
Major partner museum national equality analysis 
investment round 2015-18 
 
 

Section 1: Introduction 
 
Content 
 

1.1 What is being assessed? 
 
The Major partner museum (MPM) funding programme for 2015-18. 
The budget for this is £22.7 million a year.  
 

1.2 What is the main purpose or aim of the policy, function 
or activity? 
 
To provide access to the very best museums and their collections for 
the maximum number of people 
 

1.3 Who will be affected by the policy, function or activity?  
 
Potentially anyone living in England or visiting England who has an 
interest in the country’s best museums, their work and collections 
 

Section 2: Background 
 
Content 
 

2.1 General background  
 
The process for MPM applications is broken down into three stages: 
assessment, balancing and decision making. 
 

Stage one – assessment 

 
At stage one there was an assessment of each application looking at 
how it makes a contribution to our goals as described in our refreshed 



10-year strategy. With Major partner museum applications we looked at 
how applicants would make a contribution to all of our goals, and how 
they would excel in at least two. We also carried out a risk assessment 
of the application, looking at the applicant’s capacity for effective 
management, governance and leadership and financial viability. The 
stage one assessment was undertaken by Relationship Managers in 
area offices. At stage one, the assessor produced two summary 
statements: one looking at contribution to goals and one looking at risk. 
 

Stage two –balancing 

 
The second stage began in the first week of May. The area senior 
management team prioritised MPM applications in each area. During 
May, the National Leadership Group considered all the area priorities 
and the National Director’s proposal of a portfolio together, and used 
the balancing criteria to judge the extent to which they comprise one 
nationally balanced portfolio.  
 
The National Council met on 4 June to review the first-cut national 
portfolio that was presented by the Executive Board. Again, this was not 
a decision-making meeting but an opportunity to comment on the work 
so far. The Executive Board took account of the National Council 
discussion on 4 June and pulled together a final national portfolio to go 
to the area councils for comment and then to the National Council for a 
formal decision. 
 

Stage three – decision making 

 
National council met on 24 June to consider the recommendations of 
area councils on MPM grants and make decisions. This meeting was 
advised by two non-permanent external advisors with expertise in 
museums.  
 
Applicants were notified on 1 July 2014, allowing nine months’ notice 
before the next funding round commences on 1 April 2015. Public 
announcements were made on the same day. 
 

2.2 Diversity profile of current Major partner museums 
 



The Equality Act2010 requires us to have due regard for the need to: 
eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation and 
other conduct prohibited by the Act; advance equality of opportunity 
between people who share a protected characteristic and those who do 
not; and foster good relations between people who share a protected 
characteristic and those who do not. 
 
The Equality Act identifies the following characteristics as protected 
characteristics: age; disability; gender reassignment; marriage and civil 
partnership; pregnancy and maternity; race; religion or belief; sex, and 
sexual orientation.  
 
In the past the Arts Council has focused primarily on race, disability, 
and gender in its quest to further equality through arts investment. With 
the implementation of the Equality Act 2010 we also must have due 
regard to the other protected characteristics, using evidence to guide 
our development work and investment. However, there are currently 
gaps in the evidence that is collected about some protected groups by 
the Department for Culture, Media & Sport’s Taking Part survey, and 
these gaps are not filled by the work of individual institutions on their 
own participation and audience profiling. This means that the majority of 
data that we currently possess refers primarily to gender, ethnicity and 
disability. 
 
Our research also tells us that two of the most important factors in 
determining whether a person engages in or attends arts and cultural 
activities are education and social status, neither of which are protected 
characteristics as such for the purposes of the Equality Act 2010. 
 

2.2.2 Audiences 
 

Gender 

 
Figures evidenced in the Taking Part survey suggest that the 
proportion of men and women visiting and attending museum 
collections is almost identical at 53 per cent (women) and 52.5 per cent 
(men). [see note 1] Beyond this, the general trend indicates that levels 
of cultural engagement tend towards being higher for women rather 
than men; for instance, during 2013 80.9 per cent of female 
respondents and 75.1 per cent of male respondents indicated that they 



had engaged in cultural activity over the previous 12 months. The below 
table, with information from the Taking Part Survey, shows the year-on-
year engagement and participation broken down by sex:  
 
Sector Museum  

 2005/06: Male 42.5 %, Female 42.1% 

 2006/07: Male 42.8 %, Female 40.2% 

 2007/08: Male 43.1 %, Female 44.0% 

 2008/09: Male 43.2 %, Female 43.5% 

 2009/10: Male 45.9 %, Female 46.0% 

 2010/11: Male 45.9 %, Female 46.7% 

 2011/12: Male 48.5 %, Female 49.3% 

 2012/13: Male 52.5 %, Female 53.0% 
 

Ethnicity 

 
Beyond workforce analysis which is considered below, engagement 
statistics also highlight differences related to ethnicity. The Taking Part 
survey suggests that overall attendance at museums and galleries by 
white people is higher at 53.7 per cent than attendance by Black and 
minority ethnic people, which is at 45 per cent.[see note 1] The most 
common barriers to participation in culture reported by Black and 
minority ethnic people are a lack of time, the cost of attending or 
participating, and concerns about feeling uncomfortable or out of place. 
The survey reported: ‘Concerns around the etiquette of galleries and 
museums were particularly high for Black and minority ethnic 
respondents, with assumptions being made that this was a primarily 
white, middle class activity.’ [see note 1] This suggests that the 
common barriers are a combination of attitudinal, cultural, and practical. 
[see note 2] The below table, with information from the Taking Part 
Survey, shows the year-on-year engagement and participation broken 
down by ethnicity: 
 
Sector Museum  

 2005/06: White 43.0 %, BME 35.4 % 

 2006/07: White 42.3 %, BME 33.6 % 

 2007/08: White 44.0 %, BME 39.3 % 

 2008/09: White 44.0 %, BME 36.9 % 

 2009/10: White 46.7 %, BME 40.1 % 

 2010/11: White 47.3 %, BME 37.7 % 



 2011/12: White 49.4 %, BME 44.4 % 

 2012/13: White 53.7%, BME 45.0 % 
 

Disability 

 
As indicated in the Taking Part survey, 48.5 per cent of people who 
regard themselves as having a long-term illness or disability have 
attended museums as opposed to 54.7 per cent of those who don’t 
identify in this way. [see note 1] Some of the identified barriers facing 
disabled people trying to access cultural provision include: getting to 
and from the venue, reliance on family members, and an absence of 
one-to-one support. [see note 2] This information suggests, as 
supported by findings of the Taking Part survey, that practical things 
such as location/spread of MPMs, links to transport, opening times etc, 
are key issues. The below table, with information from the Taking Part 
Survey, shows the year-on-year engagement and participation figures 
for those with long-term disabilities: 
 
Sector Museum  

 2005/06: 36.1%  

 2006/07: 34.9%  

 2007/08: 36.7%  

 2008/09: 36.3%  

 2009/10: 39.0%  

 2010/11: 40.6%  

 2011/12: 41.6%  

 2012/13: 48.6% 
 

Age 

 
As identified in Department for Culture, Media & Sport’s Taking Part 
and Active People [see note 2] surveys, the degree to which persons 
are likely to participate in arts and culture broadly declines with age. 
These figures are mildly complicated when applied to the museum 
sector as ‘being aged 30-70 is associated with increased likelihood of 
visiting a museum or gallery.’6Those under 30 or over 70 are therefore 
less likely to attend. 
 



2.2.3 Workforce 
 

Gender 

 
Figures analysed internally concluded that the gender profile of MPM 
Boards is very significantly skewed towards men. [see note 3] This is 
despite approximately 60 per cent of all MPMs’ permanent staff and 54 
per cent of full-time managers being women. [see note 4] The table 
below shows the number of male and female staff reported to currently 
sit on the governing bodies of the relevant organisations: 
 
[in the following list we detail: 

 MPM: Male, Female] 
 

 York: 9, 5 

 Tyne & Wear: 10, 5 

 Tullie House: 10, 3 

 Royal Pavilion: 7, 3 

 RAMM: N/A, N/A 

 Norfolk: 13, 5 

 MoLondon: 13, 5 

 Manchester: 7, 3 

 Leeds: N/A, N/A 

 Ironbridge: 12, 2 

 Horniman: 6, 4 

 Fitzwilliam: 9, 7 

 Birmingham: 5, 3 

 Oxford: 8, 1 

 Bristol: 4, 2 

 Beamish: 6, 4 

 Total: 119, 52 
 

Ethnicity 

 
Data taken from the 2011 Census indicated that approximately 13 per 
cent of the UK population is Black and minority ethnic. [see note 5]  This 
grouping consists of any respondents who self-define under the 
categories of Mixed/Multiple, Asian/Asian British, 
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British, and Other. For those MPMs that 



supplied workforce data regarding ethnicity, approximately seven per 
cent of the workforce overall is Black and minority ethnic; five per cent 
of specialist staff are Black and minority ethnic; and just under five per 
cent of managers are Black and minority ethnic. [see note 3] The table 
below shows how MPMs’ workforce figures reflect regional Black and 
minority ethnic statistics. [see note 3] 
 
[in the following list we detail: 

 MPM: Region; Regional BME population, % of BME staff, % of BME 
specialists, % of BME managers] 

 

 York: Y&H; 11%, 1%, 0.6%, 0% 

 Tyne & Wear: NE; 5%, 2%, 3%, 0% 

 Tullie House: NW; 10%, 4%, 0%, 0% 

 Royal Pavilion: SE; 10%, 1%, 3%, 0% 

 RAMM: SW; 5%, 2%, 1%, 7% 

 Norfolk: E; 9%, 1%, 3%, 0% 

 MoLondon: L; 40%, 10%, 4%, 0% 

 Manchester: NW; 10%, 9%, 0%, 0% 

 Leeds: Y&H; 11%, 10%, 6%, 0% 

 Ironbridge: WM; 18%, 1%, 0%, 0% 

 Horniman: L; 40%, 15%, 6%, 0% 

 Fitzwilliam: E; 9%, 3%, 6%, 5% 

 Birmingham: WM; 18%, 10%, 7%, 20% 

 Oxford: SE; N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A 

 Bristol: SW; N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A 

 Beamish: NE; N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A 
 

Disability 

 
Approximately 3.5 per cent of all current MPM staff consider themselves 
to have a disability. [see note 3] Four managers consider themselves to 
have a disability – about two per cent of the total number of full-time 
managers. [see note 3] The latest census information tells us that 
approximately 15 per cent of the UK working population regards itself 
as having a long-term activity limiting disability or illness. [see note 4] Of 
those limited ‘a lot’, around 23.4 per cent of those in England aged 16-
64 were economically inactive. Data drawn from a bi-annual analysis of 
the Annual Population Survey data commissioned by CC Skills as 



part of their Creative Blueprint Toolkit indicates that 18 per cent of the 
wider cultural heritage sector workforce identify as being disabled. [see 
note 5]The table below shows how MPMs’ workforce figures reflect 
regional disability statistics. [see note 3] 
 
[in the following list we detail: 

 MPM: Region; Regional Limited population, % Limited a Lot ,% 
Limited a Little, % of ‘Limited’ Staff] 

 

 York: Y&H; 18.9%, 9.1%, 9.8%, 1.8% 

 Tyne & Wear: NE; 21.7%, 11%, 10.7%, 12.5% 

 Tullie House: NW; 20.3%, 10.3%, 10%, 0% 

 Royal Pavilion: SE; 15.7%, 6.9%, 8.8%, 4.83% 

 RAMM: SW; 19.1%, 8.3%, 10.2%, 3.18% 

 Norfolk: E; 16.7%, 7.4%, 9.3%, 2.50% 

 MoLondon: L; 14.1%, 6.7%, 7.4%, 6.2% 

 Manchester: N;W 20.3%, 10.3%, 10%, 5.83% 

 Leeds: Y&H; 18.9%, 9.1%, 9.8%, 9.19% 

 Ironbridge: W;M 19%, 9.1%, 9.9%, 1.7% 

 Horniman: L; 14.1%, 6.7%, 7.4%, 2.34% 

 Fitzwilliam: E; 16.7%, 7.4%, 9.3%, 4.43% 

 Birmingham: W;M 19%, 9.1%, 9.9%, 2.78% 

 Oxford: SE; 15.7%, 6.9%, 8.8%, 0% 

 Bristol: SW; 19.1%, 8.3%, 10.2%, 0% 

 Beamish: NE; 21.7%, 11%, 10.7%, 0% 
 

Age 

 
The table below shows the age-range spread within MPMs’ workforce 
figures. [see note 3] 
 
[in the following list we detail: 

 MPM: Aged 0-19, Aged 20-34, Aged 35-49, Aged 50-64, Aged 65+, 
Unknown/ Prefer not to say] 

 

 York: 3, 82, 39, 37, 0, 6 

 Tyne: &, Wear, 1, 58, 112, 74, 3, 0 

 Tullie House: 1, 28, 16, 30, 4, 0 

 Royal Pavilion: 1, 24, 70, 47, 3, 0 



 RAMM: 0, 38, 59, 54, 2, 4 

 Norfolk: 0, 39, 56, 62, 3, 0 

 MoLondon: 0, 98, 99, 57, 4, 0 

 Manchester: 0, 24, 58, 21, 0, 0 

 Leeds: N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A 

 Ironbridge: 2, 31, 51, 79, 13, 0 

 Horniman: 0, 44, 39, 43, 2, 0 

 Fitzwilliam: 0, 35, 58, 63, 0, 2 

 Birmingham: 6, 118, 98, 60, 6, 0 

 Oxford: 17, 133, 146, 94, 28, 1 

 Bristol: N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A, N/A 

 Beamish: 11, 116, 48, 91, 14, 0 

 Total: 42, 868, 949, 812, 82, 3 
 
Our data indicates that more needs to be done to support the 
development of a diverse museum workforce. In particular, Black and 
minority ethnic and disabled people are underrepresented across 
MPMs, and there is little evidence of a positive trajectory of change. 
Women are also underrepresented at senior levels, although the gender 
balance seems to be changing in a positive direction over time.  
 

Sexual orientation 

 
Stonewall’s 2013 report, Gay in Britain, suggests around 5.8 per cent 
of adults in the UK identified themselves as gay, lesbian or bisexual. 
[see note 6] As the report confirms, lesbians, gay men, bisexual and 
trans people are subject to discrimination, bullying and harassment 
which often takes the form of demeaning statements, name calling and 
insults or the use of abusive language, and in some cases physical 
attacks. The derogatory words used for gays and lesbians at schools 
may teach them to remain invisible as a ‘survival strategy’ because of 
the perceived risks of being exposed to discrimination. Stonewall 
research suggests that this trend is one which continues into the 
workplace, with approximately 26 per cent of lesbian, gay and bisexual 
workers are not being at all open to colleagues about their sexuality. 
[see note 7] 
 
Neither the National portfolio organisations and Major partner 
museums annual survey nor the Taking Part report provides 
information on workforce or participation rates among lesbians, gay 



men, bisexual and trans people within the museums sector. It is clear, 
however, that lesbians, gay men, bisexual and trans people experience 
inequalities and disadvantages when accessing a whole range of public 
services as a consequence of providers failing to engage them as 
service users. Around three quarters of people think that the media in 
Britain still relies on heavily clichéd stereotypes of lesbian, gay and 
bisexual people. [see note 2] 
 
There is considerable data to support the position that the protected 
characteristic of sexual orientation is represented within the 
presentation and curation of works across our MPMs. There is, 
however, no ability to compare this data and the suggested outcomes 
with National portfolio organisations as data in relation to this protected 
characteristic has not historically been collected. 
 

2.2.4 Further considerations 
 

Positive impact  

 
Whilst the evidence and data available at the start of the process are 
limited, it suggests that the area where the most positive impact of the 
work undertaken by our MPMs in terms of equality and diversity is with 
audiences, which offers a compelling narrative in relation to how the 
majority of our MPMs are meeting goal two. The development of 
programmes, exhibitions and events which are diverse and wide 
reaching appears to have had a positive impact on levels of 
engagement and attendance year on year since 2009/10, as reflected in 
the Taking Part survey, in relation to the protected characteristics of 
gender, age, race and disability. We will work with our MPMs to 
ascertain the reasons for this growth and seek to learn from, emulate 
and embed them over the forthcoming funding period 2015-18.  
 

Geographic  

 
In the 2010 report Barriers to Participation by the Department of 
Culture, Media &Sport, both ‘lack of facilities’ and ‘accessibility’ were 
noted as key barriers to participation, particularly for those living outside 
of London. Again, the degree to which this is felt may be magnified or 
mitigated by demographic characteristics such as access to public 
transport and personal circumstances, including protected 



characteristics, such as disability and age. As the Taking Part survey 
reports, ‘museum and gallery visits are highest in London and the South 
East. Museum and gallery visits are lowest in Lincolnshire, parts of 
Norfolk and Nottinghamshire and in Birmingham and the Black 
Country.’  
 

Socioeconomic 

 
It is worth noting that 62 per cent of those in the upper socioeconomic 
groupings have attended museums in the previous year, while only 40 
per cent of the lower socioeconomic groupings have. Black and minority 
ethnic people and disabled people are more likely than others to fall into 
the lower socioeconomic groups. As such it can be difficult to separate 
their drivers and motivations along lines of ethnicity and/or disability 
from the socioeconomic factors which operate. [see note 2] 
 
Factors such as income level, education, income, and habitation of 
social housing are all statistically significant factors in deciding rates of 
museum visitation, as highlighted in the Arts Council England document 
Cross-Cutting Themes, which utilises data from both the Active People 
and Taking Part surveys. [see note 3] As levels of education and 
income increase, so does the likelihood of the individual attending a 
museum; additionally, those living in social housing are more likely not 
to attend a museum than to attend one. Currently, the National 
portfolio organisations and Major partner museums annual survey 
does not require socioeconomic characteristics to be reported upon. 
 

2.3 Issues and concerns 
 
In analysing the funding proposals for MPM funding from 2015-18, we 
should take the following equality and diversity issues into 
consideration: 
 
1. Will the proposals have a positive impact on the sector being able to 
increase the number of women on MPM Boards and in senior 
management positions? 
2. Will the proposals have a positive impact on the sector being able to 
increase the number of Black and minority ethnic people in the 
workforce, particularly in specialist and management roles? 



3. Will the proposals have a positive impact on the sector being able to 
increase the number of Black and minority ethnic people attending 
MPMs on a regular basis? 
4. Will the proposals have a positive impact on the sector being able to 
increase the number of disabled people attending MPMs on a regular 
basis? 
5. Will the proposals have a positive impact on the sector being able to 
increase the number of disabled people in the workforce, particularly in 
specialist and management roles? 
6. Will the proposals increase the number of initiatives and programmes 
designed at making lesbians, gay men, bisexual and transpeople feel 
more engaged with the MPMs and their programmes?  
7. Will the proposals increase the number of initiatives and programmes 
designed at making people from lower socioeconomic groups feel more 
engaged with the MPMs and their programmes? 
8. Will the proposals increase the number of initiatives and programmes 
designed at making people aged under30 or over 70 feel more engaged 
with the MPMs and their programmes? 
9. Will the geographic spread of proposed MPMs create additional 
barriers to those people less likely to have access to their own private 
transport? 
 
The main point on the MPM equality analysis is that this is the first time 
that such an analysis has taken place. We are now in a better position 
to look with rigour at the make-up of our MPMs and it is during this 
process that it became evident that the data available to us are 
insufficient to allow for as detailed an approach to equality analysis as is 
possible compared to the National portfolio organisations and ‘total’ 
investment approach.  
 
Taking this into account, and taking into account also our determination 
to lead in the area of equality and diversity across the entire arts, 
culture and museum sectors, we propose to deliver the equality 
analysis of MPMs in two phases.  
 
Phase one: 
We will use this document as a living document to which will be added 
an action plan, to include details of the research which will take place at 
the end of summer 2014. This will allow us to identify evidence gaps 
and gather further necessary data. This work will take place within the 



museum sector and across appropriate Arts Council England funding 
programmes. This will allow us to move to phase two.  
 
Phase two: 
We will undertake a robust equality analysis of our MPMs, looking at 
workforce, leadership, audiences and collections/interpretation. It is 
hoped that this will enable us to respond to the questions raised above. 
We will also seek to consider any possibility that the accreditation and 
designation processes are creating barriers to participation which are of 
relevance to our equality analysis. This will significantly inform the 
criteria in relation to the development of our strategic funds for the 
museums sector and any other funding programmes appropriate to the 
sector.  
 
 

3:  Analysis of proposals  
 
In order to meet the budget with the proposed portfolio, all existing 
MPMs would have slightly reduced offers and additional funding would 
be added to the MPM budget. A more significantly reduced offer would 
be made to Birmingham. 
 
 

4:  Impact of proposals on equality and diversity 
in the museums sector  
 
What positive evidence is there to show that the proposed 
portfolio will help tackle and eliminate discrimination and promote 
equality of opportunity for the protected characteristics? 
 
The proposed portfolio is significantly broader than the existing portfolio 
of MPMs. Areas of the country that previously had no MPMs – such as 
the East Midlands, parts of Yorkshire and Cornwall rural areas – are 
better served than previously through the inclusion of Hull (East Riding 
focus) and Cornwall. Cornwall is particularly important in this regard, 
representing a model of supporting small museums distributed over a 
wide geographic area.  
 



We have asked MPM applicants to take a strong leadership role in 
relation to diversity as the current evidence suggests that this approach 
will have a positive impact. Brighton, Manchester and the Horniman, for 
example, provide exemplary programming for diverse audiences and 
are proposing taking a national leadership role in this area. Norfolk and 
Oxford both provide examples of strong programmes for workforce 
diversification, and both propose taking a leadership role in this area.  
 
We anticipate working with Relationship Managers and MPM applicants 
to refine plans for leadership and to coordinate these on a national as 
well as Area level. 
 
Five new MPMs are currently in the proposed portfolio. Between them 
they offer a significantly increased programme offer to diverse 
audiences.  
 
Does the available evidence indicate that that the proposed 
portfolio may have a potential or actual significant adverse impact 
in relation to equality? 
 
The proposal to reduce the levels of funding to all existing MPMs and to 
offer lower funding than requested to new MPMs brings the risk that 
MPMs will reduce programming for diverse audiences. We will prioritise 
the programming for diverse audiences from MPMs which provide 
leadership in this area (alongside their plans for developing resilience). 
For other MPMs, we will attempt to prioritise programming for diverse 
audiences in balance with their leadership role (in another area) and 
with their focus on resilience. Birmingham currently has a more diverse 
workforce than any other MPM applicant. The proposed reduction in 
funding to Birmingham should not necessarily affect the diversity of this 
workforce, with the reduced level of funding reflecting the fact that 
Birmingham’s application was relatively weaker than some others. They 
are, though, an important museum serving a diverse population and 
have the potential to play a leadership role in the wider museum sector. 
The implications of the reduced level of funding will need to be 
considered carefully with Birmingham through the development of a 
funding agreement, with attention paid to both audience and workforce 
diversity.  
 
 



Section 5: Action plan 
 
How do we propose to address any negative impacts identified or 
opportunities not realised? 
 
Negative Impact: Places with diverse populations with limited or no 
investment through MPM investment   
Level of impact: High  
Reason, evidence or comments in relation to negative impacts: 
Limited applications made which support diverse leadership and/or 
audiences  
Action required  

 Dedicated research to gain wider data sets for longer-term analysis 

 Strategic planning investment in alignment with other proposed 
investment  

 Use data and evidence to implement dedicated leadership and/or 
audience development  

Responsibility/Timescale:  

 Director of Museums 

 Director of Research 

 Director of Diversity 

 Senior Officer E&D 

 Commission by September 2014 

 Deliver by January 2015 

 Implement by March 2015  
 
Negative Impact: No disability-led or Black and minority ethnic led 
MPMs in the proposed portfolio. No new applications received from 
disability-led or Black and minority ethnic led.  
Level of impact: High  
Reason, evidence or comments in relation to negative impacts: 
The leadership of the proposed MPM portfolio does not reflect the 
diversity of contemporary England. 
Action required:  

 We will proactively work with the sector to build the confidence and 
capacity to create new opportunities across leadership, governance 
and the workforce. 

 Dedicated research to gain wider data sets for longer-term analysis  
 



 Grants for the arts development work targeted to reach diverse 
applicants and utilise MPM infrastructure 

 Identify strategic and commissioning funds to support non-MPM 
museums. 

Responsibility/Timescale:  

 Director of Museums 

 Director of Research 

 Director of Diversity 

 Senior Officer E&D, SRM Museums, RM Museums 

 By March 2016 
 
Negative Impact: Continued reduction of funding available for the 
MPMs from 2018 onward  
Level of impact: High  
Reason, evidence or comments in relation to negative impacts: 
Continued reduction of funds available decreases the possibility for new 
(and particularly diverse) applicants to become MPMs  
Action required 

 Wider research and data collection, of the performance of the 
existing MPMs to ensure high quality delivery and access.  

 A wider collective understanding of where, how and why ‘churn’ may 
happen in the next (2018-21) funding round will be critical in ensuring 
new diverse applicants becoming MPMs  

Responsibility/Timescale 

 Director of Museums 

 Director of Research 

 Director of Diversity 

 Senior Officer E&D, SRMs Museums, RMs Museums 

 By March 2017 
 
Notes 
1  DCMS, Taking Part Survey, 2013 
2 Active People Survey 
3 Arts Council England, Equality and diversity literature review 
4 Arts Council England, 2012/13 Annual National portfolio organisations 
and Major partner museums survey 
5 Office of National Statistics, 2011 Census Data 
6 CC Skills, Annual Population Survey 
 
 


