflecting the wider challenge of ‘data shy’ organisations
inthe sector, it also highlights a specific training need that may enable participants in thenational test
phaseto more readily benefit from the QM framework evaluation. One consultee also highlighted the
legacy and sustainability challenges thatexist due to staffturnover, andthe need for the ongoing
training solutionsto ensure that new staff can quickly get to grips with the system.

Quote 89: “I think one of the issues with the sector is we have a turnover of staff, so there’s the
continually retraining of staff. If you're going to stay standardised training should be delivered by
Arts Council.” (Organisation)

Quote 90: “I know organisations who don’t have an expert - if you gave them the data they'd not
have the confidence to do anything with it.” (Organisations)

36 There are anumber of ON peer CPD benefits to note despite barriers to time, these are discussed furtherin
Section4.4.
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iii.  Audience Finder, AQA and Museum Accreditation

A lackoftime andresource to run the QM framework and Audience Finder simultaneously was a
challengefor the majority of organisationstaking part(mostof whom choseto either run one or the
other duringthe national test phase period). Whilst this was predominantly attributed to survey fatigue
as described earlier, non-ticketed organisations elected to run only one survey due to the fieldwork
capacity challenges cited above. This indicatively impacted on the data collected for Audience Finder
and other individual evaluation and monitoring systems acrossthe national testphase period, with
these essentially beingdisplaced by the framework.

Quote 91: “I could only choose to do one given my capacity. | chose not to do Audience Finder and
that came as a surprise to my Relationship Manager.” (Organisation)

Quote 92: “...at the time we were already doing Visitor Verdict, Visitor Finder and internal
evaluation, and in terms of the people delivering that, it was a huge amount of fatigue.”
(Organisation)

Consultees expressed mixed views about how to resolvethe above challenges, and whether existing
evaluation systems like Audience Finder could be more readily aligned. The majority described the tools
as ‘different beasts’ with different objectives, and organisations who had tried to combine the two were
not confidentit had worked well. This suggests that whilstthereis a capacity burdeninrunningtwo
separatesurveys, there are also concerns around both the practicalities and questionable methodology
of simply merging the two.

Quote 93: “It's utter nonsense to have competing, parallel systems. Quite clearly it’s not sensible.”
(Organisation)

Quote 94: “It might be better to integrate some of the metrics into Audience Finder.”
(Organisation)

Quote 95: “I don't think they fit together at all. Audience Finder is about profiling.” (Organisation)

Quote 96:"It’s a bit tricky if you're going to try and merge things together which are not supposed
to be that don't fit - Quality Metrics we can do in a space and the other things are an exit survey."
(Organisation)

As described earlier, AQA peers were concerned that the QM survey lacked any opportunity to add
justification and narrative, in comparison to the existing AQA format3’. Whilstfeedback from consultees
on the current AQA approachandresultingreports was mixed — two particularly critical of their value—

37 http://www .artscouncil.org.uk/national-portfolio-organisations/artistic-and-quality-assessment
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AQA peers would be willingto complete the QM dimensions, but only as an addition to (i.e. not
replacing) the existing AQA process.

Quote 97: “It’s just a totally different exercise. AQA is focussed on detail, evidence gathering and
really if it's done well provides organisations with quite specific feedback on what they're doing
well in terms of performance quality. This [Quality Metrics Framework] is so general and broad
brush with no real opportunity to explain or illustrate or to go into any detail. It's of very limited
value from that point of view.” (AQA Peer)

Quote 98: “It feels less arbitrary or random than the Artistic Assessments that they send people out
to, because we have no say in who that assessor is. And we’ve had problems with that...”
(Organisation)

It should be noted that two consultees within the evaluation queried whether there would be meritin
exploringthe benefits of the QM framework with the Museum Accreditation3® process. However, no
other alignmentopportunities were suggested.

Quote 99: “It’s interesting to know how this might feed into accreditation and if it has any value to it.” (AQA
Peer)

Quote 100: “I don’t know if it applies to theatre but in M&G we have accreditation which is a huge piece of
work, and it’s how this that fits with that, and whether it meshes together?” (ON Peer)

iv. Platform Providers

Consultation with platform providers (both alternativeand existing) expressed strong supportfor the
initiativesetting out to measure quality and for the development of the open source QM framework,
however, views on the delivery platformwere conflicting. Thetriangulation approach to evaluation (of
self, peer and audienceassessments)was applauded by all platform providers,and the development of
the framework was deemed both innovativeand seemingly effective. The provision of new data was
welcomed as anopportunity for the sector.

However, concerns were raised abouttying QM to one particular platform provider atthe exclusion of
others. The issues included:

= data ownershipand privacyissues (alsorelated to concerns expressed by organisations),
includinga platform provider having preferential access to the accumulated data;

= the impactof organisations havingtheonus of managing multipledata platforms (including
havinga detrimental effect on the use of their own platforms); and,

38 http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/supporting-museums/accreditation-scheme-0
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= ariskofthe costof a proprietary platformincreasingata later date.

The enthusiasmfor QM by platform providers was expressed by their common interestin harmonising
or integratingthe QM framework with their existing platforms.
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v. Usefulness

The survey results indicated that the timeliness of the process, the potential to fulfil internaland
external reporting requirements and access to other organisationsdata were all seen as potentially
useful outcomes of usingthe QM framework. It was alsoseen as being of use for other activities,such
as for curating, commissioning or producing and for helping marketing and promotion. Organisations
alsoindicated thatin principlethey were willingto shareresults with peer organisation to some extent
(Figure 17).3°

Figure 17: In what way could the QM framework help the respondent organisations

54%

50%

Useful for our Could inform Could help with Timely enoughto  Access to the We would likely
curating, internal and  our marketingand be usefulto our results of other share our results
commissioning or external reporting promotion organisation.  organisations will with peer
production be beneficial organisations

W Strongly agree M Somewhat agree B Neutral B Somewhat disagree M Strongly disagree ™ | don't know

Count=98

However, through the interviews and focus groups, consultees were unclear about how to strategically
use the resulting data from the QM framework and even ‘data driven’ organisationsstruggled to see
how itcould be used beyond reporting upon activity. Even though most organisationshad yetto
complete the national phaseofthe trial, there was littleevidence (includingatthe focus groups) of how

39 Attitudes towards benchmarking and sharing data are discussed further in Section 4.4.
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organisationsintended to feed the data into strategic discussionsaround programmingand self-
reflection.*® However, itshould be noted that though this was an extensive trial,itonlyranfora short
period, with the majority of organisations wholly newto the concept.

A number of consultees described that they collectdata about quality through their own surveys,
qualitative methods or Audience Finder —and as a resultthere were mixed views as to whether the
framework had added anythingnew. Once again, there was a sense of the data being ‘interesting’ but
uncertainty as to whether itwas ‘useful’; that itprovides ‘nuggets’ of information butis more valuable
when added to a range of other (often qualitative) data to tell a story. This could be indicative of the
challenges thatorganisationsfaced with the reporting functionality of the data dashboard, however
further supportandtrainingfrom the outset to explain how to use the results was identified by
organisationsasa missing element of the national test phasethat would have been helpful.

Quote 101: “I see it as something that | use to report back on rather than inform what’s going to
happen.” (Organisation)

Quote 102: “l would see this as a luxury rather than essential. As we collect data in many other
ways, this adds to what we do, rather provides us with all our information.” (Organisation)

Quote 103: “It won’t change the way we do anything. It’s not going to feedback into our
programming.” (Organisation)

Quote 104: “It didn’t really tell us anything we didn’t really know.” (Organisation)

Quote 105: “...it has to be used alongside other things that give more context and detail.” (ON
Peer)

Whilstthe majority of consultees reported that participation with the national test phase had not
changed their internal use of data and evaluationinany way, positively there is some evidence to
suggest that it has stimulated conversations within organisations aboutdata and intelligence. For
example, shiftingthe evaluation ‘role’ of staffaway from simply that of marketing teams.4!

Quote 106: “Up until now it was a thing that marketing did. The acknowledgement that data
collection is very much about how we as an organisation need to behave going forward, this
pushed an acceptance | was struggling with...this brought something to the surface that wasn't
acknowledged before.” (Organisation)

40 Described as a ‘vitallitmus test’ at http://www.qualitymetricsnationaltest.co.uk/blogcontent/2016/1/28/valuing-
culture.
41 Otherunintended outcomesrelated to organisationallearning are discussed furtherin Section 4.4.
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vi.  Insummary

The national testphase of the QM framework has clearly revealed a capacityissuewithin the
participating NPO/MPM group —a twofold challengethat is the resultof the administrative burden
placed upon organisations;and the human capital/skills gap of a sector that has further to go in
developing sector-wide data competence. The skills gap undermines the framework, contributingto the
administrative burden, whichis not offset by useful data, as again the lack of expertise and
sophisticated reporting mechanisms prevent thorough interpretation and application. Consequently,
the potential usefulness of the framework is not actualised acrossall organisations, even those which
are ‘data driven’. Although, many participatingorganisations anticipated the data had the potential to
be useful, particularlyinregard to informingthe commissioningor presenting of work, the marketing of
anorganisation’s programmeand in fulfilling reporting requirements of a funder.

The challenge of trying to operate both Audience Finder and the QM fra mework was significant for the
majority of organisationsand resulted in most either runningone or the other duringthe national test
phaseperiod. The streamlining of such processes would be of benefit but views were very mixed as to
how or even whether this was readily possible. Mostorganisationssawthetwo tools as quite different,
each with differing objectives and even though the CC survey was praised for being quickto answer, it
cannot be a simplematter of leveragingthe CC survey into the Audience Finder survey. Streamlining
with the AQA process has some potential, as AQA peers felt they could readily add the QM dimensions
into the existing AQA format, however, the dimensions by themselves would be insufficiently detailed
to replace AQA.
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4.4 Overall attitude and propensity for future adoption

This section reports on the attitude of organisations towards the QM framework, exploring their
motivations for participating, key concerns and propensity for future adoption. It also examines
organisations’ willingnessand readiness for sharing data and highlights potential areas that the Arts
Council maywishto address.

Overall the sector supports measuring quality

There was clear supportinthe consultation forimproving quality assessmentand a specificinterestin
the general approach ofthe QM framework, notwithstanding a recognition of the innate difficultyin
defining quality and of achieving cross-discipline applicability of a single set of metrics. (Figure 18)

Quote 107: “It’s clunky right now but it’s a really great privilege to be a part of a process that’s
looking at more quality of things than just quantity and figures and box ticking...it's not really fit
for purpose for everything we're talking about. But it's progress in my opinion.” (Organisation)

Quote 108: “Creating established quality measures that can be used widely will help with
assessment and impact, so really welcome this development.” (Organisation)

Figure 18: Motivation of respondent organisations to participate in national test phase (frequency)
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Count=81, 80, 85,60, 32

Nearly three-quarters of respondingorganisations placed improvingtheir own assessment of quality as
their primary or secondary motivation for taking partin the national testphase, with over three-
quarters of respondents alsocitinginterestinthe QM concept itselfas primaryor secondary
motivations. Indeed, the majority of non-participating organisations did nottake part due to practical
challenges as described earlier, rather than any negative criticismtowards the approach .42

Quote 109: “We agreed in theory that yes it was something we wanted to be part of. That it's
something worthwhile ... investigating if it's possible to create meaningful national benchmarks for
the sector.” (Non-participating organisation)

Quote 110: “We're a new NPO and we‘ve just started with Audience Finder ... we were genuinely
interested to see if it was different... if it would give us anything new. We were interestedin how it
would differ from what Audience Finder was giving us and we were happy to kind of contribute to
the trial.” (Organisation)

Quote 111: “...for us it was about having another dimension of information we could use to reflect
on that wasn't a statistical figure. It was a chance to look at the artistic product and if our
assumption about experience was actually real.” (Organisation)

There is scepticismthata singleframework can achieve true quality assessmentacross disciplines and
some caution whether itis desirabletorender qualityintoa few simplestatements. Nonetheless, some
form of assessmentis seen as desirable,and as described earlier,a number of organisationsreported
that simply participatinginthe national testphase had stimulated additional conversations within their
organisationsaboutquality and the use of data. There is also some evidence of unintended learning
outcomes, especiallyfor frontof house teams who have reportedly gained confidencein survey skills
andaudience engagement as a resultof participation. For these particular organisations,ithas helped
them improve overall customer experience and provided additional CPD opportunities for their staff.
Similarly,a number of ON peers reported that they too had professionally benefitted by takingpart in
the process, by having dedicated time to take a break from the office and see other programmes,
organisationsandideas. This indicates the potential impactthata new evaluation model can have on
participating organisations,andis another potential USP to note for the framework in terms of
messaging.

Quote 112:"One of the interesting things is that it’s giving the team empowerment to talk to people as a tool
and | think that’s when it starts being really useful.” (Organisation)

Quote 113: “... it would be a nice piece of customer care. The value for the relationship [with audiences] is as
important if not more important as the value of the data for me.” (Organisation)

42 Onlytwo non-participating organisations expressed criticism ofthe overallapproach as a key motivatorfornot
taking partin the nationaltest phase.
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Quote 114: “I thought it was a wonderful opportunity to see what other arts organisations are doing and to see
how our programme sits.” (ON Peer)

Quote 115: “I found it a really valuable opportunity because often we intend to get out and see events, but
that’s often through personal networks and actually it was nice to see outside your network. | think it’s really
important to build cohesion in the network by actually seeing the artwork not just at a reception or event.” (ON
Peer)

Greater buy-in is needed

Indicatively there were different attitudes to the QM framework depending on whether the
participating organisation QM lead had a programming/curating focus or a marketing role. Whilstthis
reflects the wider and often reported ‘rub’ between marketers (and the product function of marketing)
versus programming/curation teams, it demonstrates the buy-inthatis needed from both teams ifthe
ultimate intention®3 is to use the resulting data strategically and for self-reflection, as opposed to simply
reporting on activity. Some consultees reported limited buy-inacross the organisation, whether from a
marketing or curating background, which at times had hindered the self-assessment process —for
example, achievingrequested deadlines for completion.

Quote 116: “It should not be me sitting here. It should be the programmers sitting here. Until the
programmers are sitting here this is a problem.” (Organisation)

Quote 117: “There is no way my artistic team would take outside influence in the creation of their
art, it’s just not the way we work.” (Organisation)

Quote 118: “At the moment it feels like yeah it's an experiment, there’s a bit of ‘I've run out of
time, can | extend the deadline when it closes?’ for them [self-assessors] to fill it in, | think they
understand it in concept but the reality of fitting that into everything else, that’s not quite
happening so it needs more buy in.” (Organisation)

A lackof shared ownership withinindividual organisationsindicatively contributed towards the various
challenges experienced with buy-in. However, there is alsoevidenceto indicatethat alack of
understandingabout the development of the QM approach andits background (especially being
‘sector-led’) prior to the national testphase potentially hindered this too. For example, some
organisations believed this was the firsttime the QM framework had ever been tested,** anda number
of non-participating organisations reported a lack of motivation for participating becausethey had not
been involvedinshapingthe QM dimensions.

43 Thisis furtherdiscussedin Section 4.4 under ‘Clearer articulation of purpose is essential’.
44 |tis recognisedthat previous trialswere referencedinthe national test phase expression of interest and
associated printed and online materialsfrom Arts Council England and CC.
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Quote 119: “... we were essentially asked to do a survey that we weren't driving. If someone else
tells you something is important and it’s not already on your list of things it rarely rises to the point
where you're going to investin it.” (Non-participating organisation)

Quote 120: “I heard a rumour that this was from Australia? And is there any data from those
organisations to see?” (Organisation)

Quote 121: “Please open a dialogue with venuesthat are good with data and audience surveys to
ask their opinion on new initiatives...we have some good ideas.” (Organisation)

Clearer articulation of purpose is essential

As outlined earlier, there was a common lack of understandingabout how to use the results from the
QM framework evaluation. However, consultees were also highly suspiciousabouthow the Arts Council
intend to use the data. Whilstconsultees hoped that the data would be used for high level lobbyingand
advocatingfor the sector, there was littleappreciation of how the Arts Council would practically useit
‘on the ground’ with organisations. Itis evidentthat a greater clarity of purpose and stronger messaging
around the Arts Council’s intentions may have led to increased buy-in of the national testphaseand in
turn, may have more positivelyinfluenced propensity for future adoption. The two most commonly
occurring points raised about purpose were:

= consultees were unclear about how the Arts Council intend to use the data in decision-making
processes, particularly with regards to future funding, without any opportunity for justification
from organisations (reflecting the issues raised about lack of context and the extent to which
the QM dimensions areappropriate, as explored earlier);and

= Jackofclarityaboutwhether the evaluationis primarily about critical reflection or
benchmarking. Consultees were apprehensive about the latter due to the potential
misunderstanding or misuse of data that could occur when comparisons are being made
between organisations (again, given the lack of abilitytoadd any context interms of
organisationtype, product and artistic objectives which maylead to ‘blunt’ or ‘misinformed’
comparisons)as well as confidentiality issues.

Quote 122: “... it could be used as a stick to beat and something that you have to achieve and a
hoop to jump through rather than actually help raising the quality of arts.” (Organisation)

Quote 123: “... what worries me is that it's useful to the Arts Council to start being able to say we
think that X’'s work is less well rated than X’s work so we're going to give them more funding to X
because they're creating better work ... that's the fear.” (Organisation)

Quote 124: “| think we need to have permission to pull up some bad stuff. Or to articulate what
hasn't worked. Because we are in a relationship with the Arts Council, their funding is important
and | think they need to be up front as to why we’re doing this.” (Organisation)

Inaddition, further scrutiny of organisations’ motivations for participation mirrored such suspicions. For
example, some participated inthe national testphase becausethey were wary about what may be
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introduced and therefore wanted to have a ‘seat at the table’. Furthermore, some consultees (including
non-participating organisations) suggested that being ‘strongly encouraged’ by their Relationship
Managers to take part had also contributed to a sense of suspicionaround a compulsory system
ultimately being introduced.

Quote 125: “We wanted to get in front of the race before it came part of it [monitoring and
assessment].” (Organisation)

Quote 126: “I've got an NPO application to write, and | want to know what I'm letting myself in for.
Because as sure as eggs are eggs there [will] be something in there from this.” (Organisation)

Quote 127: “... we were encouraged by our Relationship Manager at the Arts Council to apply, quite
strongly.” (Organisation)

Mixed views on sharing?>

Whilstorganisations expressed supportfor data sharingas partofthe growing ‘bigdata’ culture, some
were concerned about how benchmarked data could potentially be misused as stated above. Across the
board there were differing opinions of the perceived usefulness of sharing quality data — for example,
some reported itcould turn the QM framework into a more useful tool overall (especiallyif presented
inasimilar wayto Audience Finderinterms of discipline/artform, regional and national comparisons).
However, consultees found it difficultto articulatehow it would be relevant or useful because of the
range of different organisations within the portfolio, all of whom have varyingorganisational or artistic
objectives.*®* Three consultees also queried the commercial implications of sharingdata for artists, tours
andsponsors —especiallyif the QM dimension scores were lower than expected and availablewithin
the publicrealm. Overall, this highlights thatfurther exploration of the expectations around
benchmarking, its implications for thoseinvolved, and communication of its potential uses would need
to be considered.

Quote 128: “Benchmarking is really important for us. You need to know for yourself and for
reporting to trustees and local stakeholders, getting reliable benchmarking is really important.”
(Organisation)

Quote 129: “It’s all about us individually how we are striving to improve, not how we are
comparatively.” (Organisation)

45 Organisations were able to share dataina basicformat through the dashboard howeverthere was noautomatic
‘benchmarking’ functionalityas usedin similar systems referenced by consulteese.g. Audience Finder. There was
little evidence of organisations sharing data through the dashboard as part of the national test phase, although
manyhadtakenpartinthe CClearning days to debate and discussaspects ofthe projectand their own findings.

46 This may reflect some of the findings related to lack of understandingand expertise about howto use the data
discussed earlierinSection 4.3iv.
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Quote 130: “I think there has to be a consideration around this programme, how it affectsartists,
the commerciality of their work, how it affects their work, their own artistic ideas and development.
Aside from us sitting around as venuesand programmers we need to consider who we're
programming as well in this relationship.” (Organisation)

Quote 131: “... there may be artists who say | don't want you [receiving venue] to share my data
because | need to sell that show - if you've got really bad results, | need to sell the show and need
towork on it ... | think that’s a conversation that wasn’t really had. When we signed up to it, we
realised there was another level, of us then having to go to artists to say we’d like to do this on
your show, are you happy for us to ask these questions, and then are you happy to share that data
...” (Organisation)

Data privacy, data ownership and the Freedom of Information Act

There are a number of different options, some working together and some by themselves; there are
costimplicationsand data ownership implications, resultingin the need for a discussion of the most
effective means of collecting the data without a burden to the cost.

Concern was evident from across theconsultation aboutwho had control of the data, which ultimately
rests upon who owns itand the agreement the owners have with the NPOs/MPMs that sharetheir
data. Given the potential commercial sensitivities*’ thatreleaseof particular data could resultinand
the potential gainthat owners of aggregated data couldleverage, if the QM initiativeis to continueto
proceed, absoluteclarity will need to be established aboutownership, about permissions for release of
data, about the degree of anonymitythat needs to be assured,and about protocols for the release of
information. Participating organisations had been provided with clear guidelines around data
ownership and usefor the national trial phase butconcerns remained. Consideration also needs to be
given to whether the means of collectingand hosting the data should be proprietary or platform
agnostic, open-sourceor a form of ‘freemium’ model, or whether the data can be collected by
organisations by whichever means they chose and submit to the Arts Council ina standardised manner
for dissemination.

We alsonotethat there is a further concern that has implications for participating organisationsand for
the Arts Council itself,inthatif a public body holds information, there is the potential for release of that
information under the Freedom of Information (Fol) Act except where an exemption applies. ‘Datasets’
and ‘statistics’ arealso subjectto specific conditions. Consequently,itis necessary thatthe Arts Council
ensures that participating organisations’ concerns aboutdata ownership and usage and the Arts
Council’s data analysis objectives can bereconciled within the context of the statutory framework of
the Act.

Measured enthusiasm for adoption is contingent upon further refinement

47 This is also discussed further in Section 4.4.
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The consultation has identified an appetite amongst participating NPOs/MPMs for finding a solution to
assess quality andin developingthe QM framework so thatitis more effective. If practicaland process
challenges areresolved and a clearer intention of purpose articulated, greater enthusiasm for adoption
will beengendered. The most commonly reported deterrents for adoption (and conversely
encouragements for adoption/ways to address deterrents) reflect those raised through both
guantitativeand qualitativedata and aresummarisedin the table below.
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Deterrents for adoption

Encouragements for adoption or addressing deterrents

Value and benefits are unknown due
to a lack of understanding of how to
use the data and the uncertainty
about the overall purpose for both
organisations and the funder

The current survey design
functionality and accessibility of the
CC platform, both front-end and
back-end

If there was a charge for using the
framework/if they had to pay
without seeing its value/if they had
to pay for it as well as Audience
Finder

Desire to add context or provide
explanations and/or justifications to
the scores

Lack of collaboration between
receiving and presenting venues and
the administrative burden that
touring organisations encounter

Lack of confidence in the reliability
and validity of the data

The existing set of QM dimensions

Confidentiality concerns over data
ownership

Organisations need further convincing ofthe cost (including time)
versus the benefits of participation —including a clearerindication of
how to usethe data and a clearerarticulation of how the Arts Council
willuse the data/what the data should be usedfor.

Organisations expect further development and refinement of the
platform beforeitis deemedfitfor purpose e.g. clearer reporting
mechanisms, higher levels of sophistication with survey designand
increasedinclusivity through addressing front-end accessibilityin
particular

Organisations are price sensitive and currently the majorityare
unwillingto payto use the framework orto would only payup to £100
peryear. Organisations need to see the value before committing to any
costs.

Organisations and peers express a desire to add narrative into their
scores andtheresultingdata dashboard, and the assurance that the
data willnotbe used/viewedinisolation but as part of awhole,
broaderstory provided by multiple data streams such as the contextual
information.

Organisations report that greater buy-in fromboth partners is needed
to ensure that assessingtouring programmes is less admin-heavyon
one partnerandcantherefore be sustainableinthelong term

Organisations want the self-assessment and peer assessment process
reviewed andrefined to ensure potential bias is eradicated. Addressing
the challengesregarding semantics of metrics to ensure each
dimensionis clearand interpretedinthe same manner would also
encourage consulteesto more readilyadopt the framework.
Organisations need convincing that the sampling frame is robust

Organisations want the flexibility to select metrics which are most
relevant fortheir discipline and artistic aims (though they recognise
thatthis maydiminish benchmarking capabilities) and an agreement
thatwhilst some metrics could be compulsory, there is nota ‘one size
fits all’ approach

Reviewthe legal applicability of releasing statistical data within the
statutoryframework of the Fol Actand upon this basis clearly
articulate to the sector the guidelines that would apply to release of
data, extent of anonymity and data ownership
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Deploying the QM framework at the Organisations want to see some alignment with existing compulsory

same time as Audience Finder data capture systems like Audience Finder to reduce capacity burden
butan overallsolution willneedto be found to counteract survey
fatigue through responsible sampling

If it replaced the existing AQA AQA peers wouldwantto use the QM surveyin combination with the
system AQA existing report format or provide more opportunity within the
front-end system forassessors to add narrative

Limited capacity for delivery Organisations want to see greater financial investment provided to
(especially for non-ticketed or those support those with limited ca pacitywho have to buy-in fieldworkers
with combined arts programmes and kit, and greater flexibility with, and clarity of, sampling

with many ‘one off’ events) expectations

Not a quick win

Overallitis evidentthat organisations believe that suitably assessing quality acrosstheportfoliois not
going to be a quick win, and certainly not resolved through one national test phase (albeitbuildingon
learning from previous iterations). Indeed, consultees (including those who had taken partin previous
trials) reported that the QM framework needed further work and investment to refine and develop the
individual dimensions and address challenges presented by the framework itself, such as peer
recruitment, before the scheme could be successfully rolled out.

Quote 132: “Probably in all honesty you’d need to have 10-15 years of this experience behind you actually can’t
start to say there’s elements of this that are quite robust.” (Organisation)

Quote 133: “Give it time...it will work.” (Organisation)

Summary

Overall the sector supports improving quality assessment, including a specific interestin the QM
framework, which through the national test phase has already stimulated intra-organisation debate
about defining/measuring quality and the consequent use of data. Alongsidethis good will, there is
nonetheless a recognition of the innatedifficulty in defining quality and inachieving cross-discipline
applicability of a single set of metrics and perhaps more importantly, considerable confusion, anxiety
andlack of understandingabout what is ultimately intended, despite the Arts Council and CC
messaging. This is further complicated by QM leads from participating organisations in this national test
phaseusually coming fromtwo different departments with differing frames of reference. For example,
whilstanartistic director may tend to rely more on perceptions of artistic excellence,a marketing
director may be more accustomed to usingdata to evidence their decision-making. As itcurrently
stands, a number of deterrents and potential emollients have been identified, and any enthusiasmfor
adoption of QM is contingent upon the range of concerns raised by this evaluation beingaddressed.
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There are significantconcerns aboutdata ownership, data use and data anonymity, which the Arts
Council needs to resolveand then relay the solution to the portfolio. This needs to be considered with
reference to whether the statistical data would fall within the binding statutory framework of the
Freedom of Information Act.

For the QM framework to have a chance of demonstratingwhat could be achieved by this shiftin
qualityassessmentand data culture, clearer and stronger articulation of whatis intended needs to be
relayed to the sector. This needs to be addressed to both programming and marketing functions,soas
to engender true buy-in, which will becriticalto the programme’s success, as itwill ultimately be the
organisations, working together with the Arts Council and anyfuture service provider that will find
solutions to making the programme viableand relevant

Lastly, for the programme to be successful, patiencewill berequired as the sector faces a period of
culturechange towards usingdata and assessing qualityina focused, rigorous and more comparable
way. Such a quantum change needs to occur alongside development of flexible process solutionsand
sector skills development, so that the value of QM can be better realised and not undermined. There
are potential lessons to be learned from the Australian experiencethat suggest that this change can be
wrought. In short, this will not be a quick win but one that will require perseverance and good will.
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Case Study: Learning from the experiences of Western Australia

In 2010, the Department of Culture and the Arts (DCA) in Western Australia identified a lack of data
analysisinthe sector, and in witnessing opportunity costs on both a micro (organisational) level and
amacro (sector) level, set out to develop quality metrics in partnership with the sector.

DCA’s aims were fourfold:

1. To equipartists andarts organisations with more information, in a cost effective and
contemporary way, in order to help them self-assess againsttheir own goals andto provide
artists and organisations with a means of evidence-based decision making (both artistically
and administratively).

To stimulatediscussionaround quality of artisticand cultural activities, and to provide a
platformfor debate.

To address the opaqueness of public funding decisions and to find ways of engaging the
publicin (or democratising) the assessmentof quality through a standardised approach and
common language.

As partof their public value measurement framework, DCA sought to give a full, evidence
based account of valuethrough utilising new technology to generate meaningful big data.

DCA approachedimplementation head-on.

5. Inseeking to find solutions to these aims, DCA recognised that the solution through the
metrics would need to come from the sector itself,and put a call outto tender for a
standardised technical solution.

The rationalefor goingto tender was because no system existed and the costof collecting
this data and analysingitby other means was prohibitively expensiveand onerous on both
the sector and DCA.

DCA has been investingin developing and trialling the metrics directly with the sector,
whichis still ongoingand developing.

There are a number of common themes and issues shared between the experiences from England
and Western Australia, attimes offering potential solutions.

8. Organisations wereinitially sceptical butfor the most part DCA noted that by and large they
now see valueinit, citingthat “ 100% of our organisations who used itonce arenow are
voluntarily usingit”.

DCA recognised that organisations would initially have a difficulttimein meeting the
financialand human resources required to participatein QM. To address this, DCA covered
the financial costof QM and provided staff supportfor the initialimplementation of the
tool, the system and its web portal, to help organisations alongthe way. After the
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introductory training, the organisations were then in charge of their Culture Counts
evaluations. Organisations reportthat the system is self-explanatory and user friendly and
welcome the ease of creating new evaluations once havingset up theirideal combination of
surveys, peer assessmentgroups and questions.

. Priorto QM, funded organisations were required to report on qualityinentirely un-
standardised ways (such as by providing long narratives, artisticstatements and press
clippings which were unableto be aggregated to give an assessmentof value). Today,
however, many organisationsreporthavinggreater confidence in their reporting on quality
as aresultof QM replacingthe previous model, and the Culture Counts platform allows
automatic reporting on quality and provides raw data to be combined with other survey
tools. Users and DCA were able to access their quality data automatically on their
programmes combiningartist, peer and audiencevoices.

. For anyprivacy concerns, DCA adheres to strictdata protection measures and
communicates clearly thatno individual peer or audienceassessments will ever be visible by
anyone, and that all data is anonymised and presented in aggregate only.

. Inthe earlydays, organisationsfeltthat the data was less reliableand thus less useful,
however, over time as they amassed more data, the data became increasingly reliableand
thus useful in their decision-making.

. To mitigate early concerns over the misuse of data, DCA clearly communicated the aims and
intentions of QM: Firstand foremost, QM is to benefit organisationsin helpingthem assess
againsttheir own goals and assumptions;secondly, QM will notbe used compare
organisations on their absolute metrics (and any attempt at doingso would be erroneous);
thirdly, it's about creatinga discourse where the debate is as importantas the outcome.
Whilstall data remains anonymised andin aggregate only, there may be an opportunity in
the future to find further public valuein the data through the government’s open data
policy and the academic community (remaining confidential).

. Organisations soughtflexibilityin the QM dimensions, and to address this, the pre-event
self-assessmentis intended for organisations to settheir own assumptions and to enable
them to narrow in on the key metrics in context. In providing greater flexibility,a minimum
core set of metrics were required from organisationsand the remaining were made
optional.Based on their experiences, however, Colin Walker of DCA noted that if they were
to doitall over again they would have made all of the QM dimensions mandatory for all
organisations “becauseof the ‘what if question... and becauseit’s about the debate around
the metrics” to challengethinkingand stimulate discourse. Applaudingthedecisionin
England to make all of the dimensions mandatory, Walker noted that “the cleanliness of
everyone usingthe same metrics on the same scalewillbean advantageinterms of big
datainthe long term”.

. Organisations already struggling with capacity issues to collect different types of data for
different purposes or systems (e.g. box office data, demographic data and quality metrics
data) have demonstrated a demand for an integrated approach. Recognising notonly this

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase 61



A\ Nordicity

demand but also the opportunity for greater use of big data, DCA anticipates a market-
driven approach to integration across thevarious data systems. Walker notes that at the
core of quality assessment needs to be standardisation on the scaleused for the QM
without which comparison, benchmarkingand aggregationis not possible. Of all thedata
collected, Walker notes thatitis the quality data that the boards typically wantto see and
discuss, as this iswhatgoes to the heart of the organisations,and supersedes the desirefor
integration.

. Organisations have had a deficitin some of the skills needed to fully realise the potential
benefits of the data. Over time, as the sector becomes increasingly data savvyand
organisations becomeincreasingly data driven, the skill sets required are developing

amongst the workforce.

. For organisations with limited accessto hardwaresuch as WiFi, tablets and mobile
connectivity (e.g. dongles), DCA provided necessarykit.In some instances, organisations
continue to use paper for the audiencesurveys on the same scale. For some events,
audiencesurveys were distributed by email subsequent to the event. DCA has also done
analysison the timing of the survey and have found that assessments are consistent
whether they occurimmediately after or weeks followingthe event, reporting that there is
no ‘halo effect’. Recognisingthe demand and opportunity for greater onlineand offline
capabilities, market-driven approaches arein development by providers.
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5. Closing remarks

The national phasetrial of the Quality Metrics framework has seen 150 portfolio organisations takeon
the considerabletask of testing the framework (on top of the other initiatives in which they may be
involved). Great efforts have been undertaken by the sector, by the Arts Council and by the platform
providers inrolling outthis programme. This evaluation highlights thedesire of the sector to have a
framework that works. It also provides the Arts Council with an assessment of participating
organisationsand peer assessors of their experience of the trial and of their insights froma wide set of
perspectives.

Much has been learntby the sector and ithas stimulated conversations within organisations about
assessingqualityina reproduciblewayand about the intersection of quality and data. The Arts Council
will havelearntmuch from the sector about what is effective and whatis not, and should havea sense
of the challenges ahead rendering the framework viable. The solutions and compromises necessary will
inlargepart come from the sector as they lead the project forward supported by the Arts Council in
making the framework effective for a broad range of organisations and disciplines. As the experience of
Western Australiashows, publicinvestors working with sector can bringabout an evolution of the
framework that better satisfies thesector and publicinvestor.

An evidence driven, decision makingfuture is there to be grasped — particularlyif concerns aboutQM
are addressed and capacityis developed within the sector to couple data competence with the already
strong commitment to cultural excellence.
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Appendix A: Participating Organisations’ Survey Report
Profile

Figure 19: Respondent organisations' primary discipline

Literature w 7%

visual Arts | 157
Dance %9%

Museurn | 115

B NPOs/MPMs in ACE portfolio B Respondent organisations

Count=97

Figure 20: Respondent organisations' size by number of employees

1 to 10 permanent staff 36%

Count=97
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Figure 21: Geographic distribution of respondent organisations
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Figure 22: Number of events assessed by respondent organisations for the national test phase
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Figure 23: Level of portfolio investment in respondent organisations per year

More than £1 million - 15%
Less than EZSOIOOO _ 45%

Count=97

Figure 24: How many organisation survey respondents were personally also peer assessors

Count=98
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Figure 25: Other data collections tools being used by respondent organisations (frequency)

Other Audience Agency Our own data Spektrix Purple Seven
systems

The other data collection tools thatsurvey responders indicated thatthey used were: Advanced Donor
Strategy, MailChimp, aninterviewingagency, ALVA, ‘as a producer we have to work in partnership with
data collectors’, Audience Experience Survey via Small Venues Network, evaluation surveys, Google
Surveys, independent market research, Morris Hargreaves, comments cards, Patronbase, Purple Seven
via our venues, Survey Monkey, Tessitura, TRG Arts, and Visitor Verdict.
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Analysis

Figure 26: Motivation of respondent organisations to participate in national test phase (frequency)
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Figure 27: Motivation of respondent organisations to participate in national test phase (percentage)

65%

2%2%
To improve how we Encouraged to Interestinthe  To access the data of Other
assess quality participate by Arts Quality Metrics other participating
Council England concept organisations

M Ist reason M 2ndreason [ 3rdreason M 4threason M 5threason

Count=81, 80, 85, 60, 32

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase



Nordicity

Figure 28: Value of QM concept to respondent organisation
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Figure 29:Value of QM concept to respondent organisations with a diversity focus
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Figure 30: Value of QM concept to respondent organisations when cross-tabulated with motivation
(primary or secondary reason for participating in national test phase) (frequency)
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Figure 31: Value of QM concept to respondent organisations when cross-tabulated with motivation
(primary or secondary reason for participating in national test phase) (percentage)
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Figure 32: What respondent organisations thought of particular elements of the QM framework
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Figure 33: In what way could the QM framework help the respondent organisations
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Figure 34: What respondent organisations thought of the triangulation elements
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Figure 35: The administrative burden for coordinating and/or conducting each element of the
triangulation

Audience assessment 35%
Peer assessment (POST-event) 41%
Peer assessment (PRE-event)
Self-assessment (POST-event)
34%

Self-assessment (PRE-event)

31%

21%

M| don't know M Very difficult M Somewhat difficult ™ Neutral M Somewhat easy M Very easy

Count=98

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase

45%

74



Nordicity

Figure 36: The administrative burden of coordinating and/or conducting each element of the
triangulation (Organisations of 50+ permanent staff)
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Figure 37: The administrative burden of coordinating and/or conducting each element of the
triangulation (Organisations of 11-50 permanent staff)
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Figure 38: The administrative burden of coordinating and/or conducting each element of the
triangulation (Organisations of 1-10 permanent staff)
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Figure 39: Further insight into what respondent organisations thought of the process
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Figure 40: Suitability of individual QM dimensions for measuring quality
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Figure 41: Was help sought from CC for resolving platform problems that organisations had

Yes
44%

Count=98

Figure 42: Timeliness and quality of the help received in resolving problems with the CC platform *
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2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

0%

The support was received in a timely manner. The help provided enabled us to resolve the issue.

H Very positive B Somewhat positive B Neutral B Somewhat negative B Very negative M | don't know

Count=43
* These areresults of the the 44% of respondents that had sought help from CC (see Figure 41).
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Figure 43: Helpfulness of each medium of support available for CC platform
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Figure 44: Likely future intentions of respondent organisations
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Figure 45: Likely future intentions of respondent organisations with a diversity focus
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Figure 46: Respondent organisations appetite for QM under particular future scenarios
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Appendix B: Peer Assessors’ Survey Report

Profile

Figure 47: Type of peer assessor
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Figure 48: Primary cultural discipline or area of expertise of peer assessors

Literature

Museum

Dance

Music

Visual Arts

Combined Arts

Theatre

Count=83, 28 &112

0%

4%
3%
4%
4% s
o
11%
8%
8%
10% 1%
(4
22%
11%
19%
24%
26% 29%
(]
29%
30%

W ONP mAQA m Allpeers

Evaluation of Participants' Experience of the Quality Metrics National Test Phase

36%

84



A\ Nordicity

Figure 49: Number of events assessed by all peer assessors
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Count=112
* Approximatelyoneinsixpeerassessors atthetime of the surveyhad not conducted an assessment, as the suney
was conducted partwaythroughthe national phase.

Figure 50: Location of events assessed by all peer assessors
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Figure 51: Discipline of events assessed by all peer assessors
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Analysis

Figure 52: Suitability of QM dimensions for assessing the event attended as judged by type of peer (of
the same or different discipline)
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Figure 53: Suitability of QM dimensions for assessing the event attended as judged by type of peer
(whether AQA or ON peer)
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Figure 54: Suitability of QM dimensions for assessing particular disciplines as judged by all peers
(frequency)
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Figure 55: Suitability of individual QM dimensions for assessing quality
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Figure 56: The extent to which peer assessors agreed that QM offers meaningful comparability
between different art forms and cultural disciplines
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Figure 57: How did peer assessors rate the usability/ease of use of CC platform
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Figure 58: Anticipated usefulness of peer and audience assessment to participating organisations
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Appendix C: Consultation List

Followingis a list of the organisations consulted through the focusedinterviews, survey of participating
organisations, focus groups and email questionnaires. Note: for confidentiality, this listis notexhaustive
not includeindividuals consulted, such as peer assessors, in order to ensure anonymity.

and does

Figure 59:

List of Organisations Consulted (non-exhaustive)

Organisation

Discipline

1 Alternative Theatre Company London Theatre

2 ARC, Stockton Arts Centre North East Combinedarts
4 Arnolfini Gallery South West Visual arts

5 Arts Council England National Other stakeholder
6 Artsadmin London Combinedarts
7 Audience Agency National Other stakeholder
8 Baltic Centre For Contemporary Arts North East Visual arts

9 Barbican Centre London Music

10 BatterseaArts Centre London Theatre

11 Beaford Arts South West Combinedarts
12 Bedford Creative Arts East Combinedarts
13 Birmingham Contemporary Music Group West Midlands Music

14 Birmingham Museums Trust West Midlands Museum

15 Birmingham Royal Ballet West Midlands Dance

16 Black Country Living Museum West Midlands Museum

17 Blackwell North West Visual Arts

18 BookTrust London Literature

19 Bournemouth Symphony Orchestra South West Music

20 Brighton Dome and Festival South East Combinedarts
21 Bristol MusicTrust South West Music

22 Bristol Old Vic And Theatre Royal Trust South West Theatre

23 Bristol's Museums, Galleries & Archives (BMGA) South West Museum

69 CambridgeJunction East Combinedarts
24 Candoco Dance Company London Dance

25 Carousel South East Combinedarts
26 Cheshire Dance North West Dance

27 Chinese Arts Centre North West Visual arts
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28 Clod Ensemble London Theatre

29 Colchester Mercury Theatre East Theatre

30 Collective Encounters North West Theatre

31 Coney Ltd. London Theatre

32 Contact Theatre North West Theatre

33 Corn Exchange (Newbury) Trust South East Combinedarts
34 Counting What Counts South East Other stakeholder
35 Creative Arts East East Combinedarts
36 Crying Out Loud London Combinedarts
37 DaDaFest North West Combinedarts
38 Dance Umbrella Ltd London Dance

39 DanceEast East Dance

40 Deda East Midlands Dance

41 Department of Culture and the Arts, Western Australia Australia Other stakeholder
43 Derby Museums East Midlands Museum

44 Devon Guild Of Craftsmen South West Visual arts

45 Durham County Council North East Combinedarts
46 Eastern Angles Theatre Company East Theatre

47 Eden Arts North West Combinedarts
48 Emergency ExitArts London Theatre

49 English National Ballet London Dance

50 English Touring Theatre London Theatre

51 FACT (Foundation For Art & Creative Technology) North West Visual arts

52 Fevered Sleep London Theatre

53 Free Word London Literature

55 Fuel Theatre London Theatre

56 Future Everything North West Combinedarts
57 Gem Arts North East Combinedarts
58 GulbenkianTheatre South East Combinedarts
59 Half Moon Young People's Theatre London Theatre

60 Helix Arts North East Combinedarts
61 Home North West Combinedarts
62 lkon Gallery West Midlands Visual Arts
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63 Improbable London Theatre

65 Ironbridge Gorge Museum Trust West Midlands Museum

66 J-Night Yorkshire Music

67 JazzNorth Yorkshire Music

68 Junction Yorkshire Combinedarts
70 Lakeland Arts North West Visual arts

71 Lawrence Batley Theatre Yorkshire Theatre

72 Leeds Museums and Galleries Yorkshire Museum

73 London International Festival of Theatre London Theatre

74 Ludus Dance North West Dance

75 Mahogany Opera Group East Music

76 Manchester City Galleries North West Museum

77 Merseyside Dance Initiative North West Dance

78 Mind The Gap Yorkshire Combinedarts
79 More Music North West Music

80 Museum of London London Museum

81 Music In The Round Yorkshire Music

82 New Vic Theatre West Midlands Theatre

83 New Wolsey Theatre East Theatre

84 Norfolk & Norwich Festival East Combinedarts
85 North Music Trust North East Music

86 Nottingham Playhouse Trust East Midlands Theatre

87 Oldham Coliseum Theatre North West Theatre

88 Oxford Playhouse South East Theatre

89 Peckham Space London Visual arts

90 Pentabus Arts West Midlands Theatre

91 Pilot Theatre Company Yorkshire Theatre

92 Pioneer Theatres London Theatre

93 Prism Arts North West Combinedarts
94 Purple Seven London Other Stakeholder
95 Royal Exchange Theatre North West Theatre

96 Royal Liverpool Philharmonic Society North West Music

97 Royal Shakespeare Company West Midlands Theatre
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98 Rural Arts North Yorkshire Yorkshire Combinedarts
99 Serpentine Gallery London Visual arts
100 Seven Stories North East Literature
101 Siobhan Davies Dance Company London Dance

102 Sound and Music London Music

103 South East Dance South East Dance

104 SouthbankCentre London Combinedarts
105 Spike Island Art Space South West Visual arts
106 Spot On Lancashire (Lancashire Rural Touring Network) North West CombinedArts
107 Spread the Word London Literature
108 Stoke-On-Trent and North Staffordshire Theatre Trust West Midlands Theatre

109 Streetwise Opera London Music

110 Tangle South West Theatre

111 The Albany London Combinedarts
112 The Anvil South West Music

113 The Bike Shed Theatre South West Theatre

114 The Brewery, Kendal North West Combinedarts
115 The Met (Bury Metropolitan Arts Association) North West Combinedarts
116 The Roundhouse London Combinedarts
117 The Wordsworth Trust North West Literature
118 Tobacco Factory Arts Trust South West Theatre

119 Tyne & Wear Archives & Museums North East Museum

120 University of Cambridge Museums East Museum

121 Watermans (Hounslow Arts Trust) London Combinedarts
122 Whitworth Art Gallery North West Museum

123 York Museums Trust Yorkshire Museum
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