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3.0 Executive Summary: research report on Leicester Comedy Festival 2011
‘Leicester Comedy Festival … a serious business’
Festivals and events are a vital part of the cultural offer in Leicester and Leicestershire. This
report provides an insight into one distinctive part of that offer, the Leicester Comedy
Festival (LCF).
‘Leicester Comedy Festival … a serious business’ provides a detailed analysis of LCF
from the point of view of its audience, who they are, their patterns of attendance, and the
economic and social impacts that result from their attendance. This report is, however, about
more than LCF alone. It is about festivals and events in the city and county as a whole and
the relationship between them and the private sector in particular.

The headline figures reveal that Leicester Comedy Festival:
Is growing year on year, in 2011 there were more shows, more venues and promoters and
more audience (around 40K tickets were sold, up 12% on 2010).
In 2011, produced an economic impact for Leicester of £1.78m2.
Is producing a ‘Return on Investment’ from public and private sources of over 20:1.
For every £1 LCF receives in the form of grants and sponsorship, it generates £20 of
complementary expenditure which benefits venues, artists as well as the local economy.
Is continuing to attract an appreciative audience, 91% would recommend the festival to
their friends and family and 89% like the programme for the quality of its entertainment. 6%
claim to have attended more than eight years and a small number even claim to have
attended all 18 years. It is from such a loyal base that LCF is able to promote a bigger
programme each year. In 2011 box office income was estimated to be just under £0.5m.
Has a positive impact on Leicester. 92% of the audience believe that LCF is good for
Leicester and they proved it by spending over £0.7m in the city and county (excluding ticket
sales). Some restaurants reported that during the festival they had levels of trade as high as
during Christmas, their other peak time of the year.
Since 2009, and the beginning of the recession, has generated around £2m for the local
economies of Leicester and Leicestershire, purely in terms of non-ticket audience
expenditure on goods and services

2

Produced by applying a multiplier of 1.5 to the estimated total audience expenditure of £1.19m
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Private Sector Issues
One of the key findings from this research is that many of Leicester‟s business leaders are
positive in their opinions of festivals and events; for the direct benefits of being a sponsor as
well as for the general benefits for the city and county.
50% of those businesses who participated in the research are in some form of
relationship with a festival or event organisation in the city or county. The majority also state
that there is a need for a more strategic approach and that a closer alignment of private,
public and festival sector agendas should feature as an important aspect of future
development.
But for all those who have a positive view there are as many businesses that are yet to be
persuaded of the benefits that festivals might bring to their own business or that they can
contribute to attracting tourism or inward investment.
The research finds that festival organisers need to work on developing the strength of the
offer they make to local business, but to achieve the „perfect pitch‟ festival organisers need
better knowledge of their impact and how these will deliver benefits to others - residents,
visitors and business.
Next Steps
The report highlights that LCF3 and other festival and event organisations cannot deliver
more benefits without stronger partnerships with public and private sector organisations; a
view the research finds is shared by both festival organisers and business leaders.
The report concludes by discussing the opportunities for partnership and explores possible
development areas for LCF. It also provides useful data that might help inform the potential
that a bid from Leicester for the City of Culture in 2017 might have and makes
recommendations about how Leicester can deliver a stronger and even more vibrant
festivals and events offer in the next few years, for the benefit of arts, businesses and the
city alike.

3

LCF began in 1993-94 as a student project for the BA in Arts and Festivals Management at De Montfort
University. It has grown over the past 18 years into the biggest comedy festival in the UK. Its partnership with
DMU is of strategic importance as it enables both to deliver important outcomes in respect of internships,
employment and helping to shape the future development of the cultural scene in the city and county.
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3.1 Extension to executive summary: thematic highlights
What do business leaders say?
‘Being involved with cultural events ‘fastens’ the company to the location they are doing
business, especially valuable considering long running events such as LCF, or when moving
or opening up new locations (from county to city)’.
‘Entertaining clients is a good way of building relationships, cultural events attract a broader
range of clients than traditional sporting events, or business focused events’.
‘Cultural events give us the opportunity to be host but relieve us of the responsibility of
actually having to be entertaining ourselves’.
‘Festivals give a good opportunity to add to our business’ existing marketing material,
promotional mail shots, e-shots with competitions, offers, news etc’.
‘The association is also expected to subtly act as a ‘deal-breaker’, in that for winning
business, the company with better links to an area is more appealing’.
Business leaders project a positive view of the role that festivals can play in the city. 89%
agree they encourage visitors (though not necessarily as formal tourists), 77% that they
encourage people to spend more. 50% of those who replied are in some form of relationship
with a festival or event but of this under half are seriously involved as a contributing (32%) or
title sponsor (5%).
76% agree that the business community needs to be more engaged. However there is a
significant group of local businesses for whom festivals are presently not a priority for
support. The barriers range from festivals having unrealistic expectations, or providing
inadequate time frames, and most importantly not having the data to demonstrate that the
benefits offered can be delivered.
Given the appropriate pitch business leaders indicated that that they would be open to
talking. There was clear evidence that many business leaders are recognising that festivals
can play an important role in their business to business networking and this was one of the
main reasons for joining the LCF Business Club.
This study has shown that local businesses benefitted from audience ancillary expenditure
(£700k). It has also identified opportunity for stronger partnerships as part of a strategy for
increasing the numbers of visitors and tourists who come to the city for festivals such as
LCF.
Getting the message out.
Marketing is an area that many respondents commented upon critically ‘the festival has a
greater local profile than national’. From our analysis of the media coverage for LCF in 2011
we believe that there is scope for developing a more focused agenda on the relationships
between the comedy festival, regional business, regional tourism, the regional audience, and
the role of LCF as a regional cultural event. It is argued that such content should be a
feature of the public relations strategy both during the festival as well as at other times of the
year and for other festivals too.
7

This links to the findings about the brand „Leicester: a city of festivals‟ which many felt was
not yet recognised strongly outside of the city and county. Clearly the question of marketing
is one of many that require a cross-sectoral response.
What do the audience tell us about Leicester Comedy Festival?
‘It’s the only live comedy I go to these days’.
‘The festival helps ‘put Leicester on the map’, and gives people something to recognise
about the city’.
‘The preview show is particularly anticipated, because it is known to sell out frequently,
before the line up is even announced’.
‘It is an opportunity to invite friends and family to visit or stay’.
‘Social importance is the key driver, in that it brings people together and helps ‘open minds’’.
‘Cultural importance is linked to economic importance, in that any profile building of the city
is generally good for the whole city’.
Do the audience enjoy themselves?
The doubling of the audience at LCF over ten years is evidence that they do, the audience
endorses the festival‟s focus on rising stars and for its big name performers whilst also being
a good opportunity for socialising. It is this combination of features that persuades people to
return year after year.
What do other festival organisers say?
The report finds that festival organisers aim to deliver a wide range of benefits: civic pride,
economic impact, artist development, audience development, personal development, cultural
cohesion, intercultural dialogue, art form development, management expertise (especially for
the many volunteers who become involved) and for the positive impact that their work and
activities have upon the profile of Leicester and Leicestershire locally, regionally and nationally.
The private sector needs to be persuaded of what impact
festivals/events can achieve, and from both sides of the
relationship there is acknowledgement that in some cases
festivals are not presenting the strongest business case to
encourage business to be involved.

8

What next?
The research has identified general agreement on the need for a more strategic approach to
the support and development of the festivals programme in the city and county in order to
deliver more benefits for residents, visitors, artists and the private sector.
Actions that should be prioritised are:
 Unite the festivals sector in the city (and county)
 Create a stronger alliance between festival organisers and the continuously operating
cultural organisations (C.O.Os) in the city
 Create a context in which the agendas of the public, private and festivals sectors can
be discussed and a new relationship developed.
It is argued that successful bids for the City of Culture reflect these characteristics and
should be included in any discussion of Leicester‟s possible bid.

What
next?
Ally festivals
and C.O.O's

Unite the
festivals
sector

Realign
relationships
with private
and public

Figure 1 - Priorities for developing the impact of festivals
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4.0 Overview of the Research Project
Festivals and events are a distinctive feature of our global, cultural ecology and landscape.
Festivals are a part of many people‟s personal history, a rite of passage for young people
and an opportunity for all to deepen understanding of different art forms and cultures.
Around the world there are estimated4 to be over 5m annually recurring festivals and events
which as well as attracting audiences in the billions are also sources of considerable
economic and social benefit for the communities in which they are embedded.
Leicester city‟s annual programme of festivals and events – which totals in the region of 600
– includes a cultural programme of festivals and events (see Appendix 3.0 for a selected list)
which provides a powerful statement of what makes Leicester „the city of festivals‟, the
distinctive multi cultural city that it is. However, hard evidence of the benefits is in short
supply and this research report provides a starting point for achieving a clearer picture of the
range and depth of the benefits that are derived from this annual programme of cultural
activity.
In January 2011 De Montfort University (DMU), Leicester Shire Promotions (LSP) and
Prospect Leicestershire (PL) commissioned a multi-faceted piece of research which had the
following aims, to:




Deepen understanding of one particular festival, the Leicester Comedy Festival as an
example of what is achievable
Discuss the current and future relationship between festivals in the Leicester and
Leicestershire and the private sector
Examine the case for a more robust relationship between the festivals, public and
private sectors

Leicester Comedy Festival
has grown from 1993 with
around 5000 tickets sold,
to 2011 with around
40,000 tickets sold

The emphasis is firmly on impact and the private
sector perspective. The report does not provide an
analysis of „artistic‟ features such as the programme
of LCF or any other festival. Instead it aims to draw a
line between the potential impacts that a festival can
have and how this can serve as the basis for a
stronger relationship with the private sector.

There is an understandable focus in this report on the Leicester Comedy Festival (LCF)5 and
this year‟s edition (4th – 20th February 2011). This is a reflection of the fact that it has been
running since 1993-4, so it is well known locally, it has been the subject of research in 2002,
4

Figure obtained from the International Festivals and Events Association

5

This research does not offer a full analysis of LCF or its parent company, Big Difference Company (BDC).
Some observations will be included throughout the report and especially within the conclusions which will reflect
on both LCF and BDC. However, the principle aim of this work is to stimulate a broader discussion of festivals
and events in the city and county and how these might be integrated into, for example, the long term plans of the
private sector.
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2009 and 2010, so there is a baseline for comparative purposes, and it has a track record of
obtaining financial support from public and private sectors. The data from research into LCF
in previous years is included for comparative purposes where relevant. Similar use is made
of research from other festivals which have been researched by the DMU team.
However, the focus of the research was not exclusive to LCF and we obtained a range of
perspectives in our research so that other nuances which may not be strong features of LCF
could be included. These perspectives included business leaders, and other festival
organisers.

11

4.1 Research methodology
The research was based around three areas in particular and which each required a mix of
desk research, questionnaire surveys, telephone interviews and focus groups. The broad
areas of focus are:
Audience
o Audience Demographics (gender, age, employment)
o Audience response to the programme (artists, marketing, social impact)
o Audience Expenditure (profiling based on primary data)
o The overall impact of visitors/locals on the local economy (STEAM6 data)
Media coverage
o Content analysis of local and national press coverage
o Advertising Value Equivalence of press coverage
o Social media activity
Business community
o Festivals and events in the city and county: the business leaders‟ perspective
o Opportunities for sponsorship, PR, branding, networking (with reference to
the LCF Business Club)
o Evidence of impact on specific businesses
A full outline of the different methodologies applied can be found in Appendix 1.0 to 1.6

Research

Audience

Media

Business

Questionnaire
(web & print)

Local press

Web
questionnaire

Focus group

Social media

Phone
interviews

S.T.E.A.M

Focus group

Figure 2 - Research map

6

STEAM is the Scarborough Tourism Economic Activity Monitor which is operated by Global Tourism Solutions
(GTS). Access to this was made possible by Leicester Shire Promotions which commissioned GTS to undertake
the work using data obtained from the primary research at LCF in February 2011
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5.0 Festivals and Events – a contemporary context
The Arts and Festivals Management team of De Montfort University were commissioned by
Prospect Leicestershire and De Montfort University to undertake research during and after
the Leicester Comedy Festival in 2011 with the aim of deepening our understanding of the
impact that festivals and events7 can have on the city, the county, its venues and its
audiences. A second theme was to monitor how local, national and social media responded
to the comedy festival. A third theme was to find out what business leaders think about
festivals. What impact festivals have upon their business either directly in the case of hotels,
bars and restaurants or indirectly through enhancing the quality of the city and county as
places to work and live or as a business opportunity for investment/ sponsorship.

The research was commissioned at a time that is recognised as one of
the most challenging since the 1970s

In the face of cuts of around 30% to public sector support for the arts (through Arts Council
England) and to local and other public authority budgets festival organisers will be reviewing
their own budgets to see how well they can weather the anticipated cuts. Understanding how
local business leaders view their contribution is going to be necessary as a new balance and
a new relationship is developed between the public and private sectors to the question of
financial and other support for festivals.
One of the key themes that the research aimed to address was whether the private sector
considers that festivals contribute meaningfully to the overall cultural life of the city and
county, and in the context of the recession whether business leaders are willing and able to
develop closer relationships, which may be expressed through in-kind, logistical or financial
support. To put it bluntly: „Will the private sector become more regular supporters of festivals
and events organisations in the city and county in the current recession?‟
These issues were also explored through interviews with some festival organisers which
provide complementary perspectives to that derived from the work carried out during
February and March 2011.
The scale of the challenge to arts organisations is clearly stated in the introduction to a
recent report published by DCMS8
‘The cultural sector faces the conundrum of proving its value in a way that can be
understood by decision-makers. As Smith has noted, arts and cultural organisations face a
‘cooler climate’ than the one that prevailed during the early 2000s. As a result it will not be
7

Festivals and events will be shortened to festivals for the remainder of this report. The definition of the terms
festival and events applied here is of an annually recurring activity that has a specific cultural agenda, this
definition therefore includes sporting events as well as the cultural festivals listed in Appendix?? . This research
excludes activities that are predominantly for a commercial purpose and do not have a specifically cultural
agenda e.g. conferences and more commercial activity such as car boot sales.
8

Measuring the value of culture: a report to the Department for Culture Media and Sport, Dr. Dave O‟Brien,
AHRC/ESRC Placement Fellow, 2010
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enough for arts and culture to resort to claiming to be a unique or special case compared
with other government sectors.’
This challenge to the arts sector to prove its value to and impact on contemporary society in
the UK is not a new development as similar sentiments were first expressed in the 1980s but
the particular financial context in which the arts are working today has increased the need for
a richer more empirically supported case to be made by those organisations seeking to
receive support from public or private sources.
Leicester is a city with a demography that may result in it becoming the first city to have a
white minority population within the next 5-10 years. It is a city that is expected to experience
substantial change in the next decade in part because of its changing demography but also
due to changes in the public and private sectors. The nature of the challenges is
summarised in the Economic Development Strategy written by the Leicestershire Business
Council9:
‘As we move out of one of the harshest recessions in living memory and through a period of
massive reductions in public spending, the consequences for our local economy, businesses
and communities will be profound.’
‘In the face of these challenges, our goal is to anticipate the future needs of business and
create the right environment for business and growth in Leicester and Leicestershire where
enterprise, innovation and creativity thrive, productivity and competitiveness are increased,
new investment is attracted, international trade increased and the local economy able to
support a highly qualified, skilled and motivated workforce and create secure well paid jobs.’
The strategy document references many features of Leicester and Leicestershire that are
pertinent to any discussion of festivals such as: 10
“„...the role of the business community and the voluntary and community
sector in realising our vision and how they can all work together.”
Festivals, it is argued, are able to help deliver the Leicestershire Business Council‟s strategic
vision and core principles:
To create a prosperous economy, secure and well paid jobs and a sustainable environment
through wealth creation by innovative businesses and a highly skilled workforce, making
Leicester and Leicestershire destinations of choice for successful businesses by clearly
differentiating the sub-region, as a place to do business, work and live.’

9

Leicestershire Business Council Economic Development Strategy 2011-2030

10

Festivals and events organisers are often a part of the 81% of businesses that employ less than 10 people
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There are many features of this development strategy to which festivals are making and can
make a direct contribution such as:








Wealth creation
Raising skills levels
Promoting the digital economy
Development of the creative and performing arts
Growing the Green Economy
Developing a strong identity and image for the sub-region through
enhancing the identity of the city and county as a place to work and live
Retaining young entrepreneurs in the sub-region and thus helping to
reduce „City Flight‟

This report highlights many of these features.
This research has also been completed at the same time as a report has been published by
Burns Owen Partnership on the Edinburgh Festivals 2010 and this too provides a point of
reference for considering the health of the festivals sector in the city and county (see
Appendix 4.0 for a list of the key themes of the Edinburgh Festivals Impact Study).
Our research echoes the statement for Edinburgh that:11
“The Festivals together have positive impacts that span an enormous
range of cultural, social and economic areas”

Some of these overlap with the report by Leicestershire Business Council such as the
potential and observed impacts on learning, the local economy and place marketing. In
common with the Edinburgh study our report also recognises the positive cultural impacts
that are derived from festivals such as Christ in the Centre, Diwali, the Mela, the Caribbean
Carnival and more arts focussed festivals such as the Leicester Comedy Festival, Spark
Children‟s Arts Festival, the Leicester International Music Festival and Summer Sundae
Weekender.
This array of established festivals is the reason why Leicester promotes itself as a „City of
Festivals‟ but as many have noted more could be done to build on this firm base. One issue
that will be discussed in this report is how the city could use this resource to achieve
stronger branding and whether a city-wide initiative such as „City of Culture‟ might achieve
the outcome that many desire, for their individual festivals, for the city and ultimately for the
local economy.

11

Edinburgh Festivals Impact Study, BOP Consulting, May 2011

15

6.0 Leicester Comedy Festival ... a serious business
Leicester Comedy Festival (LCF) is a key trading element of Big Difference Company (BDC)
a company limited by guarantee and a registered charity. It began as a student project as
part of the BA in Arts and Festivals Management at De Montfort University. The festival has
been running annually each February since 1994. In 2010 the festival increased from ten
days to seventeen days in part to include a third weekend for the purposes of increasing the
level of activity that could be promoted and increasing the opportunity for local businesses to
benefit too.
During the period of the research BDC had an eight person, board of directors. The festival
receives revenue funding from Leicester City Council, project funding, sponsorship, as well
as earning income from ticket sales, advertising sales and participation fees.
In addition to LCF, BDC undertakes a range of activities, from promoting comedy, to event
management and education work, as part of its year round programme.
In 2010/11, BDC employed between 4 and 5 people full-time and one part-time. The festival
also benefits from a number of volunteers both during the annual festival and at other points
in the year.

Figure 3 – Questionnaire comment from A Female parent/carer attending Arabella Weir at the Little Theatre:
“It was great that it was started by DMU and has continued for so many years”
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6.1 Why do audience research?
A successful indicator of a good festival is that having sampled it
one year a satisfied customer becomes a loyal customer who
returns year on year. The study on the Edinburgh festivals makes
similar observations:
‘in order to see any subsequent positive impacts from the
Festivals’ activities, it requires the core Festival experience (the
performance, exhibition, workshop experience etc.) to be positive
in the first instance. For example, if a first-time attendee at a
Festival event enjoys the experience, this may then lead to that
same person coming back to see a similar event in the future.’

All festivals can
benefit from this
knowledge to
review their
work and plan
strategically

Festivals as transient events have limited opportunity to develop a relationship with their
audience compared to those cultural organisations in Leicester with a year round
programme such as Curve, De Montfort Hall, Phoenix Square, the Peepul Centre and New
Walk Museum.
LCF has undertaken audience focussed research for many years in order to gather some
basic facts about their audience, who they are, how often they attend, how satisfied they are
with the experience and what they spend whilst they are present. This feedback has
provided vital information which LCF has used in programme development and in its
discussions with potential partners. All festivals can benefit from this knowledge to review
their work and plan strategically

Lights
switch on /
Bonfire
events

Leicester
comedy
festival

Summer
Sundae

Castle park

Mela

Festivals
and
events

Riverside

Leicester
International
Music festival
Spark
childrens art
festival

Diwali

Caribbean
Carnival
Christ in the
centre

Figure 4 – Diagram showing some of the festivals and events that take place in Leicester

17

6.2 Who comes to the festival?
Knowing the audience is critical to sound festival management. LCF has several years of
information to draw upon in terms of „customer relationship management‟. The following is a
summary of the information obtained from the festival in February 2011 and compared to
data from previous years where appropriate.
The sample revealed the following:






A total audience of 15506 individuals who between them purchased 40316 tickets
Females (56%) outnumbered males12
Those with children (22%) did not generally bring them to shows. This may reflect the
adult nature of much of the comedy in the festival. It may also indicate a gap in the
overall programme for a more family oriented dimension to the festival.
5% of the sample indicated that they had a disability; this is below the census 2001
figure of 18% for Leicester and in part reflects the age profile of the audience with a
lower figure for those aged 65+ than in the population as a whole.

LCF has always attracted an economically active audience, largely of course because most
events are ticketed, and above the level for the population as a whole. In 2011 74% indicate
that they are in some form of paid employment. The large numbers in education (16%) is of
interest as this constitutes an important target market for the festival.

Figure 5 – Questionnaire comment from a 30-44 year old Male, attending ‘The Last Laugh’ show at Athena:
“There’s a variety of acts and also shows by local people”

12

This does not necessarily indicate that more women than men attend LCF. In our experience women are more
open to being invited to express their views than men, and in a situation where a male and female couple are
approached it is often the female who will complete the form on their behalf. 46% of the audience were present
as couples and many of those were male/female.
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6.2.1 Their Employment Status

Employment - LCF and Census
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The actual form of employment is of interest and two sectors are strongly represented in the
current sample, education, and health and social services. This observation is familiar from
our research at festivals in the East Midlands13 (ACE 2003, 2004) where these two sectors
form a higher percentage of the audience compared to their presence in the population as a
whole.
13

Maughan and Bianchini, 2003, 2004

Census category „Other‟ includes economically inactive students, permanently sick or disabled and other.
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6.2.2 Their Age

Age - LCF and Census
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The festival has a broad base of support from people aged 17-64. 96% compared to the
2001 census data of 64% for the same range. Those under-represented in our sample are
those aged 16 and under, and those aged over 65. For both groups there may be issues to
do with the suitability of the material, for younger audiences the „adult‟ tone may be
inappropriate and for older audiences not as appreciated as it is by those in the 17-59 range.
For both groups there may also be issues of timing and cost.

20

6.2.3 Their Ethnicity
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The ethnic profile of the festival was commented upon by a member of the audience focus
group who described it as being „more typical of the county than the city‟. It is clear that
where the audience did choose to give data14 that the audience was attended by more who
indicated that they are „White British or other White‟ (83.8%). However this shows a change
from the research conducted in 2002 when 93% stated that they were „White British or other
White‟.

14

9% declined to provide this information, which is low compared to other festival audiences
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The audience in 2011

It is worth noting too that the audience in 2011 was not
homogeneous from one show to another , for example
was not homogenous
the audience for ‘The Last Laugh’ promoted at the
from one show to another
Athena by 2Funky Arts the profile was 67% Asian or
British Asian, 10% Black or Black British, 17% „White
British or other White‟. This indicates that if more promoters who are in contact with specific
target markets choose to get involved then the festival (as a whole) may develop a profile
more representative of the local area i.e. this may attract people who are presently not
attending. The festival places an emphasis on precisely this area through its promoter
development programme.
As with many other features of the delivery of impact and the management of legacy there
are clear limits to what any festival organisation can achieve by itself. This point will be
examined in more detail in the conclusion to this report.

Figure 6 – Questionnaire comment from a 17-24 year old otherwise unidentified person, attending a show at Curve:
“The festival brings cultural excellence to a city that can seem mediocre in its cultural provision. The council should back
the festival more strongly as a unique feature of this city”
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6.3 Why are they here?

Motivations
To learn something
Visiting the area
Other
Spotting new talent
Special occasion
To try something new
Spend time with friends/family
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To be entertained
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Figure 7 – See Appendix 2.2 for related data. This was a multiple choice question.

The motivations are stronger in the areas indicating a knowledge of the product, 41% came
„to see a particular performer‟, or of the genre as a whole where 39% indicated that they „like
the festival‟, but the strongest motivation was simply „to be entertained‟, 63%. This is
perhaps unsurprising given the nature of the festival‟s programme and the current popularity
of comedy on TV, radio and online. The same could also be said of the frequency with which
well known comedians are now presenting a wide range of programmes from travel to
science. This contrasts with the relatively low figures for „wanting to try something new‟,
12%, or „to learn something‟, 1.2%.
Anecdotal evidence would indicate that an increasing number of the audience are now
anticipating the festival each year and treating it as a special event and including substantial
expenditure on meals and drinks as part of their time at the festival. This is confirmed by
interviews with staff from restaurants who indicate that they experience a substantial
increase in trade during LCF, some reporting this to be as much as they take during the
Christmas period, their busiest period in the year. It is this sort of evidence that underlines
how a festival can become established in the audience‟s social calendars and in addition
provide an opportunity for local business.

Figure 8 – Questionnaire comment from a retired Male, 60-64, attending Comedy Heaven at Curve: “There are too many
acts I want to see on at the same time. Needs to be spaced out, 2 months? Daytime?”
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6.4 How do they hear about the festival?

Awareness
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Figure 9 See Appendix 2.2 for related percentages. This was a multiple choice question.

The relatively high value recorded for „Word of mouth‟ (39%) is consistent with other festivals
we have researched and evidence too of the audience as advocates for the festival and
consistent with the audience now seeing the festival as part of the fabric of life in the city.
Local media is also prominent (8% Local radio, 38% Local press) which reflects the
considerable support received from BBC Leicester and the Leicester Mercury. The Leicester
Mercury is the festival‟s longest private sector sponsor and supporter of the Leicester
Mercury Comedian of the Year competition every year since 1995. The volume of coverage
by the Leicester Mercury was selected for particular attention and this is discussed in the
following section on Media Coverage.
Reflecting the increasing role of social media in communication we asked and found that
social media was a prime source of information for 9% of the audience. This is something
that the festival is alert to and its marketing and communications activity now includes
Facebook and Twitter. It is expected that the influence of social media will increase.
Overall, LCF is enjoyed for the quality of its programme, for the quality of the entertainment
and for providing opportunity to enjoy a night(s) out with friends and family. Over time the
festival should develop an approach that encourages its regular audience to attend more
shows and to do so in groups of four or more. In 2011 around 50% did so, with 4.6% as
members of groups of eight or more.

24

6.5 How frequently do they attend?

Percentage
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to attend during LCF11
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An important feature for LCF is the level of repeat
business. This is expressed in terms of the
number of shows attended in any year and also in
terms of long term loyalty. Whilst it is clear that
39% only purchased tickets for one show and 9%
for just two shows, 52% booked for three or more
shows with the category 8+ being selected by 4%
amongst whom some may have booked for far
more. This feature is something that LCF needs
to develop as part of its relationship with local
promoters. A mechanism also needs to be put in
place for obtaining this data every year as part of
an ongoing assessment of support and impact .

Yes
41%
No
59%

The presence of a group (6%) who
have attended 8+ festivals is a
good indicator that the festival has
developed a loyal „fan‟ base. Some
indicated that they had attended
every one of the 18 festivals, which
possibly merits an award.
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6.6 Who do they come with?

How many people have come with you?
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Group size (excl. respondent)

It was noted earlier that 46% attended as a couple but an issue for future research is that
47% attended in groups of 3 or more, with nearly 5% in groups of eight or more.
This supports the point made earlier that the festival provides an opportunity for socialising
with friends and family. This is something that venues could seek to encourage through
ticket deals. What is also confirmed here are the low numbers aged 16 and under who could
be included within a family oriented weekend ticket/series of shows.
Cross tabulating group size and frequency of attendance reveals that groups tend to book
for only one or two events whereas individuals and couples book for more shows. This is not
a surprise (given the pressure on people‟s diaries etc) but it could prove an interesting
market to develop.
Those who come
Given that there is some unsold ticket capacity then perhaps
back year after
some creativity can be applied to devising suitable group/family
year are more
discounts such as the deals promoted through websites such as
likely to book for
“Groupon”. For example, if a group of four or more booked for
two shows they could obtain a third show at a reduced cost.
several shows
A similar relationship holds true for repeat bookers. Those who come back year after year have
been observed to be more likely to book for several shows. Again, this could be developed as a
stronger feature of the festival‟s offer in 2012. Presumably, as with many issues raised through this
research, LCF could better deliver these offers in conjunction with other partners.
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6.7 What other festivals do they attend?

Any festival : Next 12
months

Any festival : Prev. 12
months
100%

100%
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40%
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These bar charts show that the audience at LCF have limited experience of festivals
compared to audiences at two other festivals held in Leicester, the Big Session Festival
(BSF)15 and Summer Sundae Weekender (SSW), but their experience of LCF may have
encouraged them to think about attending others. None of the festivals named in the LCF
sample are comedy festivals per se, but there are only a few of these to choose from in the
UK. This suggests that the higher figures recorded for the audiences at BSF and SSW might
be a reflection of the wider choice available to audiences at music festivals.
What other festivals do you go to?

#

%

Summer Sundae Weekender

90

9.3

Edinburgh Fringe

74

7.6

Glastonbury

36

3.7

Latitude

26

2.6

Download

24

2.4

(Any) Beer / Cider Festival

21

2.1

Glastonbudget

20

2.0

Reading

14

1.4

V

13

1.3

Leeds

10

1.0

159 individual festival names were given

It is encouraging that Summer Sundae Weekender emerges top of the list of other festivals
that the LCF audience also attends (9.3%), this indicates one feature of the brand „Leicester
as a festival city‟, the strength of the offer that is available to local people.

15

The Big Session Festival ran at De Montfort Hall in Leicester from 2005 to 2010; Summer Sundae Weekender
has run at De Montfort Hall since 2001.
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6.8 How does the audience rate the festival and their experience?
The following charts present the audience‟s response to a range of factors, including:
1.
2.
3.
4.

the social impact of the festival
the festival‟s status locally and as a cultural event
the interest it creates in future events – comedy and non comedy
the quality of its publicity

It is clear from the following charts16 that the audience response is predominantly positive.
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40%
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The respondents were very positive about the festival‟s general appeal and its local profile
but are less sure about its national profile. This is not a feature unique to LCF and something
that this research and report addresses. It will be interesting to see what change there is in
the perceptions of the festival as having „cultural significance‟. The festival seeks to
incorporate a wide range of artforms under the „comedy‟ banner but this is another issue on
which LCF cannot achieve change by itself.

Figure 10 – Questionnaire comment from Full time worker, Female, 30-44, attending Stephen K Amos, De Montfort Hall:
“I think it’s great to live in a city that hosts such a varied calendar of events and like to try to attend as many as
possible!”
16

The legend for these charts represents A = Agree, N = Neutral, D = Disagree, and DK = Don’t Know. In this
report, “A” combines questionnaire responses of Strongly Agree and Agree, “D” combines Disagree and
Disagree Strongly. Finally, “N/Neutral” was actually phrased ‘Neither Agree or Disagree’.
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The festival has a positive impact on...
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The respondents were positive about the festival‟s benefits to venues and artists. This is
good for the relationship between LCF and the venues and promoters from which LCF
derives part of its income in the form of participation
fees.
Funniest cities in Britain:
The audience is also very clear on the positive
1. Manchester
benefits that the festival brings to the city and to a
2. Liverpool
lesser extent to the county. In 2003 a readers‟ poll in
3. Leicester
a national magazine placed Leicester third after
Liverpool and Manchester as the funniest city in
Britain and one could assume that LCF was a major feature in that outcome. Other features
of the festival that bring positive PR for Leicester are the coverage by BBC4 Extra which
includes extensive coverage during the festival and incorporates material from the festival at
other points in the year. Coverage was also received in 2011 from Dave TV channel17 which
an onscreen competition to win a weekend in Leicester during the festival.
The transformational potential of festivals is often seen as a route to development of a
broader interest in the arts. However, in common with our research at other festivals the
evidence indicates that the LCF audience is more likely to attend other comedy events
(84%) than to „crossover‟ and attend other arts events (63%) but this figure is still
encouraging as evidence of audience development.

17

Dave „the home of witty banter‟, uktv.co.uk/dave/homepage/sid/5002
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I like the festival because...
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
It brings big
name performers
to Leicester

It gives
opportunities to
see new
performers

It presents varied
and unexpected
acts

Socialising

It offers
entertainment &
escapism

DK

2%

1%

2%

1%

1%

D

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

N

11%

6%

11%

15%

8%

A

86%

93%

86%

82%

89%

The presence of a wide range of small scale venues which programme lesser known and
emerging comedians is a feature that is clearly appreciated by the audience as is the variety
of its programme and within that the chance to see big name acts. The audience clearly also
sees the festival as a time to relax and enjoy themselves. As noted earlier, personal
development through attending something challenging and unfamiliar does not appear to be
particularly high on this audience‟s agenda.
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In respect of the festival‟s more general features it is interesting to note that respondents are
clear that comedy is an art form, as opposed to a hybrid of other performing arts. This issue
of definition has been a challenge for the festival for many years as some have not given it
the status afforded to other art forms and this has limited its capacity to raise support from
some sources.
The audience‟s overall satisfaction with the festival is clear, 91% would recommend it to their
friends and family and 79% consider it to be good value for money. Some people did
express concern that „The tickets to shorter shows were in some cases quite expensive‟ and
no doubt price is an issue that the organisers will continually reflect on. The question
remains to whom they would recommend it in terms of family.
Two general features on which respondents were less positive relate to the brochure and the
festival‟s environmental impact. In our experience audiences are often quite critical of
marketing and publicity. This is, again a feature in which the festival could benefit from
strong partnerships.
Having said this, the festival has been proactive compared to many other venue based
festivals is in respect of its environmental impact. The fact that the audience is unaware of its
efforts could be addressed if the festival could create more space for discussing these
issues in its brochure and on its website.

Figure 11 – Questionnaire comment from Retired female, 65-74, attending Shappi Khorsandi at Little Theatre:
“I have never been to the Little Theatre before but I find it quite charming. I will definitely be back.”
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6.9 Greening the Laughs
In our experience, many festival organisers that operate in the city and county are generally
proactive in their approach to reducing their environmental impact. This is a reflection of the
lead taken by public authorities and the increasing attention given to such issues by
audiences.
For the past 3-4 years LCF has been introducing different initiatives which reflect its
understanding of its responsibility to reduce or offset Green House Gas (GHG) emissions
and to raise understanding of the issue with its audience. The first is being achieved through
the development with the National Forest of the Comedy Wood, the latter through its
innovative show „Comedy in the Dark‟.18 This is another indicator amongst many of how LCF
seeks to align its operations with the policy objectives of the city council, in this case the
city‟s Environment Strategy.
De Montfort University and its Institute of Energy and Sustainable Development play an
important role in this work through research and projects such as Face Your Elephant
(FYE)19. The university has worked with LCF on its Green Room Award which is awarded to
the festival venue which has the best environmental/sustainability practices.
LCF has also developed an association with Julie‟s Bicycle the foremost agency for
sustainability issues in the creative industries in the UK. In 2010 Julie‟s Bicycle worked with
LCF on the production of a „Greening the Laughs‟ Charter for the comedy industry.
Julie‟s Bicycle has published data that shows that as much as 70% of a festival‟s GHG is
attributed to audience travel and many festivals are working hard to encourage their
audience to reduce their use of private transport in favour of more sustainable forms of
transport.

Figure 12 – Questionnaire comment from Female, 25-29, full time employment, at Firebug:
“Brilliant to know you’re working on environmental impact”

18

CITD is a simple concept – comedy with the lights out – but a severe test of any comedian‟s talents when
visual contact with the audience is lost. The show is proving very popular and will enjoy a one month run in
Edinburgh in August 2011. Two students from the BA in Arts and Festivals Management have been selected as
interns to work on this show
19

Face Your Elephant is a public engagement project which is focused on audiences at local music festivals
such as Leicester‟s Summer Sundae Weekender and nationally, for example at Latitude, Secret Garden Party
and Shambala.
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All audience
travel to and
from LCF:
116 tons

Average
UK
citizens
annual
emissions:
9 tons
Figure 13 - Audience travel emissions compared to individual annual emissions (not to scale)

It is therefore encouraging that the audience at Leicester Comedy Festival showed an
increase in travel by foot or bicycle (up 6% from 2010) with car use down by 2% (68% in
2010 - 66% in 2011). However, the weather can be a major factor in such decisions plus the
availability of cost effective alternatives such as taxi and bus. Car travel is still considerably
cheaper and more convenient than these alternatives and this is an area that other agencies
need to prioritise if a long term solution to audience travel is to be identified and
implemented for those who wish to attend.
It is noted however that audiences are not as aware of its „sustainability‟ initiatives such as
the Green Room award or the LCF Cycle Guide (11% though only 1.4% actually used a bike
to attend events) as the festival may wish. By contrast the festival‟s strong lead in this area is
attracting interest from other stakeholders for example the Greener Festival organisation and
information about LCF‟s „green‟ activities is reflected in websites of the city council, the
National Forest, and Chortle.co.uk.
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6.10 How do they get to the festival?
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It is viewed as a positive feature of LCF that a large proportion of the audience live close
enough to venues that they simply walk there. This indicates that the city centre has a large
residential population, an issue that has been a feature of much city planning through the
1990s due to evidence that city centres were becoming depopulated. This does not appear
to be the case in Leicester.
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However, this good news is offset by the numbers who still choose to travel by private car
but the good news is that only 16% do so alone. But perhaps there is scope for extending
existing car lift schemes to include festivals such as LCF and thus increase multiple
occupancy of private cars.

Audience travelling by private car : occupants
1
16%
5+ 3%
4
10%
3
9%

2
62%

The following charts and maps provide an analysis of where the sample and possibly
therefore the general audience for LCF come from. 88% of those who supplied one have an
LE post code. This confirms our assessment that up to 10% can be formally considered as
day visitors and/or tourists.

Postcodes breakdown
B
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6.11 What is their carbon footprint?
For most people a carbon footprint is an unfamiliar concept, something that many people talk
about but about which few possess a good understanding. The Face Your Elephant project
References the 10 tonnes of GHG emissions which is the average annual figure for a UK
citizen (who does not use air travel). The total GHG emissions figure for LCF in 2011 was
approximately 116 tonnes which means that LCF was „responsible‟ for the same amount of
GHG emissions as 11 average adults.
Total
GHG20

Mode of travel
Car (single occupancy)

Total
distance9

As %

As %

25,534

22.8

59,745

11.3

45,209

38.8

167,673

31.9

Taxi

5,425

4.6

25,244

4.8

Bus
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5.3

29,688

5.6

Train

5,420

4.6

64,824

12.3

Plane

12,967

11.1

74,828

14.2

35

.03

298

0.05

On foot

0

0

60,282

11.4

Bicycle

0

0

1,931

0.3

15,271

13.16

39,995

7.6

116,039

100

524,469

100

Car (multiple occupants)

Motorbike

**

Incomplete data
Total

*

* Average occupancy = 2.24
** Based on average values of complete categories, minus planes

Between 2010 and 2011 the changes have been encouraging with less car usage and a
lower carbon footprint as a result. Further reductions can be effected if some movement can
be achieved on extending exisitng car sharing schemes to festivals such as LCF. Such ideas
are already in place at Summer Sundae Weekender which encourages car drivers to use
www.liftshare.com/uk/. However, it is expected that venue-based festivals will always
struggle to manage audience travel in as comprehensive a way as single-site festivals.

20

All measures shown are in kg and km. GHG here represents Carbon Dioxide (CO2) Methane (CH4) and
Nitrous Oxide (N2O). This measure is sometimes represented as CO2e or „Carbon Dioxide Equivalent‟ for the
purposes of comparison to other measures of Global Warming Potential (GWP).
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6.12 Where do they stay?
It is estimated that over 4000 people have travelled a significant distance to attend i.e. they
are not locals. They are responsible for significant ticket purchases (the LCF database
testifies to this) and for ancillary expenditure in restaurants, bars and accommodation. These
issues are discussed further in section 6.13.4 on economic impact.
An affiliate link was available on the front page of the LCF website prior to and during the
festival, allowing users to book accomodation without leaving the LCF site. The event was
also promoted through goleicestershire.com. The LCF brochure had limited mention of
accomodation, but did direct readers to the website for more information.

Number of nights spent
in Leicester (visitors only)
4
3%
3
13%

5+
9%

1
50%

50% of those who were visitors only
stayed for one night which suggests
there is opportunity for the
development of stronger packages
which promote Leicester as the
destination for a long weekend during
the comedy festival (and by extension
to all other festivals in the city).

2
25%

Where are you staying
(visitors only)
B&B
3%

Hotel
36%

61% of those from outside of
Leicester stayed with friends and
family as opposed to serviced
accommodation. But as noted the
accommodation/festival deals need to
be available for those interested in
visiting, and there is not strong
evidence that these were available.

With
friends
61%

The figures for visitors obtained from this research are lower than those obtained by LCF
from the analysis of those booking online through its website. This is attributed to the fact
that those who are not local prefer to use the website to book their tickets.
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6.13 What is their economic impact?
Two approaches have been used in order to reveal what the economic impact of LCF may
be for Leicester.
1. An analysis completed by Global Tourism Solutions using its STEAM model
2. The individual profile of expenditure obtained from the audience
6.13.1

Leicester Comedy Festival: Global Tourism Solutions – STEAM

Full details about STEAM are contained in Appendix 6 in which the full report from GTS is
presented. The baseline work completed by GTS reflects an understanding of Leicester, and
in that sense it is tailored to the city and its tourism profile. The figures shown are based on
attendance data provided by LCF. The figures relate to those in the sample who are defined
as day visitors and tourists (staying one or more nights) and exclude any impact of local
residents.
The key figures to note from their report are:

Item

Measure

Estimated economic impact by sector

£488,500 (for day visitors and tourists)

The estimated change from 2010 to 2011

11% increase in the volume and impact of
audience expenditure

Employment – the affects of this expenditure
may have been able to support

75 part-time jobs during the period of the
festival or 6 FTEs over the whole year.

Figure 14 – Questionnaire comment from Female, 17-24, part time employment, at Shappi Khorsandi, Little Theatre:
“So far good variety of acts although we would love to see some more variety for family groups: not in pubs. We loved
Norman Wisdom being Patron. In these times of uncertainty it’s great to have a laugh. Very well run – awesome.”
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6.13.2 Leicester Comedy Festival individual profile of audience expenditure
The methodology used in this work involves calculating the per head expenditure for each of
the 14 categories included in the questionnaire completed by the audience. In this approach
no distinction was made between local and non-local audience members. So the impact
figures calculated by GTS are not additional to these. There is a margin of error in this work
which results from the issues discussed in Appendix 1.3. Nonetheless this work has
produced some interesting insights into the impact and patterns of audience expenditure.
In calculating the full economic impact, a per-head figure was obtained from the 993
responses received. The most completed categories were tickets (84%), In-venue drink
(65%) and petrol (51%).
In order that this study provides figures that can be compared to other studies a multiplier of
1.5 has been applied to the data. Multipliers are used in economic impact studies in order to
provide a measure of the additional effects of expenditure in the local economy. The
multiplier employed in this study is the same as used in the economic impact study of UK
Theatres published by Arts Council England in 200421.
Audience expenditure data: 2011 cumulative spend

Item

Individual
expenditure
£

X Total
attendance
£

X Multiplier of
1.5
£

Impact
£

Tickets

31.34

485,958

728,937

242,979

Out of venue

18.14

281,279

421,918

140,639

In venue

16.02

248,406

372,609

124,203

Transport
Total ancillary
(goods and
services)
expenditure
Total for audience
expenditure on
tickets and goods
and services

10.99

170,411

255,616

85,205

45.15

700,096

1,050,144

350,048

76.49

1,186,054

1,779,081

593,027

It can be seen that the direct expenditure by audiences is £1.19m with an additional £0.59m
occurring as a result of the indirect and induced or multiplier effects of this expenditure within
the local economy, creating a total economic impact of £1.78m.

21

Economic impact study of UK theatre, D Shellard, ACE, 2004
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6.13.3 How much do they spend? Comparing 2002 and 2011
The availability of data from 2002 provides an opportunity to reveal the change in the per
head expenditure over nine years on goods and services. In this section we have chosen to
focus on the audience‟s expenditure on goods and services, unrelated to the ticket income
from the shows themselves, for two reasons:
1. It is beyond the scope of this study to establish the financial outcomes of every one
of the 350 shows in the 50 venues. It is recognised that some of the income received
from shows may well have stayed in Leicester but this is not information that
promoters and venues are willing to release. However, it is anticipated that the
ancillary expenditure on food and drink by the audience in these venues will have
been obtained. So this ancillary expenditure is counted.
2. In terms of the impact on Leicester the direct impacts are predominantly within the
areas of the ancillary expenditure in bars, restaurants, hotels and shopping and these
contribute significantly to the additional impacts of indirect and induced expenditure.
The figures show that the audience‟s expenditure has increased in every category. The full
data are shown in Appendix 2.8.1. The chart below presents the trends.

Change in individual spend
35
30

£ Mean spend

25
20
15
10
5
0
2011
2002

Tickets

Out of venue

In venue

Transport

31.34

18.14

16.02

10.99

8.38

3.08

2.52

Data for ticket sales in 2002 is not available
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The changes in level of ancillary expenditure between 2002 and 2011 relate to two things:
1. The audience as expressed in ticket sales has nearly doubled in number from 23,000
to 40,316
2. Individuals are spending nearly seven times as much, the increase is from £11 to £76
3. The net result is an increase in the levels of ancillary expenditure by all the audience
(local and non local) from £220k in 2002 to over £700k in 2011
Overall, the audience spent 3.19 times as much on goods and service (i.e. not on tickets) in
2011 as it did in 2002. The most significant increases were on „In venue‟ food and drink
which increased by more than 5 times between 2002 and 2011 i.e. an increase of £12.94 per
head from £3.08 to £16.02. Such a change is attributable to the fact that:
1. More shows are now taking place in venues such as restaurants e.g. Crumblin‟
Cookie, Kayal; bars e.g. Criterion and The Firebug; hotels e.g. Belmont House Hotel,
all of which are able to provide a full menu service and/or drinks.
2. More arts venues are also offering food and drink e.g. Phoenix Square, Embrace
Arts, Curve. Whilst others offer a full range of refreshments before and after shows
e.g. Little Theatre, The Y.
This is an issue that may encourage other potential venues to become more engaged with
the festival in future years. Aligning a suitable offer for the festival audience may not require
all such venues to become a venue as there is evidence that the audience is also seeking
places to eat and drink which are not the venue for the show they wish to attend. Out of
venue expenditure on food also showed significant change, increasing by a factor of over 3
times, from £2.38 to £7.35 per head.
Another area of significant change was in transport related costs. In 2011 audience
expenditure on private transport, in the form of petrol and parking, had increased by factors
of 5.17 and 6.79 over their respective expenditure in 2002. This is consistent with the real
costs but only serves to emphasise the need for all involved with the festival to explore
alternative, cheaper (and more environmentally sustainable) forms of transport.
To our knowledge no taxi company has expressed interest in developing a special
relationship with the festival‟s audience but a total audience expenditure of more than
£35,000 is a market that may be worth consideration.
Finally, the market for accommodation packages is also one that merits attention. The
figures for increased expenditure on hotel accommodation are also noteworthy as between
2002 and 2011 audience expenditure per person increased by over three times. The
numbers of tourists seeking accommodation has remained significant at around 4,000 and
this has a possible value to local hotels of around £36,00022. This may suggest that there is
scope for more targeted festival accommodation packages.

22

STEAM data, our own estimate from the audience is £41866
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One of the indicators by which a festival‟s benefit to the local economy is often measured is
by its impact on shopping. The research has identified through talking to the management
teams for the Highcross and Haymarket shopping centres that no discernible increase in
footfall through either shopping centre was recorded during the time of the festival. This is
reflected in the per-head spend on shopping which between 2002 and 2011 only increased
by a factor of 1.38 from £1.17 to £1.63 per head.
The explanation for this may reflect several things but the limited offer in terms of the day
time programme (events before 6pm) over the three weekends may be a factor that
promoters should look to develop as a way of creating stronger weekend packages which
may also result in more footfall in other parts of the city e.g. Highcross.
LCF2011: number of shows that start and finish before 6pm on the three weekends
th

Saturday 5
(4)
th

Sunday 6 (6)
th

Saturday 12
(4)
th
Sunday 13 (8)
th

Saturday 19
(2)
th
Sunday 20 (7)

Exhibition (Almanack), Belmont Hotel (one show, one seminar), Highlight (comedy
workshop)
Exhibition, Kayal (three shows), Crumblin Cookie, Musician
Exhibition, Embrace Arts (two shows), Highlight (one show)
Exhibition, Kayal (three shows), The Y, Little Theatre, Crumblin Cookie, Embrace Arts
(one show each)
Exhibition, The Y (one show)
Exhibition, Kayal (three shows), Belmont House (2), Belgrave Neighbourhood Centre
(one show)

Apart from these 31 events the balance of the programme (319) took place after 6pm. In
addition none of these events carried a clear sign that they were family friendly.
The trends discussed above are summarised in the figure below in which the increase in
expenditure „in venues‟ shows strongly. It is also clear that across the nine years expenditure
on food and drink associated with a night out at the festival is around 60% of the audience‟s
ancillary expenditure.

Figure 15 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 30-44, Full time employment, at Adam Buxton, Phoenix Square:
“It brings a wide variety of performers to a city that lacks scope and vision”
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Non-Ticket expenditure
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%

Childminding
Other

40%

Public transport
30%

Shopping
Taxi

20%

Parking
Accommodation

10%

Petrol
0%

2002

2011

Childminding

0.21

0.46

Other

0.53

0.58

Public transport

0.43

1.27

Shopping

1.17

1.63

Taxi

0.76

2.29

Parking

0.34

2.31

Accommodation

0.82

2.7

Petrol

0.99

5.12

OOVFood and drink

5.65

12.77

IVFood and drink

3.08

16.02

OOVFood and drink
IVFood and drink

Figure 16 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 17-24, Unemployed at Crumblin’ cookie:
“It takes a lot to make me laugh!”
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6.13.4 Expenditure by locals compared to visitors/tourists
The data has also been analysed to show other trends as the basis for future monitoring

Spend by distance travelled
100
90
80

£ Mean total

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

Miles travelled

.1 to 2

2.01 to 5

5.01 to 10

10.01 to 15

15.01 or more

LCF11

73.37

80.86

63.11

63.41

92.09

LCF02

11.6

11.69

10.82

11.39

19.66

From this chart it can be seen that the local audience has been a consistently high source of
expenditure during the festival. As expected those from further away not only spend more,
but also bring „new‟ money to an area and this is at the heart of the tourism agenda.

Figure 17 – Questionnaire comment from Retired Female, 65-74, Y theatre:
“Good to laugh!”
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Plotting this information for the period 2002-2011 it is possible to show that audience
expenditure has increased consistently. In 2010, poor weather and the particular time in
relation to the recession were mentioned as possible explanations for the dip in spending.
Obtaining similar data for 2012 will strengthen the argument.

Non Ticket total
50
45
40

£ Mean total

35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

02

03

04

05

06

07

NT total 13.97

08

09

10

11

43.37

35.1

45.15

Year

Figure 18 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 30-44 in Full time employment, at Phoenix:
“I love it! Very exciting time of year”

46

6.14 Other comments
Favourite comedian?

#

%

Favourite comedy TV
show?

#

%

Michael McIntyre

57

7.9

Mock the Week

21

14.3

Jimmy Carr

50

6.9

Not Going Out

10

6.8

Lee Evans

34

4.7

QI

8

5.4

Sarah Millican

33

4.6

Have I Got News For You

8

5.4

Peter Kay

31

4.3

Miranda

6

4.1

Russell Howard

21

2.9

Live at the Apollo

5

3.4

Rhod Gilbert

20

2.7

Spaced

4

2.7

Lenny Henry

19

2.6

The Mighty Boosh

4

2.7

John Bishop

16

2.2

Little Britain

4

2.7

Bill Bailey

16

2.2

Big Bang Theory

4

2.7

171 individual performer‟s names were given

53 individual show names were given

The above tables show that the audience‟s favourite (most commonly named) comedian and
TV show are Michael McIntyre and Mock the Week.

Figure 19 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 17-24, Full time employment, at Criterion:
“Great comedy! Great value!”
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Questionnaire comments
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%

Negative #

30%

Positive #

20%
10%
0%

The sentiment analysis of the audience‟s written comments affirms their other responses
gathered from the questionnaire and from the focus group (next section). Thus they
commented positively on the beneficial impact on the city, and about the festival programme
as a whole. By contrast issues related to marketing – publicity, the website and the brochure
were commented upon in more negative terms. Several wrote about the close proximity of
the brochure release to the start of the festival (=timing). 173 written comments were
recorded.

Figure 20 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 30-44, Full time employment, at Midas:
“I may suggest that this questionnaire have a few less questions”
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6.15 Audience’s Focus Group
Around 160 respondents indicated that they were willing to participate further in a focus
group. After follow up emails, one group was hosted for 5 participants.
Key points
- It was generally accepted among the participants that comedy is a popular form of
entertainment, due to growth in radio and TV coverage. However, only the largest names
are expected to attract a cross section of ethnic, socio economic and age groups.
- The prime motivation for attendance is, unsurprisingly, the particular performers who
happen to appear. However, most made reference to the festivals effect in focusing their
attention and consumption to this particular event. „It‟s the only live comedy I go to these
days‟.
- The participants typically watched or listened to comedy programmes on TV and radio,
but in terms of live performance, were just as likely to attend other performing arts or
music events during the rest of the year.
- All agreed that the festival helps „put Leicester on the map‟, and gives people something
to recognise about the city.
- The festival is, for our participants, something that they already know exists on a yearly
basis, so are likely to be searching for information around 3-4 months in advance through
direct channels (the website and brochure). Information is also found from venue
publications, newspaper listings. In one case, a participant mentioned that they regularly
go to the venues where the brochures are made available, outside of the festival, so they
know they will find out when the time comes. One participant worked in a venue, so was
aware of this venue‟s activity before any „official‟ LCF announcements. Another was
signed up to a performer‟s monthly bulletin and heard through this method.
- The website was criticised for being difficult to use, the brochure appears to have
improved over time. In particular, „too many clicks‟ are needed on the website to show all
the necessary information for a show; it needs to be easier to browse without having a
specific show in mind.
-

The preview show is particularly anticipated, because it is known to sell out frequently,
before the line up is even announced. The tickets were mentioned as expensive but good
value due to the range of high quality acts presented.

Figure 21 – Questionnaire comment from Female, 17-24, Full time employment, at Crumblin cookie:
“Fab night loved it! Coming again”
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- The participants did not attend shows in particularly large groups of friends or work
colleagues. In one case, the participant would go to a show alone if their partner wished
to see something else at the same time. Family groups were only mentioned once in the
context of child-friendly performers, which was celebrated as being enjoyed by the whole
family. Mention was generally made to using it as an opportunity to invite friends and
family to visit or stay.
- Continuing the idea of family suitable shows, an age gap was mentioned regarding
teenagers, who would not enjoy „kids‟ shows but not be able to go to „adult‟ shows. It was
understood that there was no particular solution that currently exists to bridge this gap.
- Regarding the impact on the city, mention was made of social, cultural and economic
benefits. One participant particularly felt that social importance was the key driver, in that
it brings people together and helps „open minds‟. Another participant agreed, suggesting
that comedy was a useful medium to „get across messages‟. The showcasing of local
talent alongside national talent was mentioned as a positive. Economic impacts were
mentioned regarding hotels and restaurants, mainly that those who „joined in‟ the most
(independents rather than chains) probably enjoyed the greatest benefits. Belmont,
Maiyango and Kayal were particularly mentioned. Cultural importance was linked to
economic importance, in that any profile building of the city is generally good for the
whole city.
- The mix of locals and tourists was expected to be mainly locals and fewer tourists. There
was some suspicion that the most expensive shows were a little exclusive for locals, who
are assumed to be more likely to attend smaller shows. One proposal was for some kind
of local discount. On its own this was not thought to be feasible, but could feed into other
offers. The student population (22.6% of the audience is 17-24, 15.6% indicated that they
are in full time education) was also mentioned as bringing in a lot of non-locals (but not
necessarily as cultural tourists).
- The overall cost, or value for money of the festival was referred to generally as adequate.
Some expensive shows are seen as poor value for money „Just one person doing stand
up for 40 minutes‟ but cheap and free shows are acknowledged as helping to provide
something for every wallet. Participants did not always „make a night‟ of it, because of
time and money, but understood that this was an option they liked to take advantage of
when possible. People are aware of offers (2 for 1s, meal and a show), but use them only
occasionally, if at all.

Figure 22 – Questionnaire comment from Female, 60-64, at Lenny Henry, De Montfort Hall:
“It gives me the opportunity to go to shows that I wouldn’t normally go to”

50

- Cheap ticket prices were strongly mentioned as an incentive to go to more shows and to
broaden people‟s tastes. This was specifically mentioned in reference to a large show
ticket costing as much as three small show tickets. There was an understanding that „star
names‟ would charge as much as possible.
- Further suggestions regarding ticketing involved price „banding‟, a „buy 4 get the 5th free‟
deal, collecting stamps or similar acknowledgements of multiple attendances. Reference
was made to other venue/city based events such as Oxjam and the Summer Sundae
Fringe, in that the audience buy one wristband, which gives access to many venues. It
was accepted that this would be difficult to apply to comedy shows, nevertheless it could
be desirable.
- The audience of the festival was described as quite varied in terms of age and socioeconomic background, but not in terms of ethnic background. „It reflects Leicestershire
more than Leicester‟. One participant stated a desire to see more „old people going, some
shows tend to be more „studenty‟. Larger shows were expected to be more diverse, due
to TV and radio coverage. It was mentioned by one person that the audience was fairly
similar to „other arts events‟.
- Outlying venues (village halls, community centres) in the county were mentioned as a
possible untapped resource. Although small, it was mentioned that the advantage of
these was that they had a „ready made‟ audience in the local community, who would,
because of limited local options, be more likely to go and see a show at a local venue.
- The participants recognised that the festival had grown in terms of amount of shows and
length of time. It was mentioned by one that perhaps this year was a little bit „thinner‟ than
previous years. Another said that the preview show was a good indicator of the success
of the festival - if it is hard to get preview show tickets, it will be a good festival. The
programme is thought to have diversified in terms of minority audiences, though it is
unclear whether there is any substantial „cross over‟ between minority and mainstream
audiences.
- When asked how much the comedy festival could grow, it was established that the
direction of this growth was important. „If the aim is tourism, then go as big as possible‟. It
was suggested that if the aim is to keep a local base, then there are limits in terms of
disposable income and free time. As such, there is a benefit to small, infrequent activity
as it helps to promote variety and keep things fresh. The cultural quarter was mentioned
as possibly underutilised at the moment, there was much more „buzz‟ and „festival feel‟
around smaller venues.

Figure 23 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 30-44, Full time employment, at Sarah Millican, Curve:
“I think the LCF is getting better each year it takes place”
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- Suggestions for change included a greater range of performance (sketches, plays) as
well as other art forms (films). More shows and events during the days, though this would
be outside the typical audience. More events „like Kayal‟ where you can buy a ticket for a
whole day of shows, and drop in and drop out.
- Discussion of the environmental impact of the festival was focused around transport and
the lack of late night transport generally around Leicester and during the festival. It was
acknowledged that the fragmented nature of the festival, and the audience‟s movements
during this time, makes it a challenge. However the city centre was described as
„compact and walkable‟ which was an advantage.
- The participants were not particularly aware of business sponsorship; they were more
likely to mention „direct‟ businesses (hotels and restaurants) deals. The „page in the
brochure‟ seemed to be the source of most knowledge. One participant mentioned that it
didn‟t matter which sector of businesses were involved, they could all benefit from a
positive public image.
- For some shows the options to buy tickets (website, venues, and agents) are very
frustrating when it is not clear which one should be used. One participant mentioned they
had tried the venue itself, a record shop and the website before managing to get tickets.
Finally, one last comment was „We‟ve been asked here to critique it, but the comedy festival
does do a good job and it‟s important despite the things we‟ve mentioned‟

Figure 24 – Questionnaire comment from Male, 45-59, Full time employment, at Lenny Henry, De Montfort Hall:
“I have no comments due to this is my first festival show and I am getting dragged here by the girlfriend”
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6.16 Conclusion to the audience research
The audience‟s response to questions of a social impact nature reflect similar views to those
from previous years indicating broad satisfaction with the festival as an event that offers:



Good value for money (91% would recommend it to their family and friends)
Tangible benefits to the city and county

The aspects where the audience was less positive relate to:



The festival‟s national profile
Issues to do with publicity

These two issues are ones that all festival and event organisers have to contend with. LCF
puts a great deal of thought and effort into its marketing and the fact that 40,316 tickets were
sold for shows indicates that it must have been doing a good job. However as noted earlier
the brand „Leicester as a Festival City‟ may be one that requires a different approach if the
message is to have impact away from the city, county and region.
Overall, LCF is enjoyed for the quality of its programme (90%), for the quality of the
entertainment (89%) and for providing opportunity to enjoy a night(s) out with friends and
family (82%). Over time the festival should develop an approach that encourages its regular
audience to attend more shows and to develop offers for them to do so in groups. In 2011
around 50% did so, with 4.6% as members of groups of eight or more
Economic Impact
The work completed by GTS and by ourselves reveals that the city will have benefitted
substantially from the volume of audience expenditure during February.
In our view the economic impact derived from LCF is around £700K (minimum) on goods
and services, of which £488.5k may have come from day visitors and tourists. The
availability of data from 2002 through to 2011 also contributes to providing a robust
indicative base for monitoring trends. Applying a multiplier of 1.5 to the figures for total
audience expenditure reveals that LCF has produced an economic impact of £1.78m.
A strong feature of this baseline is the consistent level of engagement by local people who
are showing that the festival provides a great opportunity to enjoy themselves in Leicester.
And that they are doing so by not just going to several shows but including meals and drinks
as part of their social activity.
It is this feature we believe that reveals the substantial opportunity for local businesses to
become involved and to benefit financially from festivals such as LCF.

Figure 25 – Questionnaire comment from Female, 45-59, Full time employment, at Y theatre:
“I’m really proud that my city has such a fab festival”
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7.0 Media Coverage
7.1 Introduction
Leicester Comedy Festival works with a series of media organisations to generate coverage
for the event. Some of these (BBC Leicester, Absolute Radio, www.chortle.co.uk, Radio 4
Extra, Leicester Mercury) are sponsors of the festival and have supported the event as it has
grown since 1994. BBC Leicester supports Leicester Comedy Festival as the “official radio
station” which involves on air coverage (interviews with performers, promoters and festival
staff) as well as material online. This relationship has existed since the festival began and
the partnership is now firmly embedded within both organisations. Other relationships exist
with media organisations such as Citizens‟ Eye (www.citizenseye.org) and Demon FM
(www.demonfm.co.uk) as well as online forums and blogs. The festival works with students
at De Montfort University to produce daily podcasts and vodcasts which are made available
via the main festival website. Due to limited resources it has not been possible to generate a
detailed analysis of all the media coverage but we have chosen to consider the coverage
generated via the Leicester Mercury.
In investigating the coverage of LCF in the newspaper we have utilised a triangulated
approach, combining established qualitative and quantitative methods of media analysis with
new techniques devoted to researching the area of social media. The monetary value of the
various types of coverage of LCF will be estimated using Advertising Value Equivalence
(AVE). The overall analysis of coverage will centrally employ the approaches of content
analysis and discourse analysis.”
“City needs to support key festival”
“You might laugh, but a comedy festival is serious business”
“Laugh for longer at the UK‟s longest running comedy festival”
Headlines taken from the Leicester Mercury – more are featured throughout this section

LCF have a close working relationship with local and national media and suggest interviews
and features for them to include. LCF do not issue many press releases but work through
persuasion in order that the media give attention to what they suggest. LCF do not issue
many press releases but work through established contacts with journalists and producers to
generate coverage for the festival.
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7.2 Content of coverage
Content

#

%

Preview/review

74

49.3

Featured article

28

18.7

Other

18

12.0

Voucher

12

8.0

Other news

9

6.0

LCF advert

3

2.0

Editorial

2

1.3

Letter

2

1.3

Main news

1

0.7

Other: advert

1

0.7

In the sample period, 150 items relating to LCF were coded in the Leicester Mercury. Of
these items the majority (49.3%) were in the form of a preview or review of a performance or
show, more generic references to the festival occurred on 49 occasions in the form of main
news, featured articles, two editorial comments, two reader‟s letters and other assorted
items.
“One is amused: Festival gets Royal approval”
“Laughing lawyers host one-off Leicester Comedy Festival show”
The central discourse that emerges from the research is that the coverage in the Leicester
Mercury is heavily weighted towards national celebrity status and popular culture, with the
big names such as Lenny Henry, Jimmy Carr, Sarah Millican and Shappi Khorsandi
featuring most prominently in the articles and reviews. References to television programmes
such as Smack the Pony, Shooting Stars, and The Fast Show anchor the performers into
past and present television culture. Much of the coverage of the key performers focused on
their personalities/personas, on their latest book or DVD, or on their nation tours, discussion
relating to LCF, Leicester or Leicestershire was largely absent from these articles.
Local coverage focused on the Leicester Mercury Comedian of the Year competition, and
local talent Josh Widdicombe featured prominently as last year‟s winner. Other local
coverage featured a charity run for Prostaid, comedy workshops, and local schools
involvement. The coverage provided clear festival information for the audience, with 80% of
the items containing factual information on venues. Two feature articles (31st January and
19th February) emphasised high ticket sales and the economic importance of LCF to
Leicester, the second reporting DMU‟s economic impact research. Two articles focused on
The Crumblin’ Cookie as a venue for LCF and addressed LCF as being good for business.
Only 6 items were related to local business, representing 4% of the total coverage, these
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included an announcement in the business pages of the DMU Business Breakfast/LCF
launch. The two editorials one at the beginning (7th February) and one at the end of the
festival (21st February) were very supportive of LCF and recognised its importance to
Leicester‟s reputation and its economy, under the banners “Festival has proven a real
success story” and “Why we‟re so proud of our festival”. These articles and editorials
focused on the economic importance of LCF to Leicester, however, discussion of the
contribution of LCF to the cultural life of Leicester was not part of the Leicester Mercury’s
agenda or coverage during the festival period.
“Comedy Festival is here – let the laughter begin!”

The paucity of coverage of the audience for LCF in the Leicester Mercury is revealed in the
absence of any item containing a member of the general public, and only five items
containing a comment or feedback from a member of LCF audience. Only two letters relating
to LCF were published, one commenting on a LCF related picture in The Week and the other
on „clean jokes‟.
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7.3 Timing of coverage

The coverage was consistent throughout the sampling period until the 23rd February when
coverage ended with the publication of an edition of The Leicester Wave which contained 17
items related to the comedy festival, and acted as a review of the whole festival. The
average for the sampling period (excluding the 23rd February) was 5-6 per day with the
highest recorded being on the 27th January when the Leicester Mercury contained 15
references to LCF. This edition contained an LCF Guide, which was incorporated into The
Week, this is the Leicester Mercury’s entertainment guide for the next seven days, and is
published with the Thursday issue. It is the publication of The Week over the period of the
comedy festival that marks the high points of coverage, with its particular emphasis on
previews, feature articles and listings.

Focus on LCF
LCF is the main focus

#

%
120

80.0

LCF is the secondary focus

15

10.0

LCF is mentioned only in passing

13

8.7

2

1.3

Other

LCF is the main focus of a significant 80% of items in the sample, where LCF is coded as a
secondary focus the article is often about an event supported by LCF, such as a charity
event, or comedy workshops. The main subjects of the coverage are the comedians
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themselves, with male comedians being the main subject in 80% of the items. The Leicester
Comedy Festival organisation as the main subject appears in 21 items.
“Awesome foursome are on the mark in every skit”
“Nothing to do? Are you having a laugh?”

Although not coded in this research, the Walkers Clash of the Comedians promotion was
launched at the same time as the LCF sample was drawn, and featured LCF performer
Jimmy Carr, no connection was drawn to LCF in the Leicester Mercury, alongside the Red
Nose Day appeal which was also going on at the same time, together they provided a
comedy focus to the period of the sample.
Tone of item

#

%

Positive

115

76.7

Neutral

31

20.7

4

2.7

Negative

The overwhelming tone of the coverage is positive with just four negative articles which were
all review articles of performances and shows rather than LCF. The two editorials mentioned
above were extremely supportive of LCF, as were the feature articles also mentioned above.
Positioning of items is also important, and reflects the positive nature of the coverage The
key pages in the Leicester Mercury are pages 1-4 for news stories and it may provide further
evidence of the importance that the paper attaches to LCF that articles about LCF are
included in these pages on 80 occasions (53%).
Page number

#

%

1

5

3.3

2

4

2.7

3

4

2.7

4

67

44.7

5

1

0.7

6

2

1.3

7

10

6.7

8

9

6.0

9

8

5.3

37

26.6

10+
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The Leicester Mercury used page four throughout the festival period for its LCF coverage, in
particular reviews and previews, affording the readership a reliable reference point in the
newspaper for information about the comedy festival. The 26.6% of coverage after page ten
is accountable for by the supplements already mentioned, The Week and The Wave.

Leicester/Leicestershire coverage
No other reference than LCF

#

%
134

89.3

Business

6

4.0

Tourism

3

2.0

Education

4

2.7

Charity

3

2.0

On 16 occasions LCF was linked in the article with another issue such as local business or
tourism but as we have seen the vast majority of references were specifically about the
comedy festival.
“No bleary eyes, just big smiles at this busy venue”
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7.4 Amount of coverage
Size of whole item
cm2
Mean
Median
Total of coverage cm

2

Size of image (if any)
cm2

226

75

100

12

33,835

11,182

Clearly the use of visuals is important to the Leicester Mercury’s coverage of LCF with a
third of the total column inches being images. Of the 170 images 74% were of the
comedians and 14% were of the LCF logo.
Equivalent cost?
One full page
All coverage

Size cm2

£ Cost
924

4,953

33,835

181,368

These tables enable an Advertising Value Equivalent cost to be calculated and for the
Mercury this amounts to over £180,000. This means, that if the festival had purchased this
amount of space in the form of adverts, it would have cost £180,000. Taken together with the
fact that the paper has been an active supporter of the festival since 1995 (in part through its
sponsorship of the Leicester Mercury Comedian of the Year competition) this is evidence of
one local business which has put its weight solidly behind the festival, what it stands for and
the benefits that it brings to the city.
“Why we‟re so proud of our festival”
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7.5 National Coverage
In addition to the 150 items in the Leicester Mercury, LCF (via Arthur Leone PR) provided a
further 30 items from regional and national media which were not subject to the same
exhaustive analysis because the coverage is not consistent and coherent enough to be a
valid sample for this analysis as 21 of the items were listings or simple name checks.
According to the information provided by LCF the Independent has given the most
coverage/references to LCF (8 times).
Publication

#

Publication

#

Independent

8

Telegraph

1

Times

5

The Stage

1

Sunday Times

2

Time Out

1

Aspire

2

Gay Times

1

Guardian

1

Ryan Air

1

Mirror

1

Fabulous

1
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7.6 Social Media
The overall volume of activity around Leicester does not increase during the comedy festival,
for example, greater spikes are seen around October and November, presumably for
Halloween and Bonfire night celebrations. However, during the period of the comedy festival
LCF accounted for 1 in 20 (5%) of social media conversations around the larger topic of
Leicester. For this analysis over 6,500 individual pieces of content were measured.
On the basis of the information received from the audience 9% of them learnt about the
festival and specific shows through social media a significant increase on 2010.

Figure 26 – Mentions of Leicester

Figure 27 – Mentions of Leicester Comedy Festival

The overall sentiment of this content for both Leicester and LCF, is slightly higher than MCE
observe in their other brand-based work. To a limited degree LCF is more positively referred
to than Leicester itself. Most negative comments are centred on functional aspects like
getting to the bar, trying to find a space to park, or being disappointed that they had missed
an act. The proportion of positive and negative sentiment also remained steady through high
and low periods of activity.
@TomYoungComedy:

@MattRudge:

@ErwinJones:

Loved my #LCF

Oh @LeicsComFest

Penultimate night at

show tonight.

you perfectly formed

#LCF and we have

Packed out the

little festival.

just shared a can

venue, and had a

Tonight‟s sold out

with a couple who

really good gig.

but we‟ll squeeze

have driven from

more in!

Surrey to be here

Selected Tweets from audiences and performers during the festival – more throughout this section
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Figure 28 – Sentiment analysis of all mentions

The majority (by volume) activity comes from Micro blogs (Twitter, Foursquare), with a small
amount of other longer content blogs (Wordpress, Blogger). It was noted that very little in the
way of images were present in this content.
@LeicsComFest:

@bibliotechie:

Did anyone

1st round of @LeicsComFest booked.

catch our

@mrchrisaddison @realmacguffins

namechecks on

@JeremyJHardy & Arabella Weir. Must check

Graham Norton

bank balance before round 2...

& Top Gear this
@CitizenNate:

@visitengland:

I volunteered at

The Leicester

@robinince:

@LeicsComFest

Comedy Festival will

Doing my 2010

years ago and went

be the grand old age

Edinburgh show

out with Mark

of 18 in 2011

TODAY in

Lamarr and Ben

Leicester,

Norris – great night

weekend? #LCF

Looking Glass.
Get tix on the
door! #lcf

@schooledgend:
Had so much fun at The Exchange gig tonight
for #lcf Bring on Thursday at Level 1!
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Proportion of mentions by source

As far as the discussion within this content goes, only some broad trends can be seen.
Venues get a small amount of uplift during the festival, the time of year is mentioned very
positively, no particular show was mentioned more than any others. Mentions of hotels and
restaurants were far more likely to be advertising offers than of actual individuals giving
feedback or discussing. These offers were excluded from the sample for analysis.

@Stephenkamos:

@LeicesterMayor:

@samjohnsonphoto:

Leicester was

Many, many thanks

Can‟t wait for

great! What a

to all those who

@LeicsComFest Febs

Sunday vibe but

made #Leicester

gonna be a reet

how many

Comedy Festival

laugh. Anyone know

people need the

2011 biggest + best

acts who want

toilet!!

yet

photographing?

@Highcross:

@TonyWadsworth:

@KateZillah:

Can‟t wait!

Leicester Comedy

Has anyone got any

Leicester

Festival is one of the

spare tickets for

Comedy Festival

best things ever for

@SarahMillican75 at

ticket rush has

#Leicester on all

@LeicsComFest on

organisers full of

manner of levels

Feb 14h? I need 2!

smiles

#fact

64

7.7 Brand value

The exact value of the brand „Leicester Comedy Festival‟ was an element of media and
audience research cross over that we did not directly address, yet became increasingly
apparent as a fruitful area for future research.
A brand valuation methodology and analysis is beyond the scope of this report to detail,
however the following elements are recommended as worthy of consideration, and should in
themselves help outline the value a full investigation could reveal:
-

Around 40,000 tickets were sold. Previous research has suggested that only 5-10%
of the audience were unaware that the show they were attending was part of LCF.

-

From these 40,000 ticket-buyers, word-of-mouth would extend the brand reach to
non-attending friends and family. This is verified (to a degree) by high levels of
positive response to „I would recommend to family and friends‟ (91%), and in
responses to „How did you hear about the festival – Word of mouth‟ (39%).

-

It was identified that only a small proportion (8.8%) of the audience are non-spenders
(even if we hypothetically account for those who may be being paid for by someone
else), and this would generally suggest a high level of involvement: also verified by
the frequency of multiple attendances (average 2.6 shows)

-

The Leicester Mercury promotes LCF heavily throughout the period, with substantial
use of the branding and logo. Recent figures (Mercury media pack 2010-11) claim
that it has a circulation of 54,105 and a readership of 192,060 (around 2/3rds the
population of Leicester City). The associated website also gets 3m page views a
month. This would immediately suggest that the brand has a reach that far exceeds
its ticket sales. Social media activity can also be added to this.

-

Although LCF is a small organisation, the festival is delivered by hundreds of artists,
promoters, direct venue staff and indirect hospitality staff, all of whom contribute to
the spread of knowledge about the festival among a more specific „audience‟: other
artists, promoters and workers who would be difficult to reach in a traditional way.

For many organisations, a strong brand may be one of their most valuable assets, but it is
argued that this is even more noticeable for cultural organisations, such as festivals. Even if
the brand is highly unlikely to ever be monetized, this measure would establish how
successful LCF has been in becoming a known, and trusted „household name‟: giving public
and private investors reassurance as to the full reach and potential audience of LCF.
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7.8 Conclusions and recommendations
The comedy festival is a significant newsworthy event for Leicester and Leicestershire, and
clearly judging by the amount of coverage registers highly on the Leicester Mercury’s news
agenda for late January and February. The quantity of coverage provided by the Leicester
Mercury as the AVE results have demonstrated is of significant value to LCF. The
positioning of LCF news, articles and reviews on a
dedicated page (page 4) is an important tool in reaching
What does it mean to be at
audiences, as of course is the Comedy Festival Guide
Leicester Comedy
provided in The Week, and the subsequent Thursday
Festival?
issues of this supplement throughout the festival.
The coverage of the festival itself is thorough, and the factual information provided about
What do you think of the
venues, times and artists is comprehensive, accessible, and appears in a number of
venues
here
in Leicester?
locations. The content of the news items and feature articles (in
the period
of the
festival) as
we have commented is celebrity and popular culture driven, often high profile performers
provide publicity material linked to their tour, book, or television programme, there is little or
no connection made to Leicester, Leicestershire or LCF. In an interview for a local paper,
journalists should attempt to gain material from the artists relevant to the event or area. What
does it mean to be at the Leicester Comedy Festival? Have you been to Leicester before?
What do you think of the venues here in Leicester? This then aids in the publicity of LCF and
Leicester rather than simply reproducing the celebrity publicity agenda.
The research has also shown that the linkages to
wider Leicester and Leicestershire business, tourism
made of the cultural
and other festival and cultural events have not really
been developed in the coverage whilst the festival is
benefit and the wider
happening. The two editorials and two articles
regional benefit of LCF
supporting LCF discussed above were strong and
forceful in the points they were making, however, their focus was on the economic benefit of
LCF, and more could have been made of the cultural benefit and the wider regional benefit
of LCF. The research has also shown a paucity of comment by, or inclusion of, the wider
Leicester public in the coverage, indeed we have also shown that LCF audience itself was
poorly represented in the coverage. The use of voxpops in reportage of festivals gives the
coverage a more inclusive feel.
More could have been

The material reported in the social media side of the research seems to support these
findings, in that that the volume of activity around Leicester does not increase during the
comedy festival. However, 5% of the social media activity is attributable to the festival during
the period sampled and much of that activity whilst „low level‟ will contribute to a general
„buzz‟ about the festival amongst those people who are using social media. As a source of
promotion it is thought that its impact has yet to be fully realised. Early investigation has
shown some correlation between the use of the LCF website and social media: and above
average spend. This would appear to make sense, if we consider the additional information
gathering, customising and filtering tools available to users of digital media, and their
additional level of peer connections (friends, followers etc). Nevertheless, lack of individuals
giving feedback is noted, and this chimes with little feedback in the Leicester Mercury
coverage. Venues and promoters create a great deal of offer-based, advertising type content
through social media.
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Overall, the results from the research into the media coverage of LCF show that the
coverage during the festival whilst thorough and comprehensive is overly orientated towards
the publicity requirements of the celebrity performers and not sufficiently alert to grounding
the comedy festival in Leicester and Leicestershire. The report recommends that LCF/BDC
in conjunction with Leicester City Council, Leicester Shire Promotions and other
stakeholders in the business community work through their public relations initiatives and
press releases to set a more focused agenda on the relationships between the comedy
festival, regional business, regional tourism, the regional audience, and the role of LCF as a
regional cultural event. It is argued that such content should be a feature of the public
relations strategy both during the festival as well as at other times of the year.
LCF agrees that it may need to develop a more consistent policy/strategy so that local and
national media communicate a richer range of messages to the public.23

23

It is noted that this section has focussed exclusively upon the coverage of the festival by the
Leicester Mercury. If there is an opportunity to repeat this work in future years then an analysis of the
media coverage by all its partners would be completed.
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8.0 Festivals: the business leaders’ perspective
(Summary of key points from surveys, focus group and telephone calls)
Business leaders share similar views to those of the general public in respect of which
festivals are of the most importance to the city with the top spot being occupied in both „polls‟
by LCF. 28% of business leaders selected LCF from a list of a 14, followed by Diwali,
Summer Sundae Weekender, the Christmas Lights Switch On and the Special Olympics (in
2009). This positive endorsement by business leaders is evidence of how much LCF has
become established as part of the city‟s cultural map.
Festivals create good PR for the city and for businesses that are involved
Business leaders have clearly endorsed the value of festivals in all phases of this research.
Given nine comments to select from the most popular choice (22%) was that festivals are a
source of good PR for the city. With 26% indicating that their association with a festival has
been a source of good PR for their own business. 20% of business leaders also recognise
their value in general terms for the money that visitors spend whilst at a festival and 13%
recognise that festivals help to build social and community cohesion and generally contribute
to improving the quality of life (12%).
Festivals were however felt to be less important in terms of building the profile of Leicester
as a tourist destination (11%). This is a challenge to festivals such as LCF which seek to
develop their impact on local tourism. Another issue which needs to be addressed is that
only 9% of respondents see festivals as playing a role in inward investment or making the
city a more attractive place to locate a business.
This might suggest that some business leaders are yet to be persuaded of the direct benefits
to business a view that is reflected in the fact that 47% are neutral towards, or disagree with,
the suggestion that „festivals form a part of their business to business discussions‟.
By contrast, there were multiple references to festivals as a
source of civic pride on the one hand and of specific
financial benefit to particular sorts of businesses on the
other. Staff from restaurants were particularly enthusiastic
and reported sales during LCF at levels the same or higher
than they enjoy during their other busy period, Christmas.

Some restaurants
reported sales during
LCF at the same level
or higher than the
Christmas period

In response to questions about the general benefits of festivals, respondents indicated their
strong support for festivals as a source of visitors, for local enthusiasm for entertainment,
and for both the public and private sectors to support this important resource.
The PR issue is one that was also confirmed through reference to benefits through
association with an event that enjoys positive PR (18%), which as the media evidence
reveals is a strong feature of LCF‟s overall success, in particular through its good
relationship with the Leicester Mercury. LCF is also an organisation which places importance
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on its networking capabilities and this was identified as an important motivation for becoming
involved with LCF specifically through the opportunities to become a member of its Business
Club and to benefit by association (18%) with a successful brand and to have their own
branding seen in that context.
17% of business leaders see festivals as providing an opportunity for developing business to
business relationships. In this respect the additional spend that sponsors of LCF made
during the festival is an issue that merits further attention. From the focus group we learnt
that a business might spend up to £4000 on a single entertainment opportunity for groups of
around 40 people (this includes the cost of staff time in setting up the event not solely on any
tickets and other entertainment). If sponsors are to realise the maximum from their
investment in a festival such as LCF (and its Business Club) then comments such as the
timing of release of information about the programme, need to be heard and responded to.
Given this positive perspective it may be assumed that businesses in Leicester are active
sponsors of festivals and up to 50% of respondents are in a long standing or new
relationship. However up to 26% of business leader do not see festivals as playing an
important role in their business. The causes of the negative response are attributable to a
range of factors foremost amongst which are: difficulty with quantifying the benefits to the
business of any involvement (27%), or the offer from the festival is seen as being unrealistic
or the benefits overstated (12%).
What this indicates is simple (but not always easy) festivals need to understand the needs of
their potential targets in great detail, they need to possess good quality data about their
organisation and especially the impacts that they have in the area, they need to be able to
demonstrate that they are sustainable and the pitch must be perfect.
Everyone noted that there was great scope for a stronger
relationship between the private sector and festivals and this
business and cultural
was confirmed through the ranking of five factors about how
the situation could be improved. The statement „the agenda
sectors need to be
of the business and cultural sectors need to be more closely
more closely aligned
aligned‟ received a mean score of 2.51, and was the highest
of the five. Put into the context of the Leicestershire Business Council Economic
Development Strategy then there is evidence that some parts of the business community
share the views expressed in this report that festivals can be an important aspect of the new
business strategy for the city and county. To convert this into the basis of a new relationship
requires the development of greater understanding and trust between the different
parties/partners to such a relationship.
The agenda of the

However, two other issues need to be addressed, the first is that businesses need to be
invited to be sponsors. 16% noted that they had never been approached which may not
appear high but this is one of only three choices they could select. The other is the structure
of the private sector in the city, country and region which is seeing a reduction in locally
owned business. This has two effects it limits the sense of being embedded in a particular
place and community and also results in significant decisions often being taken some miles
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away and local managers having limited scope for brokering bigger sponsorship or corporate
social responsibility deals.
In recent weeks there has been significant interest expressed in the City of Culture and in
the possibility of making a bid for 2017. A number of key figures within the private and public
sectors have been involved in discussions which could lead to an expression of interest
being submitted.
Those involved have identified that such a bid could address a number of important issues
many of which have emerged in the course of this research. These include:





A shared focus for cultural development/activity in the city and county – this may
reduce the silo practices that have been noted as limiting the development of a
shared vision
A focus for private sector organisations, which are presently not engaged, to see a
bigger picture and how they might benefit through active association.
An international platform from which to present Leicester as a „City of Festivals‟

In this context it is interesting that business leaders did not rate Leicester highly when asked
to name a city or region that markets itself well through its festivals. Business leaders named
Edinburgh, Liverpool and London as the top three.
The full set of data from which this narrative has been derived is included as Appendix 3.0 to
3.6

Reduce:

Silo mentality

Provide:

Create:

A focus for
private sector
association

An international
platform for
Leicester

Figure 29 – Process diagram showing suggested actions
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8.1 Business leaders’ focus group
Around 60 respondents indicated that they were willing to participate further in a focus group
or phone interview. After follow up emails, one group was hosted for 4 participants.
Key points
- Building brand awareness cannot be done through
traditional methods for certain professional
services. Their budgets are better spent in ways
that provide networking opportunities to meet and
develop contacts.

“You can‟t sell
professional services on
the back of a bus. You
have to meet people.”

- Networking events do not „just work‟, the right environment and activities are required.
Informal with lots of chances and reasons to bump into people. Profile building is an
ongoing process, not meeting people with the sole aim of making a sale.
- Being involved with cultural events „fastens‟ the company to the location they are doing
business, especially valuable considering long running events such as LCF, or when
moving or opening up new locations (from county to city).
- Entertaining clients is a good way of building relationships, cultural events attract a
broader range of clients than traditional sporting events, or business focused events. This
might be common knowledge to the cultural sector, but our participants commented that
they were surprised by the level of uptake, by comparison to „traditional‟ events. Sports
events, or speakers at events, also typically appeal to more male clients than female
clients.
- One participant noted that cultural events gave them the opportunity to be host but
relieved them of the responsibility of actually having to be entertaining themselves.
Another noted that due to inviting a large, mixed group, they were thanked for being able
to facilitate other people‟s networking, not just for the show itself.
- The range of appeal meant that clients were invited from all levels of the organisation
“from the boardroom to the shop floor”. One participant noted that this is advantageous in
the long term, as a good event may be remembered by this contact for many years of
their working career.
- Festivals should give early warning (2 months plus) and ideally first chance to buy tickets.
Give time for internal awareness in the organisation (shall we do this?) and then external
awareness (inviting clients).
- Festivals give a good opportunity to add to businesses‟ existing marketing material,
promotional mail shots, e-shots with competitions, offers, news etc. Otherwise this
material presents much the same information (deals, offers) every time.
- Businesses (especially
smaller) appreciate the chance
to be involved with a much
larger brand and reach than

“If someone has a choice between
businesses, they might think: I‟ll go with
them, because they took us out that time”
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their own could ever be. The association is also expected to subtly act as a „dealbreaker‟, in that for winning business, the company with better links to an area is more
appealing.
- Regarding comedy in particular, the view is that it is highly popular at the moment (mainly
through TV, radio), and appeals to a wide age range. The possible negative impact
(controversial material) of comedy is not perceived as an unmanageable risk, although
some commented that they had themselves privately arranged for a comedian to talk at
an event who split the crowd. However, even in the worst case scenarios, all agreed that
clients are generally forgiving when it comes to corporate entertainment events.
- It was suggested that YouTube clips, for example, could be used to familiarise clients with
the performers.
-

By comparison, other performing arts events or sports events carry the risk of being
perceived as dull. Comedy, while potentially risky, is perceived as an exciting option for a
business event.

- It was felt that this year there may have been too many „launch‟ events which diluted the
overall impact. This does not suggest that there need to be less launch events, but that
those with a business focus could be better focused.
- A formal corporate entertainment strategy is not commonplace among businesses, the
budget may be found in other marketing or events spend. It can be the case that the
decision is made purely on the Directors‟ preferences, but the decision generally goes out
to the rest of the organisations as well.
- The marketing reach of the festival is enhanced through businesses incorporating logos,
branding on websites, mail shots, custom invoices designed for the period of the festival.
One organisation mailed out festival programmes to their top 150 clients. Another hosted
and promoted a free event of their own, and another was planning to do the same next
year.
- The overall spend from business club members outside of
the membership fee on promoting the festival was expected
to be several thousand pounds each, in printing, postage,
tickets, food and drink. Tickets for shows were bought in
groups as large as 40-50 at a time. All businesses generally
agreed they would spend more next year. The preference is
also generally for the „best‟ tickets possible, and to make the
experience very memorable.

“We took 40 people to
the Jimmy Carr
event... and you feed
them and water them
before or after too”

- Getting the programme out as soon as realistically possible is very important for
sponsors, and for advertisers. Reference was made to the Edinburgh Festival Fringe
which publishes its programme 2-3 months before the event. In Leicester it was reported
that several shows were sold out before the programme was available. Sponsors need to
feel that they are „in the loop‟. This it was suggested could be in the form of pre-releasing
information before the main brochure is released.
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- The price of being a business club member (£300) was felt to be quite cheap, and there
was a sense that much more could be made of it, with an associated increase in the
membership fee.
- The length of the festival itself (17 days) is advantageous, as any involvement or
promotion can stay active for a relatively long period. At the same time, because of the
high level of activity during this time, the festival is nevertheless felt to be over very
quickly. The emphasis is on making the most of this time, so missed opportunities are
easily noticed.
- Clients are generally provided food and drink before or after the event, but no one
mentioned specifically booking hotels.
- The Cultural Strategy of the city was largely unknown, other than generally presumed to
be a „good thing‟ if it builds the profile of the city. It was suggested that alternatives would
be found if a specific festival or venue was lost. If Leicester is known for cultural activity,
then the city (and the ability to do business) may be diminished if this changes.
- Participants were asked specifically to
comment on the virtues of the LCF
Business Club. They said that this was
difficult as it was only in its first year.
Nevertheless, all were hopeful for the
future, and could see the value of
expanding their involvement.

“If you took the cultural activity
away, by association, we‟re
devalued. It is important for us that
Leicester is known.”

- No particular reference was made to corporate social responsibility other than business
involvement with other „good causes‟. This may point to the need for businesses to be
better informed about potential tax relief available to businesses when donating to charity.
One business referred to work that had been carried out as in kind support for the festival.
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9.0 The festivals organisers’ perspective
In order to ensure that this report benefitted from the experience of the organisers of several
festivals as well as LCF, telephone interviews were conducted with eight organisers from a
selection of a dozen who were invited to contribute.
What emerged from these discussions was that each
had a clear understanding of how their festivals fitted
into the overall cultural offer in the city and county and
the benefits that they delivered to the city, the county,
participating venues, artists, their audiences and
ultimately for the wider community in which they were
embedded. Thus each referred to issues such as civic
pride, economic impact, artist development, audience
development, personal development, cultural
cohesion, intercultural dialogue, art form
development, management expertise, especially for
the many volunteers who become involved, and
ultimately for the positive impact that their work and
activities had upon the profile of Leicester and
Leicestershire locally, regionally and nationally.

Festivals help deliver:
Civic pride
Economic impact
Artist development
Audience development
Personal development
Cultural cohesion
Intercultural dialogue
Art form development
Management expertise

All endorsed the idea that Leicester is a „City of Festivals‟ but also identified the scope for
more integrated promotion. Several spoke about the particular benefits that were derived
from the Special Olympics 2009. It was noted as a great success for the city and
represented a major step change in terms of the status of events that the city could attract
and deliver to a high standard. However, several noted that having developed this
opportunity the city does not appear to have used this as the base from which to include
such events on a regular basis. Some identified issues within the city council as contributing
to this, in particular changes in the political make up of the city council which, it was
suggested, meant that this opportunity could not be exploited.
Several also commented that there was not yet a strong relationship between the public and
private sectors in particular with respect to cultural development. The changes in recent
years in the balance of power at a regional as well as a local level, the lack of engagement
with culture of the East Midlands Development Agency, have, it was stated, contributed to
the lack of a coordinated strategic vision.
“Leicester as a City of Surprises”
“One Passion, One Leicester”
“Leicester as a City of Festivals”
Have they changed perceptions of the city:
at a local or national level, or not at all?

One particular issue
identified by several was
that Leicester City is not
good at marketing itself. It
was noted that several
programmes have been
pursued such as „Leicester
as a City of Surprises‟ and
more recently „One
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Passion, One Leicester„. Striking as these are, festival organisers could not point to them as
having been a great success in terms of changing perceptions of the city either within the
city or more importantly at a regional and national level. Interviewees questioned whether
there was evidence of a change in how national media perceived and presented the city.
With respect to their relationships with the private sector all demonstrated understanding of
the general issue of what they can and do offer to potential sponsors and why they are able
to build relationships with specific sponsors. Thus they referred to issues of positive PR (by
association with a successful festival/event), opportunity to connect with particular
communities, or for client entertainment, or to provide a focus for their staff to get involved or
participate. But aside from LCF most reported limited success in developing strong links –
most have some but as this report reveals LCF is referenced by more businesses than any
other which is a reflection of its strategic approach to business development in which the
recent launch of its Business Club is an example. But even here, as it is only in its first full
year of operation, there is scope for development.
“...This means that sponsors mainly support the Festivals for „what
they are‟ (high quality, innovative, creative) and „whom they attract
(local residents) rather than „what they offer‟ (corporate hospitality,
discounted tickets etc)...”
BOP Consulting, Edinburgh Festivals report, p76

Most festival organisers understood that individual festivals might only have a limited market
of private sector businesses to approach so perhaps there is scope for the festivals sector
itself to develop a coordinated approach. Such an approach might begin with the evidence of
private sector enthusiasm and seek to engage that with a longer term view and the mutual
benefits to be derived from this. However, most recognised the limitations that some
business leaders have identified of limited budgets and limited scope for decision-making,
where the local office, restaurant etc were part of a national chain.
In respect of how they as a festival are perceived by business leaders, organisers are aware
of perceptions of the cultural sector, public subsidy and concerns that some festivals may
not present as sustainable enterprises. This, some suggested, may require business leaders
to „work harder to understand festivals‟ and what they can offer – but it was recognised that
this may be asking a lot of hard pressed private sector managers. However, negative
perceptions of festivals are not a strong barrier to sponsorship, as only 5% felt that some are
unprofessional though one thing that would help festival organisers was to provide sponsors
with more time to consider an application.
Timing in terms of the release of a festival‟s programme is an issue both for those who could
be tempted as well as for those who are in a sponsorship relationship and would like more
time in which to plan their actual participation whilst the festival is happening.
Most organisers recognised that the onus of responsibility for making the „perfect pitch‟ lies
with them. Business needs to be persuaded of what impact festivals/events can achieve and
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from both sides of the relationship there is acknowledgement that in some cases the festival
is not presenting the strongest business case for a business to be involved.
A difficult factor for festival organisers to assess but which several of them felt was a real
issue concerned the extent to which the private sector derived benefit from being seen to do
„the right thing‟ i.e. to support cultural activity. It was argued by some that at this difficult time
there was more need for a stronger tripartite relationship and that those businesses that
were seen to have „stepped forward into the circle‟ would derive positive PR from their
commitment and increased credibility with their own stakeholders, in both the public or
private sectors.
One of the immediate benefits to flow from this might be commitment by all parties to the
development of a more strategic approach to the support and development of the festivals
programme in the city and county.
In this respect festival organisers were asked how they felt about a festivals forum for the
city and county as a focus for developing this agenda but this received limited support.
Most, while in theory were interested, were concerned that unless the
agenda was very action oriented that it could just become a „talking shop‟
However, the overall tone was one of positive engagement and optimism that the situation,
whilst challenging, is not dire. Most interviewees agreed that things had to change but felt
that there was evidence across the public, private and festivals/events sectors that the spirit
and commitment were strong and that the issues raised here and elsewhere in this report
would be addressed and a strategic response agreed.
At the time that these interviews were being completed the Economic Development Strategy
written by the Leicestershire Business Council was not in the public domain. The authors of
this report wonder to what extent its remit can provide a focus for drawing some of these
agencies into a dialogue about the future and the development of a strategic vision that is
shared by the public, private and festivals sectors.
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10.0 Conclusions
The findings of this research study have many potentially exciting and far reaching
implications for the festivals and events sector in the city and county.

What is a festival worth to Leicester?
LCF is one of only a few festivals in Leicester that has knowledge of the economic impact of
its festival. It has data about this from 2002 to 2011. The present study reveals that the total
economic impact in 2011 was £1.78m. Providing the festival continues, there is no reason to
suspect that, at least, it will provide this benefit for years to come, if not grow in its impact.
Possession of this knowledge should enhance its capacity to attract potential sponsors as it
provides a measure of how embedded the festival is within the community, and its value to
that community.
Both of these are reflections of the festival‟s longer term viability and sustainability and again
important in the context of private sector partnerships.

Getting the message out
LCF has developed a close relationship with a range of media partners – BBC Leicester,
Absolute Radio, www.chortle.co.uk, Radio 4 Extra, Leicester Mercury, Citizens‟ Eye and
Demon FM. Our analysis of the coverage by Leicester Mercury of 2011 reveals scope for
deepening that relationship and the development of a more focused agenda on the
relationships between the comedy festival, regional business, regional tourism, the regional
audience, and the role of LCF as a regional cultural event. It is argued that such content
should be a feature of the public relations strategy both during the festival as well as at other
times of the year.
Several references have been made by respondents – audience, private sector and festival
organisers – of the need for Leicester to „up its game‟ with respect to how the city is
marketed. The brand „Leicester as a city of festivals‟ is understood locally by those in the
festivals business but it is not felt that this has yet been recognised by those in the media,
especially at a regional and national level.
At a grass-roots level, LCF itself has played a part in stimulating word-of-mouth, peer-to-peer
discussions through social media. There are a vast range of options for using digital media
to generate and promote content, and while financially attractive still take a fair deal of time
and focus to develop to a useful level. Nevertheless, the value of a brand that is anchored in
genuine, conversational, context is something festivals are well placed to benefit from: an
organic, self-sustaining audience. This again will have an impact on the enthusiasm of
private sector partners to become more involved, primarily relating to the deeply embedded
nature of the festival.
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Attracting more people
Audiences are a festival‟s lifeblood. LCF has demonstrated its commitment to them through
the diversification and development of its programme. That it has worked is demonstrated by
the doubling of its audience over ten years, receiving a consistently high level of audience
satisfaction and delivering entertaining experiences that persuade people to return year after
year: are all positive outcomes from this research.
Does a festival pursue research because it sees the value in understanding its audience, or
does it understand its audience because it pursues research? In the light of diminishing
funding for both the cultural, local authority and higher education sectors, it is reassuring to
see a joined up effort to make even modest research possible, and to have moved the
debate forward in areas. This relationship itself tells us that Leicester is an area that sees
value in, and wants to develop its festivals. A festival organisation cannot, alone, reasonably
undertake work of this sort: yet their position often means that combining a range of
stakeholders is a possibility.
The fundamental reason for this research is to help festivals better deliver against a range of
goals, of which, satisfaction of the audience is almost always the primary (but not only) aim.
It stands to reason that understanding the audience will forever be a key challenge of festival
organisers; that researchers will continue to improve their methods in this area; and that
greater insights are presumably waiting to be uncovered.

Business Leaders
Business leaders project a positive view of the role that festivals can play in the city. 89%
agree they encourage visitors, 77% that they encourage people to spend more and up to
50% of those who replied are in some form of relationship with a festival or event.
76% agree that the business community needs to be more engaged which was confirmed by
the tone of other answers too. Leicester Mercury is an example of one local business that
has given constant support to LCF. However there is a significant group for whom festivals
are presently not a priority for support. The barriers range from festivals having unrealistic
expectations, or providing inadequate time frames, and most importantly not having the data
to demonstrate that the benefits offered can be delivered.
Business leaders indicated that given the appropriate pitch that they would be open to
talking. There was clear evidence that many business leaders are recognising that the
festivals can play an important role in their business to business networking and this was
one of the main reasons for joining the LCF Business Club.
This study has shown that local businesses benefitted from audience ancillary expenditure of
£700k. It has also identified opportunity for stronger partnerships as part of a strategy for
increasing the numbers of visitors and tourists who come to the city for festivals such as
LCF. These partnerships could include:
Accommodation packages – these do not come across strongly in literature for LCF, or
broader tourism literature. Is this an undeveloped or underdeveloped market?
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Restaurants – there is some anecdotal evidence for the existence of meal deals but again
there appears to be scope for a stronger offer to be made during LCF and potentially during
other festivals in the city and county. The offers may be suitable, yet the take-up is modest.
Transport – our study shows that £36k may have been spent on taxis during LCF. Is this
level of business one that might interest a local company in becoming a transport partner?
And to consider extending this offer across a range of festivals in the year? And finally, what
link should transport providers, and their front line staff, play in the broader tourism agenda?

Venues and promoters
Three issues have emerged with respect to the role of venues and promoters during LCF.
Ticket offers – there is evidence of some unsold capacity which could be used in order to
develop ticket offers (e.g. wristband for attending multiple venues over a weekend, family
deals) that might encourage new audience to attend and existing audience to attend more
frequently.
Programme – LCF operates as a catalyst for the festival and there is scope for additional
promoters who represent different art forms and communities to offer ideas for future
festivals. Having said this, the festival is very much identified with a core comedy offer.
Involvement VS returns – It has been shown, to a degree that those venues that take on
the most responsibility for promoting the festival typically find themselves in the best position
to reap the rewards. However, the year-round landscape for these typically small
organisations is likely to be fraught, and a few may need a more convincing argument to
spend their time and resources collaborating with.

Festivals in Leicester
LCF has been on an interesting journey from 1993 to 2011 but it has drawn on its research
intelligence to overcome the challenges it has faced. Management of challenge is a strong
feature of the planning and development of the festival and BDC as the „parent‟ organisation.
As a result of its history, and the very fact of its survival, it has gained a lot of experience but
this expertise may not have been drawn upon by other festival organisers.
It is recognised that every festival is distinctive and whilst working within the same sector
their needs and forms of activity are very different, therefore what might work for one may
not work for another. Nonetheless, it is concluded that other festivals would benefit from
undertaking research of similar breadth and depth in order to inform their development plans
and understanding of where each is with respect to its life cycle. The first move for other
organisers might be to contact LCF to find out what benefit has been derived from its
research.
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Greening the festival
Field research of the kind completed for LCF reveals important insight into the twin issues of
sustainability, financial and environmental. LCF has been proactive in both respects.
The first is being achieved through its year round programme of work through which the
higher risk features of the festival are supported by other, commercial activity. The second is
being achieved through its innovative „green‟ projects such as the Comedy Wood, Green
Room Award, „Greening the Laughs‟ charter and its „Comedy in the Dark‟ show. These are
all features that will attract positive response from its audience, as well as its stakeholders. It
has been noted that LCF needs to promote these activities more strongly in its publicity and
on its website.
There is scope for all festivals to become part of a stronger „green‟ programme through
which there is a shared commitment to address issues such as audience travel, energy use
and recycling. The festivals researchers at DMU have developed a strong programme of
festivals related sustainability work, combining arts and humanities expertise with the crossdisciplinary approach of the DMU Institute for Energy and Sustainable Development.
Potential growth in this area has been identified not only in audience transport, but also in
helping the small businesses/venues improve their year-round energy efficiency through
grants, materials and advice. A formal partnership with Julies Bicycle (world leading think
tank on creative industries and sustainability) should be considered by DMU as it positions
itself as a leading university for the creative industries.

Leicester City Council
The brand „Leicester: a city of festivals‟ was endorsed from several perspectives, festival
organisers, audience and private sector but no one felt that the brand was having noticeable
effect outside of Leicester both in terms of regional and national media coverage or as part
of a coordinated strategy for developing Leicester as a tourist destination.
The city council‟s Festivals and Events team is central to any long term developments of a
strategic nature as it possesses considerable festivals and events expertise and is able to
offer guidance across a range of management and logistical aspects of events management.
However, there is scope for this expertise to be more firmly integrated into a city wide
strategy for festivals and events.
The newly established Cultural Strategy Board has the potential to be an important catalyst
in a range of issues revealed through this research as part of its brief for developing the
cultural offer in the city. Key issues may relate to employment, economic impact, tourism as
well as the need for a closer relationship between the festivals, public and private sectors
and the development of a strategic plan.
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Leicester Shire Promotions24 is also an important catalyst in any reflection on strategic
developments and its support for this research is evidence of its interest in raising the
visibility of the festivals‟ offer in the city to tourists, and potential private sector partners e.g.
hotels.

LCF Management issues
Over and above the benefits for LCF of the current research, undertaking this form of
intensive research on an annual or biennial basis also serves as a „health check‟ on the
organisation as a whole.25
In the case of LCF (and BDC) this research prompts reflection on a range of management
features important in the context of the organisation‟s longer term development. These
include:
Organisational vigour – this is the entrepreneurial dimension which means that the
organisation is focussed on managed growth and development and not resting on its laurels.
This is exemplified by a range of activities some of which feed into the festival and others
which complement it but enable it to develop competencies that also support the festival
over time. These include: Make Me Happy, Hurt Until It Laughs, as well as projects managed
by others such as Arts Fresco (Market Harborough), Four Winds Festival (Rutland) to which
it inputs its events management expertise.
Artistic depth and breadth – this is the fundamental feature of LCF the extent to which it
remains alert to new talent, new developments within the field of comedy and works with
promoters to reflect these within the festival‟s programme. Its commitment to nurturing a
culture that is both creative and innovative is what has sustained it through difficult times.
This commitment is reflected in the diversity of venues – established and unusual – and
promoters now working under the LCF banner. From this diversity come the high levels of
audience satisfaction which rate very highly the opportunity to see new performers as well as
established names.
LCF celebrates this feature itself with its Awards night which rewards artists, venues and
promoters for their distinctive contributions.
Brand identity – LCF has established a strong brand identity which has resulted in several
long term partnerships that are now integral to the festival‟s success. Prominent amongst
these are its relationships with the Leicester Mercury, Reach Marketing, Belmont House
Hotel, Unison, Equity, Harvey Ingram, MIP and Chortle.co.uk. This brand is reflected in all its

24

Its Value of Tourism report and the Leicestershire STEAM report 2008 provide an important baseline for the
development of a more coherent strategy for developing and exploiting festivals as part of its tourism strategy.
25

Understanding where an organisation is in its life cycle provides a mechanism for addressing challenges – staff
competence, board competence, programme development, partnerships, audience development – and taking
action to develop the overall viability of the organisation and its ability to deliver a successful programme.
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marketing and its logo is an important feature of this as noted in the section on media
coverage.
It is this brand identity that contributes to the audience rating the festival as being „well
known locally‟.
Networking capabilities- LCF/BDC is very effective at networking as the basis for achieving
long term development and sustainability. This is a strong feature of its culture and how it
works locally and nationally.
It has extended this feature into its Business Club through which it facilitates networking by
its members. This was highlighted as a benefit of the „club‟ for a wide range of businesses.
However, sustaining the Business Club will require evidence of benefit over time. LCF may
need to undertake more work with its members to retain them; one action that some would
appreciate is earlier notification of the LCF programme so that members can organise their
own entertainment around it.
It is a product of all these features, it is argued, that results in the private sector seeing LCF
„as a good thing – the best in Leicester‟.
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11.0 Recommendations
It is recommended that Leicester Comedy Festival:
1. Capitalise on audience loyalty by offering ticket deals – 3 shows for two (based on
estimates of spare capacity); bring a friend; group discounts. Some audience may
welcome a wristband offer focussed on a specific weekend for example. For the
audience, the benefit is as much recognition and „bragging rights‟ as it is financial.
2. Consider the development of a family friendly programme: younger people are not
catered for by the existing programme. LCF should consider increasing the amount
of „child friendly‟ content and to market it more clearly.
3. Work with business partners to develop the offer to non locals through packages of
shows/meals/accommodation. Visitor numbers are around 4000 but the demand may
be increased if appropriate packages can be developed. Increasing visitor numbers
will clearly increase the economic benefits to local business and Leicester.
4. Develop the day time or street art programme over the three weekends as a way of
increasing visitor numbers and footfall in the city centre.
5. Build on relationships with existing promoters and partners to develop the overall
programme to include activity of interest to different communities: specifically related
to diversifying the art forms included (film, literature, music) and cultural diversity.
6. Should release the programme as soon as possible. Release the programme to
business club and „friends of LCF‟ members earlier to enable them to book selected
events and to plan their own programmes within the festival. This will increase the
value to advertisers, and the value businesses are able to draw from it.
7. Undertake a review of the Business Club in order to develop the benefits package,
and how it is delivered, for its members.
8. Develop its commitment to being a „green‟ festival through its brochure and its
website. These features are a bit of a secret from the audience.
9. Partner up with other festivals in the development of a more sustainable approach to
audience travel – promote use of car lift schemes, for example. Consider appointing
an official transport partner to increase use of public transport/taxis as an alternative
to private transport.
10. Build on its relationships with local, regional and national media to achieve a more
focused agenda on the relationships between the comedy festival, regional business,
regional tourism, the regional audience, and the role of LCF as a regional cultural
event. Continue to develop its strong social media position to maximise its value.
11. Consider the development of a research strategy, to repeat elements of this research
programme in future years and continue to benefit from a growing base of evidence.
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It is recommended that the Private Sector:
1. Use the Leicestershire Business Council‟s Economic Development Strategy 20112030 if as a catalyst for developing a stronger public, private and festivals agenda.
2. Invite festivals organisers to contribute to discussion over the strategic
implementation of the development strategy.
3. Those businesses with an existing profile during LCF, work with the festival to
develop new offers for meals, accommodation which encourage more visitors/tourists
to attend and for the whole audience to spend longer in the city before and after
shows they have attended. Such offers should be promoted more strongly through
LCF and complementary media – and that similar offers are considered for other
festivals as appropriate.
4. Discussion takes place with a selection of public transport and taxi companies in
order to develop a transport plan for festivals such as LCF. This may be a task for the
city council, Leicester Shire Promotions and representatives from the Leicestershire
Business Council and Leicestershire Chamber of Commerce. It is expected that this
will be a requirement should Leicester submit a bid for the „City of Culture‟.

It is recommended that Leicester City Council:
1. Review marketing and communications and develop a stronger campaign can behind
the „Leicester: a city of festivals‟ brand. It is also recommended that this should
include more support for festivals with their own marketing and PR campaigns, as
noted above for LCF, in order that more coverage is achieved for the city‟s cultural
offer as a basis for increasing participation by local and non local audiences
throughout the year.
2. The Festivals and Events team consider how it can support LCF, and other festivals,
in the delivery of the recommendations in this report.
3. The Cultural Strategy Board should consider
a. How it can facilitate the development of a strategic plan to support the
development of the festivals offer in the city
b. The role it can play in the development of a new partnership between
festivals, public and private sectors
c. The potential that a bid for City of Culture may offer for achieving the above.
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It is recommended that Leicester Shire Promotions:
1. Engage with the wider recommendations in this report and to use its resources and
intelligence to work with other authorities and interested parties in the development of
a coherent festivals strategy with a particular emphasis on increasing the connection
with its Tourism Strategy. (At the time of writing, a festivals strategy for Leicester is
being developed, with input from LSP, led by the City Mayor‟s office)
2. Specifically evaluate the value-for-money that festivals may deliver against tourism
targets, compared to other initiatives.

26

It is recommended that The Festivals Sector :
1. Work together in order to develop synergies, create a stronger collective voice,
present a stronger case to the private sector than may be possible for many to do
alone.
2. Seek resources in order to ensure that the major festivals can carry out the research
described in this report.
3. Expand the collective impact that festivals can have in the lives of the whole
community, this is particularly targeted at issues of audience development to
encourage crossover between art forms and communities.
4. Build on existing „green‟ initiatives in Leicester to create a „green charter‟ to which all
festival and event organisations and stakeholders will be invited to be signatories.
5. Challenge what appears to be a tendency in Leicester to operate within a „silo‟
mentality.
6. Consider whether an action oriented forum might assist with delivering these
recommendations and the festival sector‟s participation in the development of a new
city wide festivals strategy.

26

Which includes representatives of independent festivals and events organisations and the city council‟s
Festivals and Events team
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City of Culture – it is recommended that a feasibility study is undertaken on the
viability of a bid for Leicester
The proposal that Leicester should consider making a bid for City of Culture in 2017 could
provide a catalyst for addressing many of the issues that have been revealed through this
research study. Several of the festival organisers expressed some knowledge of the „City of
Culture‟ and an interest in being involved in any early discussions.
The benefits of such a bid could be to:
1. Unite the festivals sector in the city (and county) behind the proposal, resulting in a
closer alignment of aims and objectives across a range of factors – political, social,
economic and cultural.
2. Create a stronger alliance between festival organisers and the continuously operating
organisations in the city (there is already a strong bond but preparing a bid could
make this stronger).
3. Address issues of isolation that some festival organisers spoke of and their limited
capacity to develop a dialogue with other organisers and to develop stronger
relationships with the public and private sectors.
4. Create a context in which the agendas of the public, private and festivals sectors can
be discussed and a new relationship developed.
5. Create an evaluation framework27 that can be applied in advance of any bid in order
to strengthen knowledge of the impact that festivals collectively have in the city (and
county). As Liverpool 2008 has demonstrated the creation of a strong evaluation
framework will i) aid in focussing attention on what is needed, for whom and who can
deliver it and ii) establish a reference point and process for evaluating the impacts
against aims and objectives.

De Montfort University
While DMU is the active partner in this research, not the subject, the close relationship
between itself and LCF would no doubt suggest that many of the recommendations laid out
here will have implications for DMU. In recent years, the Arts & Festivals management
subject area has grown this relationship through internships, taught modules, placements
and of course research. Suffice to say that DMU will continue to work as it has done with
LCF and other festivals, to the ongoing benefit to students and researchers alike.

27

See Appendix 1.7 for further discussion about the logic for an evaluation framework
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Appendices
Appendix 1.0
Research Methodology Introduction
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Appendix 1.1
Audience Research Methodology
A self-completion questionnaire was distributed at nine venues throughout the festival,
where it was administered primarily by venue staff and promoters (P), with occasional visits
from researchers. DMU researchers and postgraduate students also visited 19 shows where
they invited audience members to complete the questionnaire before the start of a show (A).
This sample of shows was agreed by DMU and LCF to reflect the overall programme and
the demographic of the festival‟s audience. In addition, a web based version of the
questionnaire was made available and advertised via the LCF mailing list and twitter
account. Between these three methods, 993 responses were gathered from an estimated
audience of 15,506 who between them are estimated to have purchased 40,316 tickets for
the 350 shows. 993 represents a sample size of 2.46%
The data in this report are presented in figures, charts and tables. Where tables of data are
included two percentage (%) figures may be shown, one column which includes the „no
response‟ category, and a second column the valid percentage (V%) which excludes the „no
response‟ category.

Questionnaires completed
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Source of data

Web based

5.5

Passively available (P)

34.1

Actively promoted (A)

60.3

Inviting the audience to participate in this research was clearly more effective where the
research team were physically present (A). Few members of the audience attend a festival
with the expectation of completing a long questionnaire but when we were able to explain
the purpose of the research the majority of those invited to express their views did so. We
are grateful to them for engaging with this work.
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Responses by venue
De Montfort Hall
Curve
Little Theatre
Criterion
Y Theatre
Web based
Phoenix
Belmont
Crumblin cookie
Midas
Athena
Embrace arts
Kayal

The challenge of this form of audience research is principally related to time. Unlike at a
music festival where there can be long periods where the audience is sitting waiting for a
band to play, eating or having a drink, the LCF audience only arrives at the venue 20
minutes before the show begins. This means that the research team have limited time in
which to engage the audience‟s attention, distribute and collect completed forms. The nature
of the programme with shows focused at nights and at weekends, meant that even with a
larger team than previous years, there was a great demand on the time of the researchers
covering one or two shows a night for the full 17 days. We are grateful to the research team
for being so enthusiastic about the focus of the work that they were able, in those 20 minute
time slots, to obtain 599 completed forms. The offer of two free tickets to the Preview Show
in 2012 was a powerful incentive.
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The selection of shows and venues to attend was agreed with LCF and included seven
venues that could be described as traditional arts venues (theatres, auditorium) and seven
which are not (pubs/bars, hotels, community centres, educational establishments)

Traditional venues
Number of venues
Total capacity (tickets available)
Total shows

Non-traditional venues

12

36

37,700

15,825

99

226

Venues breakdown
100%
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70%
60%
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0%

Number of venues

Total capacity

Total shows

Non-traditional venues

36

15,825

226

Traditional venues

12

37,700

99

It is clear from this chart that non-traditional venues outnumber traditional venues 3:1 which
is evidence of the increasing entrepreneurial spirit that many people are adopting with
respect to the festival. This includes people who would describe themselves as comedy
promoters (arts managers) as well as venue owners such as the management of the
Criterion, Crumblin‟ Cookie and the Kayal. These are bar and restaurant owners who have
recognised the potential of the festival for developing their customer base. This issue will be
discussed at several points throughout this report as it forms a critical aspect of the strategic
development of the festival in the context of the city and county.
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Appendix 1.2
Background information to the economic study, theory and practice
The economic impact from LCF can be defined as the net change in Leicester City‟s
economy resulting from the direct and indirect activities associated with running the festival.
The change is caused by activity involving the physical delivery of the festival e.g. its
programme and its physical infrastructure, together with the complementary facilities and
services that need to be provided. These together stimulate visitors' spending, public
spending, employment opportunities, and tax revenue.
Specifically, the economic impacts of expenditure are composed of direct, indirect, and
induced effects. Direct effects are the purchases needed to meet the increased demand of
visitors for goods and services e.g. in the case of LCF, restaurants and bars. Indirect effects
are the ripple effect of additional rounds of re-circulating the initial audience‟s expenditure.
Induced effects are the increase in employment and household income that result from the
economic activity fuelled by the direct and indirect effects.
Economic impact is an important topic of discussion and debate in all areas of festival
marketing and/or management because estimating the economic impact of a festival is very
difficult and frequently rather subjective. Because of the nature of social science, everyone
has their own ideas and methodology for conducting economic impact studies. The main
difficulty in doing social science research is based in the fact that everyone believes that
they have an innate understanding of the material. Social objects are hidden behind a
screen of pre-constructed discourses which present a barrier to scientific investigation, and
many researchers believe they are talking about the object of study when they are merely
relaying the discourse which the festival produces about itself, whether through its staff,
supporters or journalists. Inevitably this is true for LCF though all parties to this research
have attempted to reduce any undesirable effects of such tendencies and are committed to
providing insights, evidence and conclusions that are true, defensible and not influenced by
any unrealistic expectations.
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Appendix 1.3
Issues in conducting an economic impact study
As stated before, the economic impact study of festivals is controversial because of its
subjective aspects which may be reflected in a tendency to exaggerate the benefits in order
to attract positive PR and funding. There are many academic papers and festival reports
which refer to this and/or exemplify this problem but it is not the intention of this report to
dwell on this or to provide a literature review of this discourse. In this study we have sought
to tread a path through this minefield by emphasizing the range of audience expenditure that
has the greatest impact and therefore the greatest benefit for Leicester itself.
Two different approaches have been used which will be presented below. One will draw
upon the work of Global Tourism Solutions (GTS) which has developed a model for
estimating economic impact across a range of standard expenditure types (STEAM). The
other will reflect on audience expenditure across a range of expenditure types in order to
reveal how the pattern of audience expenditure has changed through time and where the
areas of specific benefit are for the city.
GTS‟s model incorporates multipliers which enable the indirect and induced effects of
audience expenditure to be revealed. The concept of multipliers is not of itself complicated,
indeed it is deceptively simple, but as with much economic impact work it is another
contested area of debate due to the different measures that have been applied and the
range of expenditure that have been included.
In its purest form an economic impact study should only reference expenditure by those
whose expenditure – visitors/tourists and sponsors – is from outside of the community. This
is the approach that GTS takes.
It is beyond the scope of this particular study to look in depth at the financial aspects of the
whole festival however. The festival included 50 different venues, many of which could also
have had one or more promoters operating from within it, each with its own budget and
financial story to tell. We do know the approximate total in terms of the audience expenditure
on tickets but we do not know what proportion of that was paid to artists and agents (who are
of course, not necessarily based in Leicester) as understandably they are reluctant to share
this information, what was retained by the promoter (who are presumably more locally
based) and what was spent on/by the venues on staffing, marketing and production costs.
The expenditure by LCF itself is only a small proportion of that made by all those involved in
the festival. Another factor that is raised in the literature relates to the economic and noneconomic costs of a festival or event. For example in Leicester some private sector
companies, notably taxi companies, report that festivals can result in them losing business
due to road closures and/or increased traffic which delays their cars. Other costs of festivals
include their environmental impacts and whilst these may appear less than for a three day
music festival LCF recognises that putting on its festival does result in additional Green
House Gas (GHG) omissions due to artist and in particular audience travel. To its credit LCF
has demonstrated a very proactive approach to managing this issue and this was discussed
in the previous section.
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Appendix 1.4
Economic impact of Leicester Comedy Festival: Audience expenditure
The focus of the present study is on the audience. Measuring the economic expenditure by
audiences is a difficult exercise because of several factors:


Memory: to our knowledge no one goes to an event with the intention of discussing
their expenditure so it is likely that some of their expenditure will present us with both
Type I (false positives) and II (false negatives) errors.



Accuracy: even where they can recall expenditure it is unlikely that the precise
amounts will be known except perhaps with the amount spent on tickets – though
where someone else has made the purchase even this may be known in only vague
terms.



Prediction: the research began on 4th February and finished on 20th February. We
were therefore inviting audiences to give an indication of what they expected to
spend over the duration of the festival. As the forms were self completed with only a
little input by the research team it is not known whether all the audience gave
information that related to the whole festival or was more biased by the expenditure
they made on the night on which they completed the questionnaire. Though even
then if they were going for a meal or drinks afterwards then their estimates may not
be precise/accurate. Similarly those completing the form in the first week may have
planned to go to additional events but did not, or they may not have planned to do so
but subsequently did so.



Not stated: only 8.8% of respondents gave no financial information whatsoever. This
may be true i.e. that they were not directly responsible for any expenditure incurred
during their attendance. A further 37% only provided information for three or less of
the categories. 53% provided information for four or more of the categories.

The most completed categories were tickets (84%), In-venue drink (65%) and petrol (51%)
The purpose of this section has been to offer some background to what is a controversial
and methodologically difficult field of research. However it is believed that the benefits of
conducting such work still outweigh any hesitation that may have been indicated here. Most
commentators note that if the work is conducted with a clear understanding of the limitations,
that the value to be derived from such work can be of immense value. It is argued that this is
the case with this research on LCF and its value to all festival organisers, public authorities
(Leicester City Council, Leicestershire County Council, Leicester Shire Promotions and Arts
Council England in particular) and other stakeholders, notably the private sector.
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Appendix 1.5
Media Research Methodology
The method of content analysis employed here enables us to carry out a systematic and
comprehensive investigation and description of the manifest content of the Leicester
Mercury coverage of LCF. The sample to be drawn was identified as being all items that
contained mention of LCF; this would provide a thorough overview of the character and
nature of the coverage of LCF. Once the sample has been identified the methodology
involves three key stages.
First of all the analytical categories are defined, these include the primary definers,
characters/actors/sources, the main subjects, themes and issues, and the vocabulary and
lexical choice. Additional categories identified for this research include a specific focus on
Leicester and Leicestershire business and other types of events.
Secondly a formal coding schedule is constructed; this lists the categories and variables
identified in a precise structure which can be applied to the entire sample. A numbered
coding schedule is filled in for each occurrence of an item relating to LCF, and the categories
appearance or non appearance identified or ranked.
Finally in the content analysis part of the research the data-preparation and analysis is
carried out, this involves the use of SPSS computer package, which enables us to draw out
frequencies or counts, and analyse cross-tabulations or relationships between variables.
For the AVE each occurrence of an item containing reference to LCF is coded and
measured (column inches), these are then added up to produced the final AVE figure. The
coding schedule devised also allows us to look at other aspects of the contents worth, such
as images and photographs.
The detailed content analysis will show the exact level of coverage, discourse analysis helps
us identify the key issues and debates that develop around LCF through the pages of the
Leicester Mercury. In discourse analysis the „text‟ is „read‟ for its depth of meaning and the
angle or approach that develops as a story unfolds over a period of time. A dominant
discourse can then be identified as can other elements of the overall approach of the
coverage.
DMU‟s content analysis of the Leicester Mercury covered a sample of twenty seven issues
of the newspaper, from the period of a week before LCF began, and a week after it finished
(27th February to 27th March, though the drop off in coverage meant our analysis actually
stops at the 23rd).
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Appendix 1.6
Business Leaders Methodology
A web-based questionnaire was designed and distributed by DMU, with input from LSP, PL,
the Leicestershire Chamber of Commerce, Creative Leicestershire, and LCF.
We obtained a sample of 119 respondents who between them covered 12 different
employment sectors, and ranged from sole traders to companies with a turnover in excess of
£26m and 250+ employees. As the questionnaire was distributed through many channels, it
is hard to say what proportion of recipients actually responded.
ABOUT YOUR BUSINESS
Which of the following sectors describes your business?

#

%

Agriculture, hunting and forestry

0

0

Community, social or personal services

1

1

Construction

3

4

Creative and cultural

9

11

Education

6

7

Electricity, gas and water supply

1

1

12

15

Health and social work

3

4

Hotels, restaurants, pubs and clubs

9

11

Manufacturing

2

2

Public administration and defence

0

0

Real estate and renting

0

0

Transport and storage

5

6

Wholesale and retail

6

7

24

30

Financial

Other
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How many other people does your
business employ?
#

What is the annual turnover of your
business?
#

%

%

0 (I am a sole trader)

10

11

Under £3m

54

70

1-9

29

33

£3m to £26m

15

19

10-49

26

30

Over £26m

8

10

40-249

7

8

15

17

250+

All respondents were obliged to answer the core four questions, with further additional
questions that were not compulsory, but nevertheless obtained a high response rate.
Respondents were asked to indicate their thoughts on different aspects of festivals‟
contribution to the city and their business an approach which has yielded a wide range of
responses. This indicates that respondents were answering from their own perspective
rather than from any „received wisdom‟.
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Appendix 1.7
Recommendation for establishing a baseline evaluation framework.
The benefits that result from the intensive research presented in this report need to be
embedded in all organisations, especially those with the need to develop long term
partnerships with public and private sector organisations. In order for this to have value then
certain features of what could be a general evaluation framework for festivals in the city must
be considered.
In order for the evaluation framework to become a usable tool for data collection, a suite of
indicators need to be agreed, developed and applied by festival organisers. These indicators
should specify the information that is actually measured and collected through different
research methodologies. It is through these measures that festivals will develop their
understanding of their current strengths and weaknesses and whether or not particular
outcomes are being achieved.
The Edinburgh Impact study has also addressed similar requirements for the festivals there
and has identified three challenges which also have relevance to Leicester:
• Consistency – the sector needs to aim for consistency in carrying out festival research
with regards to how information is collected. We need to ensure that where the same type of
information is being collected there are no differences in the question details or answer
options.
• Comprehensiveness – the research completed in this study has provided LCF with
information across a wide range of indicators which enable it to analyse its performance
against its objectives. The current study therefore collected information relevant to
measuring economic impact, audience satisfaction, social and environmental impact.
The city council and Leicester Shire Promotions have a role to play in this through their
surveys of resident and visitor satisfaction. Festival organisers will be interested in working
with both in order to ensure that any evidence obtained is beneficial to them.
• Scope – the data obtained from all research must be considered from the perspective of a
range of different potential users/uses. This should therefore inform discussion about the
development of a framework for use by festival organisers and other authorities.

98

Appendix 2.0
Audience questionnaire sources
Sources of data for the research: self-completion and survey monkey
Source of data

#

%

Actively promoted (A)

599

60.3

Passively available (P)

338

34.0

56

5.6

993

100

Web based
Total

Sources of data by venue
Venue

Active/Passive

#

%

Almanack

P

1

0.1

Athena

A

33

3.3

Belmont House Hotel

P

38

3.8

Criterion

P

102

10.3

Crumblin Cookie

P

35

3.5

Curve

A

143

14.4

De Montfort Hall

A

196

19.8

Embrace Arts (RAC)

P

32

3.2

Firebug

P

25

2.5

Kayal

P

27

2.7

Little Theatre

A

120

12.1

Midas

P

34

3.4

Phoenix Square

P

51

5.1

Y Theatre

P

99

10.0

Web based

-

55

5.5

99

Sources of data by show

Show

Venue

Lenny Henry

De Montfort Hall

Emergency!

Y Theatre

Jimmy Carr

#

%
72

7.3

4

0.4

De Montfort Hall

65

6.6

Sarah Millican

Curve

55

5.5

Last Laugh

Athena

33

3.3

Arabella Weir

Little Theatre

23

2.3

Jeremy Hardy

Little Theatre

13

1.3

Absolute Radio

Y Theatre

25

2.5

Mark Steel

Curve

23

2.3

Ceri Dupree

Curve

39

3.9

Chris Addison

Little Theatre

7

0.7

Adam Buxton/Hehning Wehn

Phoenix Square

45

4.5

John Shuttleworth

Little Theatre

34

3.4

Shappi Khorsandi

Little Theatre

43

4.3

Paul Sinha

Embrace Arts (RAC)

32

3.2

Comedy Heaven

Curve

26

2.6

Stephen K Amos

De Montfort Hall

59

6.0

Passive

-

338

34.1

Web based

-

55

5.5

100

Top 20 venues by total capacity of tickets on sale and whether traditional arts (T) or nontraditional (NT) arts venue

Venue

Traditional
# of
or NonCapacity
shows
traditional

Total
capacity

De Montfort Hall

T

1600

9

14,400

Y Theatre

T

300

17

5,100

Curve

T

350

12

4,200

Kayal

NT

80

37

2,960

Belmont Hotel

NT

60

49

2,940

Crumblin Cookie

NT

65

37

2,405

Highlight

T

300

8

2,400

Little Theatre

T

300

7

2,100

Embrace Arts

T

120

14

1,680

Musician

T

200

8

1,600

Athena

T

1500

1

1,500

Loughborough Town Hall

T

500

3

1,500

Phoenix Square

T

110

12

1,500

NT

100

13

1,300

T

260

5

1,300

Midas

NT

50

21

1,050

Criterion

NT

50

19

950

O2 Academy

T

200

3

600

Exchange Bar

NT

50

11

550

Looking Glass

NT

60

9

540

Firebug
Upper Brown Street

Top 20 by total capacity shown
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Appendix 2.1
Audience demographic

Gender

#

%

Male

404

44.1

Female

512

55.9

Dependent children

#

%

Yes

202

22.3

No

704

77.7

Disability

#

%

Yes

44

4.9

No

853

95.1

Employment

#

%

Full time paid

508

51.3

57.3

37.3

Part time paid

96

9.7

10.8

10.4

Full time carer/parent

12

1.2

1.4

7.5

Unemployed/seeking work

18

1.8

2

4.8

138

13.9

15.6

3.9

Self employed

51

5.1

5.7

5.1

Retired

51

5.1

5.7

10.8

Other

13

1.3

1.5

19.7*

Missing

104

10.5

-

-

Total

991

100

100

100

Full time education

%
LCF

% Census

102

Age

#

16 or under

%

% Census

13

1.4

22.2

17-24

207

22.6

15.2

25-29

126

13.8

7.6

30-44

284

31.0

21.7

45-59

217

23.7

15.5

60-64

43

4.7

4.4

65-74

20

2.2

6.8

6

0.7

6.6

75 or over

Ethnicity
White British or other White

#

%

V%

% Census

757

76.4

83.8

63.8

Asian or British Asian

70

7.1

7.8

29.2

Black or Black British

24

2.4

2.7

3

European

17

1.7

1.9

-

Mixed or dual heritage

13

1.3

1.4

2.3

Other

22

2.2

2.4

0.8

Missing

88

8.9

-

-

991

100

100

99.1

Total

Where are you staying for the festival?

#

At home

922

93

94.3

Hotel

20

2

2

With friends

34

3.4

3.5

2

0.2

0.2

13

1.3

-

991

100

100

B&B
Missing
Total

%

V%
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Appendix 2.2
Audience motivations and awareness
“Why did you choose to attend this festival?” Multiple choice
% in this
% of all
category categories

Motivation

#

To be entertained

632

63.8

30.9

To see a specific performer

407

41.1

19.9

I like the festival

387

39.1

18.9

Spend time with friends/family

250

25.2

12.2

To try something new

122

12.3

5.9

Special occasion

90

9.1

4.4

Spotting new talent

87

8.8

4.3

Other

41

4.1

2.0

Visiting the area

14

1.4

0.6

To learn something

12

1.2

0.5

2042

206

100

Total

104

“How did you hear about this festival?” Multiple choices
% of this
% of all
category categories

Awareness

#

Word of mouth

393

39.6

25.5

Local press

375

37.8

24.4

Venue print or web

164

16.5

10.6

LCF print or web

150

15.1

9.7

Other

109

10.9

7.0

Social media

91

9.1

5.9

Local radio

79

7.9

5.1

Artist print or web

64

6.4

4.1

National press

51

5.1

3.3

TV

24

2.4

1.5

National radio

18

1.8

1.1

Tourist information centre

18

1.8

1.1

1563

154.9

100

Total
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Appendix 2.3
Audience response to the festival

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Don’t
Know

Well known locally

85

6

5

3

Well known around the UK

40

36

16

8

Culturally significant

69

24

3

3

Appealing to a wide range of people

87

9

2

2

Venues and artists directly involved

93

5

0

2

Other business not directly involved

77

18

2

3

Leicester

92

6

0

1

Leicestershire

72

22

2

3

My future attendance at other comedy events

84

13

2

1

My future attendance at other arts events

63

29

6

2

It brings big name performers to Leicester

86

11

1

2

It gives opportunities to see new performers

93

6

1

1

It presents varied and unexpected acts

86

11

1

2

It is a good opportunity to socialise

82

15

2

1

It offers entertainment and escapism

89

8

1

1

I consider comedy to be an art form

87

10

2

1

I am happy with the LCF brochure

68

21

3

8

I would recommend the festival to family and friends

91

6

1

2

The festival has improved over time

49

31

1

19

The tickets to LCF shows are good value

79

16

2

3

I think LCF takes environmental responsibility seriously

36

42

1

21

I think that the festival is...

The festival has a positive impact on...

I like the festival because...

In general...
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Appendix 2.4
Audience attendance
Number of other shows attended

#

%

V%

0

388

39.2

39.3

1

89

9.0

9.0

2

196

19.8

19.8

3

149

15

15.1

4

56

5.7

5.7

5

39

3.9

3.9

6

20

2.0

2.0

7

10

1.0

1.0

8+

41

4.1

4.1

3

0.3

-

Total

991

100

100

Attended LCF last year (2010)

#

%

V%

Yes

401

40.5

41.5

No

566

57.1

58.5

24

2.4

-

991

100

100

Missing

Missing
Total

107

Number of previous years attended LCF

#

%

V%

0

302

30.5

30.6

1

232

23.4

23.5

2

151

15.2

15.3

3

111

11.2

11.2

4

59

6.0

6.0

5

34

3.4

3.4

6

28

2.8

2.8

7

12

1.2

1.2

8+

59

5.9

5.9

3

0.3

-

991

100

100

Missing
Total

How many people have attended with you?

Adult
#

Child (u18)
%

#

%

0

67

6.8

915

96.5

1

454

45.9

23

2.4

2

188

19.0

8

0.8

3

108

10.9

1

0.1

4

52

5.3

0

0

5

27

2.7

1

0.1

6

34

3.4

0

0

7

13

1.3

0

0

8+

46

4.6

0

0

108

How many days will you be
staying in Leicester for the
comedy festival?

#

%

I live in Leicester?

865

92

1

37

3.9

2

19

2

3

10

1.1

4

2

0.2

5+

7

0.7

Total

940

100

Number of nights that visitors for
LCF stayed in Leicester as % of
visitor numbers

#

%

1

37

49

2

19

25

3

10

13

4

2

3

5+

7

9

Total

75

100

109

Group size - adults
No

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8+

Of

0

26

7

8

7

4

2

2

1

10

Shows

1

172

50

85

66

32

15

10

8

14

2

74

12

39

30

9

11

2

0

11

3

46

11

19

21

1

4

2

1

3

4

20

2

18

5

3

1

2

0

1

5

9

2

6

6

2

1

1

0

0

6

13

0

10

8

1

1

1

0

0

7

4

2

3

2

0

1

0

0

1

8+

24

3

7

4

4

3

0

0

1

I have attended another festival in the past 12
months

#

Yes

319

33

68

49

No

647

67

34

51

I expect to attend another festival in the next 12
months

#

Yes

534

56

80

65

No

423

44

20

35

%

%

BSF10 %

BSF10 %

SSW10 %

SSW10 %
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Appendix 2.5
Audience travel

Distance travelled (miles)

#

%

V%

0.1 to 2

157

16

26

2.01 to 5

229

23

39

5.01 to 10

79

8

13

10.01 to 15

70

7

12

15.01 +

58

6

10

Missing (no post code supplied)

398

40

-

Total

991

100

100

Number of passenger (car users)

#

%

V%

1

80

8.1

15.8

2

310

31.3

61.5

3

45

4.5

8.9

4

51

5.1

10.1

5+

18

1.8

3.5

Missing

487

49.1

-

Total

991

100

100

111

All Measures in kg and km
Mode of travel

#

%

Av. GHG
per person

Av. Dist
per person

Car (single occupancy)

101

10.2

6.26

14.64

Car (multiple occupants)*

484

48.89

2.31

8.57

Taxi

40

4.04

3.36

15.62

Bus

74

7.47

2.07

9.93

Train

25

2.53

5.37

64.18

Plane

2

.2

160.48

926.00

Motorbike

1

.1

.88

7.4

On foot

165

16.67

0

9.04

Bicycle

13

1.31

0

3.68

Incomplete data**

85

8.59

4.45

11.63

* Average occupancy = 2.24
** Based on average values of complete categories, minus planes

Postcodes

#

%

V%

LE

580

58.5

87.3

CV

11

1.1

1.6

NN

10

1.1

1.5

NG

10

1

1.5

B

9

.9

1.3

DE

5

.5

0.7

PE

3

.3

0.4

Others

36

3.6

5.4

Missing

327

32.9

-

Total

991

100

100
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Appendix 2.6
Audience awareness of Greening the laughs, Cycle guide
Are you aware of the ‘Greening the Laughs’ programme?

#

%

Yes

46

5.6

No

782

94.4

Are you aware of the free LCF cycle guide?

#

%

Yes

89

10.7

No

743

89.3
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Appendix 2.7
Audience other comments data

Favourite comedy radio show?

#

%

Insufficient data, 14 names given
Favourite comedy film?

#

%

Insufficient data, 4 names given

General comments?
Positive #

Positive %

Negative #

Negative %

Website

1

0.6

9

10.8

Brochure

2

1.3

13

15.6

13

8.9

6

7.2

Timing

3

2.0

9

10.8

Price

4

2.7

6

7.2

City

19

13.0

1

1.2

Variety

24

16.4

2

2.4

Venues

23

15.7

3

3.6

Festival itself

20

13.6

0

0

1

0.6

27

32.5

36

24.6

7

8.4

Acts

Publicity
Other
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Appendix 2.8.1
Audience expenditure - individual
Section

Subsection

Individual
2002

Individual
2011

Difference Proportionate
2002-2011

change

31.341

Tickets

Out of venue
Accommodation

0.82

2.70

1.88

3.29

Food

2.38

7.35

4.97

3.09

Drink

3.27

5.42

2.15

1.66

Shopping

1.17

1.63

0.46

1.39

Other

0.53

0.58

0.05

1.09

Childminding

0.21

0.46

0.25

2.19

8.38

17.56

9.18

2.10

Subtotal

In venue
Food

3.58

Drink

12.44

Subtotal

3.08

16.02

12.94

5.20

Petrol

0.99

5.12

4.13

5.17

Public transport

0.43

1.27

0.84

2.95

Taxi

0.76

2.29

1.53

3.01

Parking

0.34

2.31

1.97

6.79

2.52

10.99

8.47

4.36

13.98

44.57

30.59

3.19

Transport

Subtotal

Total
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Appendix 2.8.2 - Audience expenditure - cumulative
Section

Subsection

Tickets

Individual

Cumulative

Per day (/17)

%

Per
attendance

Per day
(/17)

31.34

485,958

28,586

41.2

485,958

28,586

Accommodation

2.70

41,866

2,463

3.5

41,866

6,403

Food

7.35

113,969

6,704

9.6

296,320

17,431

Drink

5.42

84,042

4,944

7.1

218,511

12,854

Shopping

1.63

25,274

1,487

2.1

65,714

3,866

Other

0.58

8,993

529

0.7

23,383

1,375

Childminding

0.46

7,132

420

0.6

18,545

1,091

17.56

281,278

16,546

23.8

731,325

43,019

Food

3.58

55,511

3,265

4.7

144,330

8,490

Drink

12.44

192,894

11,347

16.3

501,526

29,502

16.02

248,406

14,612

21.1

645,856

37,992

Petrol

5.12

79,390

4,670

6.7

206,416

12,142

Public transport

1.27

19,692

1,158

1.6

51,201

3,012

Taxi

2.29

35,508

2,089

3.0

92,323

5,431

Parking

2.31

35,818

2,107

3.0

93,129

5,478

Transport subtotal

10.99

170,410

10,024

14.4

443,068

26,063

Total

75.92

1,186,054

69,768

100

2,239,221

135,659

Out of venue

OOV Subtotal
In venue

IV Subtotal
Transport
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Appendix 3.0
Business leaders – Festivals and the city
Tables of data from the questionnaire survey of 119 business leaders in Leicester. Survey
conducted in March 2011
From the list below, please select THREE festivals that you believe
have the most positive impact on the business community
Leicester Comedy Festival

#

%

101

28

Diwali

63

17

Summer Sundae Weekender

50

14

Christmas lights switch on

31

8

Special Olympics (2009)

28

8

Leicester International Music Festival

25

7

Caribbean Carnival

25

7

Leicester Belgrave Mela

11

3

Riverside Festival

9

2

Spark Children‟s Arts Festival

8

2

Easter – Christ in the Centre

5

1

Other

5

1

Bonfire events

3

1

Navratri

2

0

Vaisakhi

0

0

What contribution do you think festivals make to the city’s cultural,
social and economic life?

#

%

Generate good PR for the city

71

22

Bring in visitors, who spend money here

62

20

Build social/community cohesion through integration of the city‟s multi cultural
population

41

13

Make the city and county a more lively and exciting place to live

39

12

Increase the profile of Leicester as a tourist destination

35

11

Build the profile of Leicester as a place for economic investment, making the city
a more attractive place to locate or relocate a business

31

9
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Link the business and cultural sectors

20

6

Develop and attract creative and cultural businesses

15

5

Make the city a good place in which to invest

9

3

Other

1

0

Appendix 3.1
Business leaders – Festivals and businesses
What do you think are the most important factors when considering
sponsoring, or becoming associated with a festival?

#

%

Enjoy positive PR from being associated with successful festivals

70

26

Extend the reach of our company brand through opportunities to see our logo
through print, website and festival signage

50

18

Open up new business-to-business relationships

46

17

Market itself in an innovative way direct to an audience

27

10

Open up new business-to-public sector relationships

24

9

Network with public figures, local politicians, decision makers

19

7

Support a festival that reflects my own personal interest or passion

14

5

Open up new business-to-voluntary sector relationships

8

3

Receive direct benefits for me and my staff (corporate hospitality, tickets, offers)

7

3

Other

4

1

What do you think are the main barriers for businesses which may
be considering sponsoring or supporting a festival?

#

%

It is difficult to quantify the impact

72

27

What festivals ask for may be unrealistic

32

12

The benefits of association are not as powerful as claimed

32

12

We want greater marketing penetration than can be achieved through a festival

31

12

The timescales involved are too short

23

9

We are never asked for our involvement

22

8

We would prefer to support an activity that is present all year round

20

8

Many festivals are perceived as being unprofessional

14

5

118

We would rather associate with a different „good cause‟

9

3

Other

6

2

Agree
%

Neutral

Disagree

%

%

Festivals encourage visitors to the city

89

3

0

Festivals encourage locally based people to spend more

77

11

2

The business community needs to be more engaged with festivals

76

11

5

The public sector needs to protect its support for festivals

74

11

7

The cultural dimension of Leicester is an important aspect of our
ongoing business development

70

13

8

We include reference to festivals as part of our business to business
discussions

43

22

25

To what extent do you agree with the following statements?

119

Appendix 3.2
Business leaders – Current involvement
Please choose the phrase that best describes your business’ current
involvement with festivals. Select ONE only "My business..."

#

%

Has recently developed association with a festival

27

26

Is unlikely to benefit from direct association but we recognise their value

24

23

Has a long standing association with a festival

21

20

Has never been approached for our involvement

17

16

Other

9

8

Organises staff events linked to festivals

4

4

Is not convinced of the benefits for local businesses of direct association with festivals

3

3

Please choose the phrase that best describes your business’ current
involvement with festivals. Select ONE

#

%

We are actively involved with festivals in the city/county

29

35

We have no involvement, festivals do not carry any significant value for us

21

26

We are involved but only in an informal way, not as part of any business strategy

14

17

We have some involvement with festivals, but we do not have a formal sponsorship /
support agreement/ relationship with any particular one

14

17

6

7

Other

If you are involved what form does this involvement take? Select ONE

#

%

We are a contributing sponsor

19

32

We deal with festivals or events as part of our ongoing trade (hotel, catering, transport,
other retail)

16

27

Other

16

27

We encourage our staff to participate (e.g. staff social events, or by working as a
volunteer)

5

8

We are the main, or title sponsor

3

5
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Appendix 3.3 - Business leaders – Improving the situation
"Being associated with Festivals would have greater benefit for us if:"

#

%

There was better data concerning the value/benefits that businesses derive from their
support

26

26

The benefits packages associated with sponsorship were stronger

22

22

The marketing of festivals was integrated more closely into PR campaigns for the city
and county

20

20

Other

18

18

Festivals were more clearly integrated into the visitor/tourist economy

11

11

3

3

Festivals presented themselves more professionally

How do you think festivals in Leicester could be improved, in order to increase
the benefits enjoyed by the business community? Please rank ALL FIVE of the
following statements from 1 to 5. (A lower score is a more positive response)

Mean
score

The agendas of the business and cultural sectors need to be more closely aligned

2.51

Better collaboration with the local tourism industry, joint offers on hotel, transport, food

2.56

The city centre and gateways into the city could be better utilised for promoting festivals

2.84

Greater public investment would encourage greater private investment

2.93

Festivals should be a priority for the elected mayor

3.23

Please name a city or region that you think has marketed itself well
through its festivals? It does not have to be in the UK

#

%

Edinburgh

18

15

Liverpool

5

4

London

5

4

Nottingham

5

4

Barcelona

3

2

Berlin

2

2

Hay on Wye

2

2

Market Harborough

2

2

Benicassim, Birmingham, Blackpool, Buxton, Chicago, Derby, Leicester, Lugano,
Manchester, Milan, Newcastle, Nice, Notting Hill, Sydney

1

>1
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Appendix 3.4
Other business comment
Other issues that emerged from telephone interviews and other sources
1. NCP car parks did not report any significant evidence of increased usage of its car
parks during the period of the festival but this may reflect a preference for on-street
parking, or city council managed pay and display parking areas. NCP also commented
that:
‘It’s been a great year for illegal fly-site car parks that operate without planning
permission unfortunately.‟

2. Footfall in both the Highcross and Haymarket shopping centres was unaffected by the
audience at the comedy festival but this is not a feature of LCF per se but the cultural
sector as a whole. The Haymarket centre gave a succinct view:
‘Simply look at the numbers; we get around three hundred thousand people a week
through our doors. What is the total capacity of the venues times number of shows of
the Comedy Festival? Let’s be generous and say 2,000 per day, 14,000 per week
which is 2.5% of our combined flows – less than the random variation we get in visitor
patterns due to chance. The only events I have observed to significantly affect our
flows were the EDL protest (adversely) and the Mela in Humberstone Gate which
doubled our flows on the Sunday (2010), but with zero affect on sales.’
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Appendix 3.5
Letter to business leaders, interview questions
Prospect Leicestershire and DMU have jointly commissioned the Arts and Festivals
Management staff at DMU to carry out some research on the impact of festival and events
on the city of Leicester with particular reference to the perspective of the business
community.
Arising out of the questionnaire based research there remain a few areas where we would
value a contribution from specific people whose services could be directly affected by
festivals and events in the city. I am sending these questions as an indicator of what line a
telephone interview might take.
1. What are your general views on the contribution that festivals and events make to
the character and life of Leicester?
2. Who or what do you see to be the main beneficiaries from festivals and events in
the city?
3. Do you have any direct contact with any one festival or event in the city?
4. What impact do you notice from the festivals and events in the city on your
business?
5. Do you enjoy any positive benefit e.g. increased sales during a festival such as the
comedy festival?
6. Do you experience any disbenefits e.g. decreased sales during a festival such as
the comedy festival?
7. Overall, do you think that the business community is appropriately engaged with
festivals and events?
8. Reasons, if yes?
9. Reasons, if no?
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Appendix 3.6
Letter to festival organisers, interview questions
Prospect Leicestershire and DMU have jointly commissioned the Arts and Festivals
Management staff at DMU to carry out some research on the impact of festival and events
on the city of Leicester with particular reference to the perspective of the business
community.
Arising out of the questionnaire based research there remain a few areas where we would
value a contribution from specific people whose festivals and events contribute to the
cultural offer in the city and who will have a sense of the impacts that they have and may
enjoy a close relationship with one or more business partners. I am sending these
questions as an indicator of what line a telephone interview might take.
1. What are your general views on the contribution that festivals and events make to
the character and life of Leicester?
2. Who or what do you see to be the main beneficiaries from festivals and events in
the city?
3. What impacts does your festival/event have upon the cultural life of Leicester
4. Do you receive support from the business community in the city/county/region?
5. What benefits do you offer?
6. What motivation do you think that businesses have for wanting to get involved with
your festival/event?
7. Overall, do you think that the business community is appropriately engaged with
festivals and events in the city/county? (Reasons if yes/no)
8. Do you collaborate with other festival or event organisers in the city? Yes No
9. Would a forum for festival and event organisers be something to which you would
give support?
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Appendix 4.0
Key themes from the Edinburgh Festivals Impact Study













Cultural impact: provide enriching, unique, world class cultural experiences and
develop audiences for culture
Cultural impact: develop the creative, cultural and events industries in Edinburgh
and Scotland
Learning impact
Place-making and media impact: enhancing the identity and image of Edinburgh
and Scotland
Social impact: cultural diversity and community cohesion
Social impact: contribute to well-being and quality of life
Economic impact: provide routes to employment & skills
Economic impact: support the wider economy in Edinburgh and Scotland
Provide a marketing platform for sponsors and stakeholders
Environmental impact: climate change and resource depletion
Sustainability of the Festivals
Going forward
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Appendix 5.0
List of contributors to this research
Business Leaders Focus Group
John Stobart, Harvey Ingram LLP
William Smedley, rg+p architects
Dave Hancock, 24Seven Couriers
Iain Gillie, Executive Producer, Curve Theatre
Business Leaders – Interviews
Crumblin‟ Cookie
Kayal Restaurant
The Case
Highfield Taxis
James Conaghan, Ramada Jarvis Grand
IBIS Hotel
Guvinder Rupra, Highcross Shopping Centre
John Stobart, Harvey Ingram
Festival and Events Organisers – Interviews
Jonathan Wheeler, Christ in the Centre
Dennis Christopher, Leicester Caribbean Carnival
Leicester Belgrave Mela
Peter Baker, Leicester International Music festival
Geoff Rowe, Leicester Comedy Festival
Pawlet Warner, Let‟s dance Festival
Hazel Cook, Arts Fresco (Market Harborough)
Paul Brooks, Cultural Olympiad
Audience Focus Group
Jeremy Searle
Jurgen Strack
Louise Ross
Mike Petterson
Raj Gillharrison
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Appendix 6.0
Biographical notes
Christopher Maughan is research outputs focus on the impact of cultural festivals and
their life cycles. His current work includes a monograph on the Leicester Comedy
Festival. He is the co-author of a major study on the economic and social impact of
cultural festivals in the East Midlands of England. He is coordinator of the European
Festivals Research Project. This work has enabled him to develop a broad understanding
of festivals within Europe and to his participation in research meetings/conferences in
Slovakia, Belgium, France, Ireland, Lithuania, Finland, Norway and the UK.
Richard Fletcher is a graduate of the Arts Management BA from De Montfort University.
His first article „The artist-entrepreneur‟ was recently published in the Aesthesis journal of
management and aesthetics, and has subsequently been published in Arts Professional.
He currently works as a research assistant, event technician and graphic designer, and
will be beginning an MSc in Festivals and Sustainability this year.
Chris Newbold has been working in media education for twenty years, in that time he
has been involved in most aspects of the subject and its development. He joined De
Montfort in 2007, having been Head of Department at both Northampton and Teesside
Universities. He specialises in media management, documentary production, community
media, and film. He has published widely on the media, and media research methods,
and has produced two major text books, in Approaches to Media (1995) and The Media
Book (2002).
Tracy Harwood Dr Tracy Harwood is a senior research fellow at the Institute of Creative
Technologies. She manages the Usability Lab, where her expertise in transdisciplinary
research methods in areas such as marketing and consumer behaviour in both on and off
line contexts and new media is vital to supporting commercial research activities within
Retail Lab. Currently, projects undertaken have developed an understanding of
behavioural responses to product, service and environment design as well as research
methodology.
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OVERVIEW OF STEAM

1.

INTRODUCTION

The Scarborough Tourism Economic Activity Monitor is derived from a model developed by David James and
Frank Hart in the process of developing a ten-year tourism policy for the province of Saskatchewan, Canada, in
1981. In 1985, following the establishment of Canada’s National Task Force on Tourism Data, Messrs. Hart
and James were appointed co-Chairmen of the Working Party to consider Local Area Statistics. This work
focused on the city of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada, and became the first attempt to develop the effective use of
supply-side generated local area tourism statistics drawing on the model developed in Saskatchewan in 1981.
Encouraged by the successful experiment in Edmonton, the outputs of which were accepted by Edmonton City
Council and its Convention and Tourism Authority, a part experiment focused on the City of Toronto’s
convention business followed. This experiment provided much needed data for the Toronto Convention
Bureau.
In 1988, David James was appointed Director of Tourism and Amenities for Scarborough Borough Council and
it was in that context that the Local Area Tourism Statistics model was transferred to the UK. The model was
first run on behalf of Scarborough Borough Council in 1990. In 1991, the North Yorkshire County Council,
together with the District Councils in the County, embarked on a pilot programme to evaluate the now-named
“Scarborough/Scottish Tourism Economic Activity Monitor” (STEAM). At the same time, STEAM was adopted
by a number of Local Authorities in England, Scotland and Wales.

2.

VALIDATION OF STEAM

The STEAM process has been validated within the context of a number of public and private initiatives which
have taken place since 1987 in respect of tourism statistics.
In 1987, a Tourism Statistics Advisory Group (TSAG) was established by the Employment Department to
establish a forum to create strategic oversight of statistics relevant to tourism and leisure. Very early in its
work it identified the need to review present and future needs for national tourism statistics, and in order to
do this needed to establish commercial user needs.
In 1990, The Tourism Society, with the support and involvement of the Employment Department, by means of
a small working group, established a forum to be held on 18 April 1991, which assembled over seventy senior
managers. The forum, chaired by Liam Strong, Director of Marketing and Operations at British Airways, and in
the presence of Viscount Ullswater, then Minister for Tourism, unanimously established the Joint Industry
Committee for Tourism Statistics (JICTOURS). The press release issued that day stated:
“The agreement reached at this meeting represents the best opportunity the commercial sector has had to
improve UK tourism statistics for over a decade. JICTOURS will develop a costed package of development
proposals for tourism statistics to be agreed, implemented and funded in partnership between Government
(Employment Department), Commercial Users in the industry and Tourist Boards.”
JICTOURS established sub-groups to consider the sector needs for Tourism Statistics, one sector being “Local
Authorities”. Its paper defined the sector, its needs, use of existing data, key terms/categories to be measured,
willingness to pool data and model criteria. This last element stated the following:
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“It is understood that, at least in the foreseeable future, national surveys will never be conducted on a scale
(size of samples) which will make it possible to disaggregate data at District level. Accepting that as a fact
of life, Districts wish to see the development of approved statistical models for estimating volume, value
and expenditure and basic tourism characteristics. Such models, to be endorsed as suitable for tourist
board and government purposes, would have to be relevant to the different types of authority noted in
Section 1.
They would draw on available survey data, be used to produce estimates according to agreed statistical
criteria and be adjusted to meet local circumstances.
Because such models could be capable of application in different authorities around Britain it is
recommended that their construction should be part of the JICTOURS recommendations.”
Following meetings between Professor Victor Middleton, Chairman of JICTOURS, Brian Batty, Employment
Department, and David James, it was agreed that a JICTOURS Local Statistics Tourism Group (LSTG) should
be formed made up of representatives from the National Tourist Boards, Regional Tourist Boards, the
Association of District Councils, the British Resorts Association, various Local Authorities and, initially, the
Employment Department, subsequently, the Department of National Heritage.
JICTOURS – LSTG
commissioned an independent study of STEAM, which was carried out by Professor Stephen Wanhill of the
University of Wales. The main objectives were:
1.

To conduct a critical analysis of the working process of the model highlighting both its
strengths and weaknesses.

2.

To comment on the quality of information (accommodation occupancy, stock levels,
tariff rates, necessary for the model to be run on a reliable and consistent basis).

3.

To comment on the sensitivity analysis completed and to make suggestions for any
further work on sensitivity analysis required.

4.

To comment on the methodology for estimating indirect expenditure and in particular
the estimates produced by the model on tourism employment.

5.

To comment on the computer programmes used to generate the estimate produced by
STEAM.

6.

To comment on the “adjustment processes” which take place with the tourism experts
in the area once the provisional results are produced by the model.

7.

To make any other comments the researchers consider necessary. For example,
definitions, future improvements and the need for additional national, regional and
local benchmarks to further improve the output of the model.

As much of the model, its formulae and its processes are commercially confidential, and are required to remain
so, it was necessary that Professor Wanhill was given full access to the model, its workings and all background
material. At the JICTOURS – LSTG meeting, 23 December 1993, his findings were presented in full, but where
it involved the formulae of the model it was on the basis of strict confidentiality to the members of JICTOURS
– LSTG. Subsequently the Department of National Heritage and the National Tourist Boards of England,
Scotland and Wales each received the full text of his report. In brief, Professor Wanhill’s report can be
summarised best by himself:
“The report’s overall conclusion is that STEAM is mathematically acceptable as a model of tourism flows,
but never can be, and does not pretend to be, a statistically robust measurement of tourism in the manner
of randomly drawn sample surveys of visitors. The thorough study is supportive of the model but also
makes a number of recommendations to improve STEAM.”
At its next meeting, 23rd February 1994, following confirmation that the recommendations to improve STEAM
had been adopted, it was agreed “no further testing needed to be initiated for the group’s purposes. David James
sought and obtained the group’s endorsement of the STEAM model.”
During 1995, Professor Victor Middleton prepared a report for the British Resorts Association, “Measuring the
Local Impact of Tourism”. The STEAM model and methodology was made available to the author. The report
reviewed a variety of modelling approaches, their strengths and weaknesses, and, for STEAM, stated,
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“It seems probable that supply side (bottom up) models, of which this is the leading example in the UK,
will be needed to fulfil the management requirements of local authorities who have decided to play a
significant role in managing tourism locally.”
Concurrently, in Denmark, an evaluation process was conducted on behalf of the Danish Ministry of Business
and Industry by the Danish Tourist Board. STEAM is handled in Denmark, on behalf of GTS (UK) Ltd, by the
Bornholm Research Centre.
In 1996, the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, in conjunction with the National Tourist Boards and
the University of North London, set out to review the existing situation concerning local area statistics with a
view to publishing guidance for Local Authorities. This evolved and was concluded by the DCMS publishing a
set of Guidance Notes on Local Area Statistics which was published in 1998.
The development of STEAM in England since 1993 has been a period of steady sustained growth with,
presently, nearly 200 clients, including East Midlands Tourism, the Northwest Regional Development Agency,
One NorthEast, most National Parks, and numerous Local Authorities. These Local Authorities are of all sizes
ranging from Rutland to Birmingham, and all types, whether urban, rural, resort or industrial.
In Scotland, during the three year period ending 1997, Scottish Enterprise Network (SEN), in conjunction with
its thirteen Local Enterprise Companies, embarked on a practical evaluation of STEAM examining not only the
capacity of the model, but the robustness of the local variable inputs. Considerable collateral primary research
was commissioned by SEN concerning rates of daily expenditure, length of stay, and stays with friends and
relatives. This led, subsequently, to a five-year contract on behalf of a partnership led by the Scottish Tourist
Board, Scottish Enterprise, Highlands & Islands Enterprise, the Local Enterprise Companies and the Area
Tourist Boards. Latterly, this contract has been renewed by VisitScotland until 2008 with an option for two
more years.
In 1997, Tourism South and West Wales was licensed by GTS (UK) Ltd to operate STEAM throughout Wales
and TSWW provided STEAM reports for nineteen Welsh Unitary Authorities for a four-year period. Since
2002, GTS (UK) Ltd now provides a continuing service for all 22 Welsh Unitary Authorities, two National
Parks in Wales and the Statistical Directorate of the National Assembly for Wales. These programmes are coordinated in Wales by the company’s Projects Manager (Wales).
Since 2007, STEAM has been expanding its development in Northern Ireland with, presently, two Tourism
Partnership Areas and 15 Local Councils benefiting from STEAM reports.

3.

A BRIEF OUTLINE OF STEAM

3.1 STEAM - The Model
STEAM is a spreadsheet model, which is more of a process in which the values of the relationships or
equations defined on the spreadsheet are specified at each stage by the user. Thus, although the logic of the
model is constant, the nature of data input will alter from area to area depending on the amount of survey
material available and qualitative expert opinion concerning the structure of the tourism sector in the local
economy. It is not a statistically estimated model in the manner of an input-output model of the local
economy. The model is designed to provide a robust indicative base for monitoring trends based on monthly
and annual outputs within acceptable statistical confidence levels. This statement forms the background to the
objectives of the study and the methodological processes applied.
STEAM approaches the measurement of tourism at the local level from the supply side, which has the benefit
of immediacy and relative inexpensiveness. The traditional measurement of tourism activity is from the
demand side, but, as is well known, surveying visitors is both time-consuming and costly. This is further
complicated when economic impact assessment is made, which requires surveys of businesses and the
consumption patterns of local people. STEAM is not designed to provide a precise and accurate measurement
of tourism in a local area, but rather to provide an indicative base for monitoring trends. The confidence level
of the model is calculated to be within the ranges of plus or minus 10% in respect of the yearly outputs and
plus or minus 5% in respect of trend.
STEAM reports are produced on behalf of clients by a technical team located at the GTS (UK) Ltd Data
Processing Centre in New Holland and also in Swansea. A rigorous quality control regime is in place to ensure
the highest standards are consistently maintained.
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3.2 The STEAM Outputs
STEAM quantifies the local economic impact of tourism, from both stay and day visitors, by


Analysis of bed stock (by category month by month, year on year);



Analysis of bed stock seasonal availability (by category of accommodation);



Estimates of revenue generated by tourists (by category of accommodation and distribution
by activity by month);



Categories of serviced accommodation will be: under 10 rooms; 11-50 rooms; over 50
rooms; over 100 rooms;



Categories of non-serviced accommodation:
Camping and Caravanning (Touring);
Caravanning (Static); Flats, Chalets and Cottages; Hostels; Schools and Colleges;



Estimates of number of tourists and number of tourist days (by category of accommodation
by month);



Estimates of employment supported by tourism;



Estimates of traffic implications of tourism (by month);



Trend information annually for all output categories by zone.

3.3 STEAM Inputs
At a minimum, the implementation of STEAM depends on:


Information on occupancy percentages each month for each type of accommodation;



Bed stock for each type of accommodation within the areas to be surveyed;



Attendance at attractions/major events by month;



TIC visitor figures by month.

The model is built up from the above basic information, by drawing on data from published or unpublished
sources, local interviews and supplementary trade enquiries to define the economic parameters within which
the local tourism sector operates. The specific information set out above is obtained from a variety of sources:
a) Bed Stocks
The STEAM model can accommodate up to nine sub-categories of Serviced Accommodation, and the same
for Non-Serviced Accommodation.
The type and number of such sub-categories of tourist
accommodation are specified in conjunction with the client using definitions compatible with national
definitions. The sources of information in building such a database are Local Authority Tourist Guides,
Tourist Boards, Internet, Yellow Pages.
b) Number of Establishments
The same categories and sub-categories are used as for “Bed Stocks” and use the same sources of
information.
c) Use of Tourist Accommodation
This information is primarily obtained from the Tourist Board occupancy surveys and, on occasion,
augmented by information obtained from Local Authority occupancy surveys and information provided, in
confidence, by groups of accommodation providers.
d) Tourist Accommodation: Employment
STEAM has developed a large array of data sets which provide core employment data by type and size of
accommodation providers and the occupancy thresholds which trigger incremental levels of employment.
e) Staying with Friends and Relatives
Through primary research, STEAM has created an array of proxy variables which can be used in various
types and sizes of destination. Wherever and whenever practicable these various proxy variables are
benchmarked by additional local research in differing destination types.
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f)

Day Visitors
STEAM Tourist Day Visitors are regarded as those day visiting whose stay is three hours or more for a
non-routine purpose originating outside the local area, whether from home or from a non-resident
accommodation outside the object area. National and regional day visitor surveys present ongoing
opportunities for benchmarking provided they are statistically valid in the context of the local area.
Information is also obtained on a monthly basis from attractions and events in an area which, together with
Tourist Information Centre visitors, provides additional local benchmarking information concerning
seasonality and monthly changes, year on year.

g) Rates of Daily Expenditure
Following primary research commissioned by Scottish Enterprise in 1996 from System Three (now TNS), a
series of subsequent tourism expenditure surveys have been commissioned over the years by local
authorities in conjunction with GTS structured specifically for the STEAM input demands. Whilst
commissioned for specific areas, the consistency and frequency of these surveys has allowed the
development of proxy values for other areas not able to afford such surveys.
h) Economic Multipliers
Multipliers, in respect of both tourist economic impacts and employment generated indirectly, are
calculated using multipliers created by the Surrey Group for an array of destination types.
i)

Indexing
STEAM Reports are all indexed so that year on year real comparisons can be made rather than inflation
affected. Within each report, Appendices 1 and 2 provide non-indexed outputs so that tourism economic
impacts for both the present and past years can be compared in actual values.

j)

Benchmarking
STEAM takes advantage of all available benchmarking sources, including the United Kingdom Tourist
Statistics, the International Passenger Survey, the United Kingdom Leisure Day Visitor Survey, the National
Online Manpower Information Service, Local Surveys and those prepared commercially from time to time.

4.

STEAM REPORT FORMAT

4.1 Introduction
Each STEAM Report consists of four main sections:
 Numeric Executive Summary
 Comparison Tables
 Appendices
 Charts

4.2 Numeric Executive Summary (NES)
This page provides an annual headline summary for the reporting year which consists of five segments. Each
segment makes comparisons between the current year and the previous year concerning each of the main
topics which are summarised below:
a) Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
This segment of the NES identifies the distribution of visitor spending into the local economy. The
year on year comparison eliminates inflationary effects by use of the Retail Price Index (RPI).
b) Revenue by Category of Expenditure
This segment illustrates the revenue generated in the local economy by the four main categories of
visitor. (The RPI is also used).
c) Tourist Days
This segment identifies, by category of visitor, the annual number of Visitor Days spent in the local
(study) area. Visitor Days are calculated by multiplying the staying visitors by average length of stay
and adding the Day Visitors.

GTS(UK)Ltd DJJ 2009
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d) Tourist Numbers
The count of all visitors annually, regardless of their length of stay.
e) Sectors in which Employment is Supported
This information is provided in the form of full time equivalents (FTE’s) by category of employment.
The employment indicated in STEAM reporting is only that generated by estimated visitor spending.
There are employment generators other than STEAM; for example, residents’ spend.

4.3 Comparison Tables (CT Pages)
This section of the report provides the monthly STEAM present and previous year outputs which form the
basis for the previous section (NES). In addition, it provides monthly estimates of vehicle numbers and the
days they spent in the study area.

4.4 Appendices
Appendix 1 (This Year) and Appendix 2 (Last Year) contain the full details by month and by year of:
 Economic Impact
 Population
 Employment
 Tourist Days/Tourist Numbers
 Vehicle Days/Vehicle Numbers
 Bed Stock
Appendix 3
Provides a glossary of terms which is self-explanatory.
Appendix 4
Considers the relationship of direct and indirect effects of tourism.
Appendix 5
Sources some of the data available by which the employment generated by visitor expenditure can be
estimated.
Appendix 6
Reviews Day Visitors and their impacts.
Appendix 7
Report on statistical confidence levels in STEAM.

4.5 Charts
Provides an indicative group of charts. These charts illustrate the capacity of the Excel spreadsheet to generate
them. Appendices 1 and 2 of the electronic report are the basis for their generation.

5.

Contact:

David J. James, TD, FTS, FRSA
Managing Director
Global Tourism Solutions (UK) Ltd
Grove House
9D Throxenby Lane
Scarborough
North Yorkshire
YO12 5HN
Tel: 01723 506310
Email: gtsuk.djj@btconnect.com
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All £'s 2011 indexed
(RPI Factor 10/11 +1.0509

LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers
STEAM Additional Impact Report 2011
Numeric Executive Summary

ACC
Issued 21 June 2011

Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s 000's)
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Revenue
Indirect Expenditure
VAT
TOTAL

2011
36.2
85.4
35.3
115.4
41.5
313.8
119.8
54.9
488.5

2010
33.6
76.7
31.7
103.9
37.4
283.3
108.2
49.6
441.1

% change
8
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11

Economic Impact Generated by:
(£'s 000's)
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
TOTAL

2011
110.2
0.0
60.2
318.1
488.5

2010
99.8
0.0
53.8
287.5
441.1

% change
10
N/A
12
11
11

Tourist Days Generated by:
(Thousands)
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
TOTAL

2011
1.0
0.0
1.4
10.1
12.6

2010
0.9
0.0
1.3
9.1
11.3

% change
13
N/A
12
11
11

Tourist Numbers Generated by:
(Thousands)
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
TOTAL

2011
0.6
0.0
0.4
10.1
11.1

2010
0.5
0.0
0.3
9.1
10.0

% change
13
N/A
12
11
11

Sectors in which Employment is supported by Tourism Activity
(FTE's)
2011
2010
Direct Employment
One Month
One Month
FTE's

Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Employment
Indirect Employment
TOTAL

©GTS (UK) Ltd. Prepared by ACC

2
1
2
0
5
1
6

7

% change

FTE's
19.3
9.7
23.8
4.2
57.1
17.9
75.0

1
1
2
0
4
1
5

16.7
8.4
20.7
3.6
49.4
15.6
65.0

16
16
15
15
15
15
15

STM\Eng\EMD\Lts\10\LstrepRRComFest11-10+Perf-Fin : REPORT2

All £'s 2011 indexed
(RPI Factor 10/11 +1.0509

LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers
STEAM Additional Impact Report 2011
Numeric Executive Summary

ACC
Issued 21 June 2011

Assumptions
RPI factor 10/11

1.0509

Total festival attendance

2011
40,000

2010
36,150

Derived from Audience Survey 2011
Locals
Day Visitors from outside L City
Staying in Serviced Accomodation
Staying with Freinds & Relatives

27,568
10,104
915
1,414

24,914
9,132
827
1,278

In addition account has been taken of Nights stayed by Performers
Staying in Serviced Accomodation
108
Staying with Freinds & Relatives
34
STEAM Nos

12,574

ALOS

1.85

77
17
11,330
1.85

The STEAM model looks at additional impact to the area and therefore ignores local
spending on local events, i.e. Local attendance.
Expenditure rates are derived from STEAM estimates rather than the audience survey.
Ticket revenues are better estimated from actual attendances at the inividual events.

©GTS (UK) Ltd. Prepared by ACC
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Economic Impact Analysis by Category of Tourist and by Industrial Sector
Leicester Comedy Festival + Performers
Analysis by Category by Sector of Expenditure
Serviced Accommodation
Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s Thousands)
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Revenue
VAT
Total Direct Expenditure

2011
36.2
15.0
7.1
13.0
2.8
74.2
13.0
87.2

Non-Serviced Accommodation
Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s Thousands)
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Revenue
VAT
Total Direct Expenditure

2011
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

SFR
Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s Thousands)

2011

Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Revenue
VAT
Total Direct Expenditure

13.6
4.6
13.4
7.2
38.9
6.8
45.7

Day Visitors
Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s Thousands)

GTS (UK) Ltd. Prepared by ACC

2011

Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
Total Direct Revenue
VAT
Total Direct Expenditure

56.8
23.7
88.9
31.4
200.7
35.1
235.9

Analysis by Sector of Expenditure
(£'s Thousands)
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport
VAT
Total Direct Expenditure
Indirect Expenditure
Total Economic Impact

2011
36.2
85.4
35.3
115.4
41.5
54.9
368.7
119.8
488.5
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£'s 2011

Appendix 1.1

Leicester Comedy Festival 2011
switch lock

Economic Impact

1

Expenditure

Direct Expenditure
Indirect Expenditure
Total
Economic Impact

£000's
TOTAL
314
120
55
488

February
110
0
60
318
488

£000's
TOTAL
110
0
60
318
488

February
36
85
35
115
42
314
55
120
488

£000's
TOTAL
36
85
35
115
42
314
55
120
488

Sectors in which expenditure is made

Direct Expenditure
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport

Total Direct Expenditure
VAT
Indirect Expenditure
Total

© GTS (UK) Ltd

February
314
120
55
488
Generated by Category of Visitor

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total
Economic Impact

£000's
TOTAL
369
120
488

Expenditure and Revenue

Direct Revenue
Indirect Expenditure
VAT
Total
Economic Impact

February
369
120
488

Prepared by ACC
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LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers 2011

£'s 2011

Population
Total Population
Employment

Avg
304,700

February
8
0
8
41
57
18
75

FTE's
8
0
8
41
57
18
75

February
0
19
10
24
4
57
18
75

FTE's
0
19
10
24
4
57
18
75

Sectors in which employment is supported

Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport

Total Direct Employment
Indirect Employment
Total

© GTS (UK) Ltd

304,700
Supported by tourism activity in these Categories

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Direct Employment
Indirect Employment
Total
Employment

Appendix 1.2
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LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers 2011

£'s 2011

Appendix 1.3

Tourist Days
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Tourist Days 000's

February
1.0
0.0
1.4
10.1
12.6

000's
TOTAL
1
0
1
10
13

February
0.6
0.0
0.4
10.1
11.1

000's
TOTAL
1
0
0
10
11

February
0.4
0.0
0.4
2.7
3.6

000's
TOTAL
0
0
0
3
4

February
0.3
0.0
0.1
2.7
3.1

000's
TOTAL
0
0
0
3
3

February
2,961
343
3,304

MAX
2,961
343
3,304

Tourist Numbers
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Tourist Numbers 000's
Vehicle Days
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Vehicle Days 000's
Vehicle Numbers
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Vehicle Numbers 000's
BED STOCK (number of beds)

Average Available Sleeping Spaces

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
Total BED STOCK (number of beds)

© GTS (UK) Ltd
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LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers 2010

£'s 2010

Appendix 2.1

Leicester City Council 2010
1
Economic Impact

Expenditure

Direct Expenditure
Indirect Expenditure
Total
Economic Impact

£000's
TOTAL
270
103
47
420

February
95
0
51
274
420

£000's
TOTAL
95
0
51
274
420

February
32
73
30
99
36
270
47
103
420

£000's
TOTAL
32
73
30
99
36
270
47
103
420

Sectors in which expenditure is made

Direct Expenditure
Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport

Total Direct Expenditure
VAT
Indirect Expenditure
Total

© GTS (UK) Ltd

February
270
103
47
420
Generated by Category of Visitor

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total
Economic Impact

£000's
TOTAL
317
103
420

Expenditure and Revenue

Direct Revenue
Indirect Expenditure
VAT
Total
Economic Impact

February
317
103
420

Prepared by ACC
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LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers 2010

£'s 2010

Population
Total Population
Employment

Avg
3,656,400

February
7
0
7
36
49
16
65

FTE's
7
0
7
36
49
16
65

February
0
17
8
21
4
49
16
65

FTE's
0
17
8
21
4
49
16
65

Sectors in which employment is supported

Accommodation
Food & Drink
Recreation
Shopping
Transport

Total Direct Employment
Indirect Employment
Total

© GTS (UK) Ltd

304,700
Supported by tourism activity in these Categories

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Direct Employment
Indirect Employment
Total
Employment

Appendix 2.2
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LEICESTER COMEDY FESTIVAL + Performers 2010

£'s 2010

Appendix 2.3

Tourist Days
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Tourist Days 000's

February
0.9
0.0
1.3
9.1
11.3

000's
TOTAL
1
0
1
9
11

February
0.5
0.0
0.3
9.1
10.0

000's
TOTAL
1
0
0
9
10

February
0.4
0.0
0.4
2.5
3.2

000's
TOTAL
0
0
0
2
3

February
0.2
0.0
0.1
2.5
2.8

000's
TOTAL
0
0
0
2
3

February
2,961
343
3,304

MAX
2,961
343
3,304

Tourist Numbers
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Tourist Numbers 000's
Vehicle Days
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Vehicle Days 000's
Vehicle Numbers
Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
SFR
Day Visitors
Total Vehicle Numbers 000's
BED STOCK (number of beds)

Average Available Sleeping Spaces

Serviced Accommodation
Non-Serviced Accommodation
Total BED STOCK (number of beds)

© GTS (UK) Ltd
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Appendix 3

GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Average direct daily expenditure

derived from total direct revenue divided by the
total number of visitor days

Average revenue per head

derived from total revenue divided by the total
number of visitors

Bed stock

number of bed spaces

Category of expenditure

denotes areas of economic impact generated by:
Accommodation, Food & Drink, Recreation,
Shopping and Transport

Category of visitor

visitors are categorised according to type of
accommodation used (+50 Room Hotels, 11-50
Room Hotels, <10 Room Hotels; Self-Catering,
Touring/Camping) or as ‘Day Visitors’ or ‘SFRs’

Commercial accommodation

denotes +50 Room Hotels, 11-50 Room Hotels,
<10 Room Hotels, Guest Houses/B&Bs, SelfCatering, and Touring/Camping

Day visitors:
- Tourist day visits

tourist day visits are defined as visits commencing
from a home location for a non-routine purpose,
for a duration of not less than 3 hours outside the
normal habitat of the visitor. For STEAM purposes,
day visits emanating from outside of the reporting
area commencing from a location other than their
permanent residence are also measured

- Intra-district tourist day visits

in addition to tourist day visits, as defined for
STEAM purposes, intra-district day visits are those
by persons residing within a district making day
visits within that district

- Leisure day visits

in addition to tourist day visits, as defined for
STEAM purposes, a leisure day visit is a trip taken
from a person’s home and not taken whilst staying
away from home. Trips must be round trips taken
from a person’s home within the same day without
spending a night away from home. The usual
convention is that there is no minimum stay
requirement; however, for the purposes of this
report, a minimum stay of 3 hours is required

Direct revenue

denotes visitor expenditure within a zone or
Borough area

GTS (UK) Ltd
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Expenditure

denotes
expenditure
on
direct
items
(Accommodation, Food & Drink, Recreation,
Shopping and Transport) and indirect items

FTE

denotes full-time equivalent jobs

GTS (UK) Ltd

Global Tourism Solutions (UK) Ltd

High season

from April through to October

Indirect revenue

denotes secondary expenditure within a zone or
Borough area. Measured in STEAM through the
application of proxy variable multipliers derived
from the Scottish Tourism Multiplier Study (1992)

Low season

from November through to March

Non-commercial accommodation

denotes
resident
households
accommodation by SFR

Non-serviced accommodation

denotes Self-Catering, and Touring/ Camping

Peak month

the month where the majority of the Borough’s
volume, value or bed space availability occurs

Revenue

denotes income derived from expenditure

STEAM

Scarborough Tourism Economic Activity Monitor

Serviced accommodation

denotes +50 Room Hotels, 11-50 Room Hotels,
<10 Room Hotels, and Guest Houses/B&Bs

Touring/Camping

Touring Caravans and Camping

Tourist

denotes someone staying overnight

SFR

Staying with Friends and Relatives

Visitor

denotes the aggregate of tourists, Day Visitors and
SFR

Visitor activity

denotes visitor numbers and/or visitor days (i.e.
visitor volume)

Visitor days

denotes the total number of visitors multiplied by
the average length of stay

Visitor numbers

denotes the total number of visitors (Tourists, Day
Visitors and SFR)

Zone

denotes sub-Borough area as defined by the
Borough representatives

GTS (UK) Ltd
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Appendix 4

ECONOMIC EFFECTS
[Source: “A Guidance Pack from the Department for Culture, Media & Sport” 1998]

1.

Indicators of the economic effects of tourism activity in the local area are likely to include
estimates of local income, jobs and business linkages. The direct measurement of tourism
activity, especially of tourism expenditure, presents only a partial picture of the economic impact
of the tourism activity in an area:
• The gross direct economic impact of tourism is the total value of tourism spending in the area.
This covers the ’front-line’ effects, looking at tourism spending in hotels, restaurants, shops,
taxis, i.e. any business that receives visitor expenditure directly. The net direct impact,
however, needs to take into account the value of goods and services that are imported into
the area in order to supply the tourist with goods and services.
• indirect effects arise from the generation of economic activity by subsequent rounds of
expenditure (e.g. as hotels purchase food and drinks from local suppliers and use the services of
local laundries, builders, banks, utility companies, etc.) Not all these effects will arise in the local
area since some such expenditure will go to suppliers elsewhere in the region or nationally.
• induced effects arise from the spending of income accruing to local residents from wages and
profits during the direct and indirect rounds.
• leakages of expenditure out of the local economy: such as savings and taxation, as well as the
costs of imports of goods and services from outside the area already mentioned above.
• opportunity costs: to take into account the cost of using scarce resources for tourism as
opposed to alternative uses, as, for example, spending on the provision of tourist information
centres, car parking and other facilities used by visitors. When tourism substitutes one form
of expenditure and economic activity for another, this is known as the displacement effect.
• investment activity arising from capital investment in new facilities for visitors by private or
public sectors (which also involve some consideration of opportunity cost.)

2.

These are complex issues. There is guidance from HM Treasury on economic impact
assessments. Employment effects are similarly difficult to measure precisely, but one simple
approach is to track employment in ‘tourism related industries’.

3.

In conclusion, there is a frequently occurring temptation to attribute over-precision to the ability
to measure indirect effects. Wherever appropriate and possible, STEAM reports separate direct
and indirect estimates.

GTS (UK) Ltd
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Appendix 5

EMPLOYMENT
STEAM, both as a model and a process, takes advantage of various sources of information both to drive
the model and benchmark the outputs. Such sources of information include:
• Some sub-regional estimates of numbers employed in tourism-related industries are available from
NOMIS (National Online Manpower Information System) at the University of Durham. Some data
are available quarterly from NOMIS, which allows the marked seasonal patterns in tourism
employment to be taken into account.
• Local business surveys which give average numbers of core staff per type and size of establishment.
Employment can be estimated by applying these averages to the local stock data.
• STEAM makes adjustments to the core staff in accordance with occupancy percentages above certain
thresholds. This takes account of the times when temporary or part-time staff will be required.
• Employment resulting from tourist expenditure upon food and drink, recreation and leisure,
shopping and transport, is more the stuff of ‘multipliers’ than direct estimation.
• The Office for National Statistics (ONS) publishes quarterly statistics covering employment in the
following tourism related industries. (These are used to provide the official estimates for
employment in the tourism related industries.)
Standard Industrial Classification (1992) Class
55.1 Hotels
55.2 Camping sites and other provision of short stay accommodation
55.3 Restaurants
55.4 Bars, public houses and nightclubs
63.3 Travel agencies and tour operators
92.5 Library, archives, museums and other cultural activities
92.6 Sporting activities
92.7 Other recreational activities
(Note that some of these categories are combined in the ONS tables but the data may be available from
NOMIS)

GTS (UK) Ltd
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Appendix 6

DAY VISITORS AND THEIR IMPACTS IN STEAM

Defining Tourist Day Visits
STEAM defines a tourist day visit as one which crosses a boundary from one area into another area, for
a period of at least three hours for non-routine leisure purposes.
The Source of Tourist Day Visitor Estimates
•

•

•

•
•
•

STEAM uses as its baseline, elements of research undertaken by CURDS1 (Centre for Urban and
Regional Development Studies) and the TORG (Transport Operations Research Group) as the start
point for calculation of local authority tourism day visitor volume estimates.
The CURDS / TORG report was commissioned by the Departments of Employment and National
Heritage and the method used in the research became established as the method of estimating the
number of leisure day visits to each English local authority district. This was for the purpose of
calculating the related element local government Standard Spending Assessment.
These leisure day visits are defined as non-routine trips undertaken (away from home, but not
involving an overnight stay) for one of four broad leisure purposes:
o Outdoor activities
o Visiting primary attractions (inc. shopping, eating out, sport, theatre)
o Visiting scarce attractions (inc. sightseeing, shows, museums, zoos)
o Visiting friends and relatives
The research splits these into intra (source and destination of visitor within the district) and other
(source of visitor from outside the district)
Both intra and other trips are longer than 3 hours duration and are for “leisure purposes” as defined
in the 1988/89 Leisure Day Visit Survey.
STEAM uses the other data by district as the source data for the baseline day visitor estimates, thus
excluding trips made by visitors originating from within the destination district.

Seasonality and Trends in Day Visitor Volume
•
•

•

The baseline day visitor figure is further affected by a set of statistics to vary it from year to year and
to spread the annual figure across the months, as required in the STEAM modelling process.
The process of spreading the annual figure across the months utilises Tourist Information Centre
visitor numbers and Visitor Attractions data. To be suitable for the task, these statistics must be:
o available for the full 12 months of the year, and
o be consistently measured for at least two years
The process of identifying the change in tourist numbers from year to year (on a month-on-month
basis) again utilises Tourist Information Centre visitor numbers and visitor numbers to attractions these statistics are checked for consistency before use. Both monthly and annual estimates of visitor
numbers can be utilised in the model.

Expenditure by Tourist Day Visitors
STEAM uses visitor expenditure data from visitor surveys to assist in the calculation of expenditure by
all types of visitor. In the vast majority of cases this derives from survey work undertaken by Taylor
Nelson Sofres (TNS) in England, Scotland and Wales on behalf of national agencies and other partners,
including Global Tourism Solutions (UK) Ltd (GTS).
1

Both at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne
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As new sources of expenditure data become available, GTS re-assesses the expenditure assumptions in
the Model, and where appropriate, updates these assumptions based on new data (where it is sufficiently
robust). In this way, the expenditure data used to produce this report replaces previously available TNS
survey data from Scotland. Where new survey data shows significant changes in Rates of Daily
Expenditure (RatODEs), GTS, with its clients, assesses the need to update previous economic impact
estimates, to ensure consistency across an established trend period.
The STEAM Model applies Rates of Daily Expenditure based on visitor expenditure on:
o Food and Drink
o Recreation
o Shopping
o Transport
Additionally, for staying visitors, expenditure on tourist accommodation is estimated using
accommodation capacity information (bed stock), accommodation tariffs and performance data
(occupancy).
The baseline expenditure data is updated annually to reflect the impact of inflation, using the Retail Price
Index (RPI)
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Appendix 7

STATISTICAL CONFIDENCE LEVELS IN STEAM

STEAM is a model, so any level of confidence in the results depends on the sampling errors in the data
inputs. So how do we test STEAM?
•
•

•

Quality control to ensure there are no data entry errors and that data inputs are fit for purpose
Critical to all models is: ‘Do random shocks2 destabilise them or do they converge?’ We have
evaluated STEAM for convergence and shown that it does so quite easily. Thus the Law of Large
Numbers holds, in that any disturbances amongst the component parts are smoothed out when
it comes to aggregation, so any outliers in the input data do not have a disproportionate impact
on the overall results.
On behalf of GTS (UK) Ltd, Professor Stephen Wanhill has tested the aggregate data from
2000-2004 in the model by devising Psuedo Sampling Errors and by examining in detail the outputs
for all of Wales (selected for this exercise on the basis of size and length of trend series). At
Fisher’s 95% Confidence Level this gave us +/- 5.06% for expenditure, +/- 3.01% for employment
and +/- 3.56% for tourist days, based on our estimate of the percentage of coverage of the
known accommodation stock and day visits in Wales as a whole.

Should more stringent confidence levels be applied (99.9% for example), the sampling error remains low,
being +/- 8.49% for expenditure, +/- 5.05% for employment and +/- 5.97% for tourist days, again based on
our estimate of the percentage of coverage of the known accommodation stock and day visits in Wales
as a whole for the period 2000 to 2004.
Sir Ronald Fisher3 devised these standard statistical confidence tests for quality control purposes in the
1920s. The choice of 95% confidence level to test statistical results has subsequently become an accepted
standard practice. It means that we can be 95% confident that the true result lies within the boundaries
+/- given.
By way of comparison, the 95% confidence level sampling errors in the 2004 International Passenger
Survey were +/- 3.1% for expenditure, +/- 3.0% for tourist numbers and +/- 4.6% for tourist nights. This
is at a UK level – at infra-national and regional levels these errors would be higher.
We are satisfied that STEAM offers reliable and robust outputs which our clients can place their
confidence in, year on year.

2
3

Caused by unusual or eccentric events
Sir Ronald Aylmer Fisher (1890 – 1967)
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