
 

 

 

   
 
 
 

 

MEETING OF THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, CULTURE AND 
TOURISM SCRUTINY COMMISSION 
 
 
DATE: WEDNESDAY, 16 JANUARY 2013  
TIME: 5:30 pm 
PLACE: THE FOUNTAIN ROOM - GROUND FLOOR, TOWN HALL, 

TOWN HALL SQUARE, LEICESTER 
 
 
 
Members of the Committee 
 
Councillor Waddington (Chair) 
Councillor Bhatti (Vice Chair) 
 
Councillors Bhavsar, Cassidy, Chaplin, Chowdhury, Naylor, Shelton and 
Porter 
 
 
 
 
 
Members of the Commission are invited to attend the above meeting to 
consider the items of business listed overleaf. 
 

 
 
For Monitoring Officer 
 
 
 

 

Officer contact Angie Smith 
Democratic Support, Leicester City Council 

Town Hall, Town Hall Square, Leicester LE1 9BG 
(Tel. 0116 229 8897 Fax. 0116 229 8819) 
(e-mail angie.smith@leicester.gov.uk ) 

 

 



 

 

 
INFORMATION FOR MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 

 
ACCESS TO INFORMATION AND MEETINGS 
You have the right to attend Cabinet to hear decisions being made.  You can also 
attend Committees, as well as meetings of the full Council.  Tweeting in formal 
Council meetings is fine as long as it does not disrupt the meeting.  There are 
procedures for you to ask questions and make representations to Scrutiny 
Committees, Community Meetings and Council.  Please contact Democratic 
Support, as detailed below for further guidance on this. 
 
You also have the right to see copies of agendas and minutes. Agendas and minutes 
are available on the Council’s website at www.cabinet.leicester.gov.uk or by 
contacting us as detailed below. 
 
Dates of meetings are available at the Customer Service Centre, King Street, Town 
Hall Reception and on the Website.  
 
There are certain occasions when the Council's meetings may need to discuss 
issues in private session.  The reasons for dealing with matters in private session are 
set down in law. 
 
WHEELCHAIR ACCESS 
Meetings are held at the Town Hall.  The Meeting rooms are all accessible to 
wheelchair users.  Wheelchair access to the Town Hall is from Horsefair Street 
(Take the lift to the ground floor and go straight ahead to main reception). 
 
BRAILLE/AUDIO TAPE/TRANSLATION 
If there are any particular reports that you would like translating or providing on audio 
tape, the Democratic Services Officer can organise this for you (production times will 
depend upon equipment/facility availability). 
 
INDUCTION LOOPS 
There are induction loop facilities in meeting rooms.  Please speak to the Democratic 
Services Officer at the meeting if you wish to use this facility or contact them as 
detailed below. 
 
General Enquiries - if you have any queries about any of the above or the 
business to be discussed, please contact Angie Smith, Democratic Support on 
(0116) 229 8897 or email angie.smith@leicester.gov.uk or call in at the Town 
Hall. 
 
Press Enquiries - please phone the Communications Unit on 252 6081 
 
 
 
 



 

 

PUBLIC SESSION 
 

AGENDA 
 

 
1. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE  
 

 

2. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST  
 

 

 Members are asked to declare any interest they may have in the business on 
the agenda, and/or indicate that Section 106 of the Local Government Finance 
Act 1992 applied to them.  
 

3. MINUTES OF THE JOINT HERITAGE, LEISURE AND 
SPORT / ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, CULTURE AND 
TOURISM SCRUTINY COMMISSIONS  

 

Appendix A 

 The minutes of the Joint Meeting of the Heritage, Leisure and Sport / Economic 
Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny commissions held on 14th 
November 2012 are attached, and Members are asked to confirm them as a 
correct record.  
 

4. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING  
 

Appendix B 

 The minutes of the meeting of the Economic Development, Culture and 
Tourism Scrutiny Commission held on 28th November 2012 and 20th December 
2012 have been circulated, and Members are asked to confirm them as a 
correct record.  
 

5. QUESTIONS, REPRESENTATIONS OR STATEMENTS 
OF CASE  

 

 

 The Monitoring Officer to report on the receipt of any questions, 
representations or statements of case received in accordance with Council 
procedures.  
 

6. PETITIONS  
 

 

 The Monitoring Officer to report on the receipt of any petitions received in 
accordance with Council procedures.  
 

7. ECONOMIC IMPACT OF AUDIENCE EXPENDITURE 
BY VENUE  

 

Appendix C 

 The Appendix to the final report ‘Review of grants to major city arts venues’ 
tabled on 20th December 2012 is attached. Members are asked to note its 
contents.  
 



 

 

8. THE LEICESTER AND LEICESTERSHIRE 
ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP - ECONOMIC GROWTH 
PLAN 2012 - 2020  

 

Appendix D 

 Supporting papers include the LLEP Economic Growth Plan 2012 – 2020.  
 

9. ANY OTHER BUSINESS  
 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Minutes of the Meeting of the 
JOINT MEETING OF THE HERITAGE, LEISURE AND SPORT SCRUTINY 
COMMISSION AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, CULTURE AND TOURISM 
SCRUTINY COMMISSION 
 
 
Held: WEDNESDAY, 14 NOVEMBER 2012 at 5.30pm 
 
 
 

P R E S E N T : 
 

Councillor Dr Barton (Chair) 
Councillor Bhatti (Vice Chair) 

 
Councillor Naylor 

 
 Councillor Bhavsar  Councillor Cassidy 
 Councillor Chaplin  Councillor Fonseca 
 Councillor Grant  Councillor Joshi 
 Councillor Kamal  Councillor Newcombe 
  

IN ATTENDANCE 
 

Sir Peter Soulsby  - The City Mayor 
Councillor Clair – Assistant City Mayor, Culture, Heritage, Leisure and Sport 

 
 

* * *   * *   * * * 
 

1. ELECTION OF CHAIR 
 
 RESOLVED: 

  that Councillor Barton be elected as Chair for the meeting. 
 

2. APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE 
 
 Apologies for absence were received from Cllrs Waddington and Shelton, who 
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were  elsewhere on Council business.                                                             
 

3. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
 Councillor Joshi declared that he was a member of the Leicester Council of 

Faiths. 
 
The City Mayor declared that his daughter had a business in the Cultural 
Quarter and was also Chair of the Cultural Quarter Business Association and 
he had therefore not been involved in discussions relating to the St George’s 
celebrations in that area or the Comedy Festival, as his daughter’s bar had 
been a venue for Comedy Festival events. 
 

4. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 
 
 Members of the Commission were asked to agree the minutes of the previous 

Joint meeting of the Heritage, Leisure and Sport Scrutiny Commission and the 
Economic Development, Culture and Tourism Scrutiny Commission held on 31 
October 2012. 
 
A view was expressed that the minutes on the whole were not a fair reflection 
of the meeting.  After some discussion, Members came to the view that the 
minutes were in general a fair reflection of the meeting subject to the following 
amendments: 
 
Humberstone Park Bonfire: 
 
‘If the Humberstone Bonfire event did not take place, there might be problems 
with illegal bonfires in the Ward and in addition, many people would not be able 
to afford the bus fares or taxi fares to travel to and from Abbey Park’. 
 
Amended minute to read:  
 
If the Humberstone Bonfire event did not take place, there might be problems 
with illegal bonfires in the Ward and surrounding Wards, and in addition, many 
people would not be able to afford the bus fares, taxi fares to travel to and from 
Abbey Park and the entrance fees. 
 
‘Questions were raised as to whether the Police and Fire Authority had been 
consulted. Officers responded that the issue of bonfires had been discussed 
with the Police in general although there had not been specific consultation on 
this proposal’. 
 
Amended minute to read: 
 
Questions were raised as to whether the Police and Fire Authority had been 
consulted. Officers responded that the issue of bonfires had been discussed 
with the Police in general although there had not been specific consultation on 
this proposal. Officers were unsure as to whether the Fire Authority had been 
consulted.  



 

 

 
RESOLVED: 

that the minutes of the Joint Meeting of the Heritage, Leisure and 
Sport Scrutiny Commission and the Economic Development, 
Culture and Tourism Scrutiny Commission, subject to the above 
amendments, be confirmed as a correct record. 

 
5. FESTIVAL AND EVENTS REVIEW PROPOSALS 
 
 The City Mayor presented the report of the Festival and Events Review 

proposals.  He explained that consultations on the Festival and Events Review 
had taken place during the Spring and Summer in 2012. Events which received 
funding of less than £5,000 had not been scoped into the Review.  
 
Dave’s Comedy Festival 
 
Members raised queries concerning the business case submitted by Dave’s 
Comedy Festival for additional funding. The festival organisers had requested 
£15,000 and £5,000 had been approved. The Director of Culture and 
Neighbourhood Services explained that discussions had been held with the Big 
Difference Company in relation to Dave’s Comedy Festival around their 
financial sustainability and future growth. Having some additional funding to 
enable them to seek further sponsorship was important to them. The additional 
funding was agreed after consideration was given to the investment that the 
Comedy Festival brought to the city. 
 
There was some discussion relating to the Gujarati Comedy Festival. Concern 
was expressed that this festival did not receive any financial support, although 
it had been running for several years and was very popular. The Director of 
Neighbourhood Services responded that she thought that the festival did run as 
part of Dave’s Leicester Comedy Festival, but like other events in the festival, 
this did not mean it would receive direct financial support. The Member Support 
Officer to the Scrutiny Commission advised that the Gujarati Comedy Festival 
had been allocated funding in the past from the Belgrave and Latimer 
Community Meeting budget.  In response to questions raised, The Director of 
Culture and Neighbourhood Services explained that £18,000 had been 
allocated to Dave’s Comedy Festival compared to the overall const of the 
festival of £140,000. 
 
A comment was raised that it would have been helpful for Councillors to have 
fuller details and a rationale for decisions that were made. Any commercially 
sensitive information could be considered during private session.  
 
Members also commented that they needed to be informed if other 
organisations had requested additional funding and had been turned down. 
They also needed to be assured that the festivals in question were being 
treated fairly and equally.  Comments from Members were also received that  
Dave’s Comedy Festival had received an extra £5,000, whilst it also brought in 
£2m into the city. 
 



 

 

Belgrave Mela 
 
Concerns were raised that the Belgrave Mela might lose its identify if it was 
incorporated into part of a wider festival. If the Mela was moved to the August 
Bank Holiday weekend, it might overshadow another, quieter festival also being 
held at the same time. The number of visitors to the festival might also be 
affected because of financial and time constraints. Concerns were also 
expressed that the stall holders who currently attended the Belgrave Mela, 
might not be able to attend the event if it was staged at a different time of year. 
The City Mayor advised that these issues could be given further consideration.  
 
Leicester International Music Festival 
 
Members noted that it was proposed to enter into a one year funding contract 
with the Leicester International Music Festival and the reason for this was 
queried. The Cultural Quarter Project Director explained that generally there 
was a one year funding contract for those festivals which received under 
£10,000 as the contractual requirements associated with this level of funding 
were appropriate to the size of the grant.  
 
Cultural Quarter and Christmas Lights 
 
Members referred to the Cultural Quarter and explained that a request had 
been received from Curve to extend the Christmas lights to that area. There 
was support from Members for this idea and comments were made that the 
Cultural Quarter had a state of the art theatre, but only one tree with Christmas 
lights. A suggestion was made that a celebrity be invited to switch on the 
Christmas lights in the Town Hall Square The City Mayor advised that the 
presence of a celebrity may not significantly add to the value of the event as 
the Christmas lights switch on was already very popular. It was however 
suggested that a local celebrity with links to the city, such as one of the city’s 
Olympic medal winners, might be a popular attraction, and they may also be 
willing to attend free of charge.   
 
Carnival 
 
The City Mayor explained that the Leicester Carnival was a very expensive 
event to deliver compared to carnivals held elsewhere. It was acknowledged 
that the organisers would not find it easy to deliver the festival with reduced 
funding, but officers felt that it was manageable and the organisers believed 
that it would be achievable. It was hoped that the carnival organisers would 
reduce costs and increase sponsorship for the event. 
 
A query was raised as to whether officers could offer more support to groups 
such as this to enable them to become self-financing.  The City Mayor 
responded that the council would be able to offer support to the Carnival 
organisers.  
 
Concerns were raised that at the 2012 carnival, a large fence had been erected 
across the park which did not give a family friendly ambience to the event. The 



 

 

City Mayor explained that the fencing had been erected as a health and safety 
measure to prevent unauthorised vehicles from accessing the park. A 
suggestion was made that perhaps in future, subject to costs, the fencing could 
be utilised in some way or have signs placed on it to explain why it was there.  
 
Castle Park Festival 
 
The City Mayor explained that whilst the Castle Park festival was a pleasant 
event, he thought that it would be more successful if it was delivered as part of 
a bigger festival. It was proposed to develop a new weekend heritage and arts 
festival with a focus on the old town area.  Members commented that the city 
should celebrate the old town area but also that some people liked the current 
format of the Castle Park Festival, as a quieter calmer festival event prior to 
children returning to school after the summer holidays.  The City Mayor added 
that he would be pleased to return to both of the scrutiny commissions at a 
future date to expand on proposals for this new festival. 
 
 Black History Month 
 
It was noted that the proposed funding for Black History Month was £5,000 per 
annum for two years. Members were concerned that this created an anomaly, 
as they had been advised earlier in the meeting, that the Leicester International 
Music Festival only had a proposed funding contract or one year because the 
funding was less than £10,000. The Director of Culture and Neighbourhood 
Services explained that the reason for this was that the Black History Month 
would be tendered out and therefore a longer period of contract was offered to 
make it a more viable proposition. 
 
Humberstone Park Bonfire 
 
The City Mayor explained that an anomaly had been created in respect of the 
Humberstone Park Bonfire, as other bonfires across the city did not receive 
festival and events funding. He suggested that the surrounding wards might 
help to fund this event through their community meeting budgets and advice 
could be given from officers to make sure that the event was delivered safely.   
A query was raised as to whether there was sufficient officer capacity to be 
able to provide the necessary support to do this. 
 
A strong concern was raised that local constituents were not supportive of this 
idea as the firework event at Abbey Park was not free.  Local residents in the 
Charnwood Ward would not be able to afford taxi fares, bus fares or entrance 
fees into the park and they felt that funding for the Humberstone Park Bonfire 
should come from the central budget  rather than from the community meeting 
budget.  The City Mayor responded that he appreciated there would be people 
who could not afford to attend the Abbey Park Bonfire, but that issue was not 
unique to the Charnwood Ward. It was however important that there was 
consistency across the city and also important that there was the capacity to 
help communities deliver such events themselves. In response to a question, 
the meeting was advised that it was not possible to charge an entrance fee for 
the Humberstone Park Bonfire as the park could not be secured. 



 

 

 
A comment was raised that the Humberstone Park Bonfire was a fantastic 
event enjoyed by people from five neighbouring wards. It was suggested that if 
those five wards supported the event through their community meeting budget 
and the council agreed to ‘top up’ the funding, the event could still be delivered.  
The City Mayor responded that if the Councillors from the five Wards took 
these proposals back to the Ward Community Meeting and received an 
endorsement to support the bonfire event, then it would be possible to 
approach him for funding for the event to be ‘topped up’ by approximately 
£4,000.  In response to a query, the City Mayor added that this ‘top up’ money 
would not be taken from the funding set aside for new festivals, as that would 
be needed to support other events. 
 
Members were generally of the view that this presented a suitable compromise 
and they indicated that they supported this proposal. 
 
Navratri, Dashera and Diwali Festivals 
 
The City Mayor explained that these festivals were extremely important, they 
brought many people into the city and were enjoyed by people of different 
faiths.  
 
Members of the Commission commented that the proposal to reduce the 
funding for these festivals was disappointing. It was acknowledged that O2 
currently provided generous sponsorship to the Diwali festivals and a query 
was raised as to whether some of the companies who advertised in the Diwali 
booklet might also be interested in sponsoring the event. 
 
A suggestion was made that if funding for these three events were combined, 
there could be some flexibility as to how funding was allocated to each of the 
three festivals. Concerns were raised that Dashera had strong cultural as well 
as religious elements and funding for this event should continue.  
 
Concerns were raised generally over the proposed funding cut for Dashera on 
the grounds that it was a religious event. Members commented that Christ in 
the Centre was a religious event yet continued to receive funding. The City 
Mayor explained that Christ in the Centre was organised independently and 
received only modest support from the Council. Dashera had a very strong 
religious element to the event and was delivered by the Festivals and Events 
Team. 
 
Concerns were raised that more consultation over the proposals was needed 
and the Assistant City Mayor, Culture, Heritage, Leisure and Sport explained 
that there would be a special meeting with the Leicester Hindu Council on 19 
December.  Members also commented that issues relating to the funding of 
religious events had been raised at the previous meeting, and clarity was still 
needed regarding this.  
 
 Festivals and Events Networking Group, Review of Marketing and the 
Development and Delivery of new Festivals 



 

 

 
Members commented favourably on the proposals to establish a networking 
group or forum, stating that it was important for the different groups to work 
together. It was hoped that there would be template to help groups to plan 
when organising an event and that there would be input from officers as well. 
The Director of Culture and Neighbourhood Services responded that there was 
an events pack to help people plan and that the Festival and Events team 
would offer advice. It was intended that the council’s festivals and events team 
would facilitate the forum.  
 
Members commented that investment into new festivals and events was 
extremely important and it was hoped that this might help the smaller festivals 
towards becoming self- financing. 
 
The City Mayor referred to an event in Gallowtree Gate which had been 
organised by Voluntary Action Leicester (VAL). There had been approximately 
80 stalls with many potential volunteers. He added that the views of the Joint 
Scrutiny Commission towards informing the future plans for a new City Festival 
were also very helpful. 
 
RESOLVED: 
  that it be agreed: 
 

1) that the Joint Scrutiny Commission (the Commission) supports 
the objectives of the review, particularly the need to reshape 
the existing programme and also to develop new programmes 
and events; 

2) that the consultation process in the review is considered to be 
important and it is recognised that many festivals can have a 
city-wide impact. It is accepted that the consultation on the 
new proposals will have taken place on a city-wide basis; 
consultation at ward meetings may be considered to be a 
further, more local, level of consultation which could in future 
be deployed more widely; 

3) that the Commission has concerns about the level of financial 
information provided to the commission. The business case by 
the council for providing funds, should be available, if 
appropriate, to the Commission as part of a transparent 
consultation process; 

4) that the Commission recognises that the possible moving of 
the Belgrave MELA to the Bank Holiday weekend is a matter 
of negotiation with the organisers, but is concerned that any 
move of this event should not be to the detriment of either the 
MELA or other events which might be overshadowed by it; 

5) that the Commission recommends that when considering the 
sustainability of an event or festival, the council should: 



 

 

 

a) consider the extent to which organisers can raise 
funds for and from a festival or event; and 

b) assess the sustainability of the organisation and the 
event and how capacity will be built into both the 
organisation and the event. 

6) that the Commission notes consideration by the City Mayor 
regarding the sustainability of the Humberstone Park Bonfire 
event, including the potential for top-up funding or support 
from local ward community meetings if a community led 
proposal comes forward; 

7) that the Commission welcomes the approach by the City 
Mayor to have talks with the Leicester Hindu Festival Council 
about the totality of future funding of the three festivals – 
Navratri, Diwali and Dashera – with the objective that the 
Dashera festival is able to continue; 

8) the Commission re-iterates its support for the creation of a 
festivals and events forum, and ask that recommendations 
from this meeting be referred to that forum; 

9) that the Commission support the idea of a idea of a better and 
more co-ordinated marketing of festivals and events; and 

10) that the Commission is of the view that the Council needs to 
clarify its policy in relation to the supporting of the events which 
are considered to be wholly religious and how this term is 
defined. 

 
6. CLOSE OF MEETING 
 
 The meeting closed at 9.08pm. 
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• Phoenix Square 

 

 

 

Appendix to final report 

Economic impact of audience expenditure by venue  

 

Christopher Maughan / Richard Fletcher 

Arts and Festivals Management 

De Montfort University 

January 2013

Appendix C



Appendix: Economic impact of audience expenditure by venue 

The main report provided a generic overview of the impact of audience expenditure 

for the three venues and for the city. The figures presented in that report are based 

on the post code analysis of the audiences that participated in online surveys 

administered by the three venues. 

This additional report provides a more detailed analysis in order to provide the 

venues and the city council with a deeper understanding of the economic impact of 

the audiences’ expenditure1. This work includes figures for audience expenditure 

with two different profiles: 

1. Online sample (ol): the post code analysis of audiences obtained from the 

three online surveys administered by each venue 

2. Mailing list profile (ml): the post code analysis of the audiences at the three 

venues based on the mailing list data provided by each venue. 

In all cases these are expressed as Non LE (Other), Other LE (County) and LE1-5 

(City). There is little difference between the two samples. 

This report offers more information about how much and where the audience’s 

expenditure was made and more information on how the different areas of 

expenditure correlated with the distance travelled i.e. where the audience comes 

from (other:county:city). 

The key figures for all three venues are: 

• Total expenditure by the audiences at the three venues: Online sample = 

£12.17m, Mailing list profile = £12.21m (A difference of only 0.33%). 

• Audiences attending DMH spend more per head than audiences at Curve 

(+41%) and Phoenix (+265%). 

• In venue expenditure by all audiences in the three venues totalled between 

£9.91m (ol sample), and £9.92m (ml sample). 

• Out of venue expenditure by all audiences in the three venues totalled 

between of £1.57 (ol), £1.60m (ml sample).  

• Applying a multiplier of 1.5 then the total economic impact of the audience’s 

‘out of venue’ expenditure may be between £2.36m (ol) and £2.4m (ml), or up 

to £0.25m more than the value of the city council’s grants to the three venues. 
                                                           
1
 The contributors to the online surveys carried out in October and November 2012 are the source of the 

financial data used in this report. The economic impact discussed is related to audience attendances reported 

for 2011/12. Audience responses to the online surveys provided financial data from their last visit. It is possible 

that some have provided information from 2010/11 but these instances will be limited. Some of the audience 

provided no financial information so the figures in this report are underestimates. 



And more than the £ph subsidy that the audiences receive as a consequence 

of the financial support by the city council. 

• Expenditure by Non LE audiences ‘out of the three venues’ is around £0.5m. 

Of which 50% is from expenditure by Curve audiences, 48% by DMH and 2% 

by Phoenix. 

• There may be scope for the development of specific packages for tourists 

/Non LE residents. The evidence from this research of this group’s willingness 

to spend significantly higher levels per head/group could increase the 

economic impact and benefits for the city. But for this to happen the business 

sector needs to be proactive in recognising the potential benefit to them and 

to work with the cultural sector/venues/LPL on the development and 

promotion of appropriate packages. 

• If time had allowed then the economic impact of each venue’s own 

expenditure could have been calculated and this would have increased this 

estimate of the economic benefit to the city significantly. 

• Jobs supported: in addition to the 150 posts supported by the three venues a 

further 93 jobs may be supported by the ‘out of venue’ expenditure by the 

audiences (utilising an average weekly earnings value of £500pw). 

‘Out of venue’ expenditure is that expenditure which is most likely to remain in the 

local economy and over time help to support businesses and employment 

complementary to that within the venues. 

The key figures by venue are: 

Curve: 

• Audience expenditure was between £5.33-£5.37m of which 80% was spent ‘in 

venue’, 14% ‘out of venue’ and 6% on ‘transport’. 

• Those who travel further spend more, overall the Non LE audience spent 26% 

more per head than city residents; ‘out of venue’ the Non LE audience spent 

200% more per head than city residents. The total ‘out of venue’ expenditure 

by all audience may lie between £746k and £757k (£1.12m and £1.14m when 

a multiplier is applied).  

• Non LE residents account for between 14% and 16% of the venue’s audience 

profile but ‘out of venue’ they account for between 31% and 34% of the 

expenditure calculated. The total expenditure by Non LE may lie between 

£228m and £260m (£340k-£360k when a multiplier is applied).  

• There is little evidence of large numbers booking hotel accommodation but 

this may increase if the packages proposed below are developed and 



promoted jointly through respective mailing lists/websites – Curve/business 

partner/LPL etc. 

• The development of packages of accommodation/eating/shopping for targeted 

events/weekends may boost these figures. A shift of 2% each from city and 

county to Non LE (16% to 20%) could result in an increase of around £50,000 

in out of venue expenditure. On the basis of the data obtained through the 

surveys each 1% change from city/county to other (Non LE) may result in an 

increase of more than £10k in ‘out of venue’ expenditure. 

• ‘In venue’, audiences from the city and county appear to be making more use 

of the venue’s café and bar than those from Non LE which may be more likely 

to include a meal out in their visit to Leicester.  

• ‘Transport’: the data support the general trend that those who travel further 

spend more. 

DMH: 

• Audience expenditure was between £5.73-£5.81m of which 83% was spent ‘in 

venue’, 11% ‘out of venue’ and 6% on ‘transport’. 

• Overall the Non LE audience spent 24% more per head than city residents in 

attending the venue; ‘out of venue’ Non LE spent 159% more per head than 

city residents. The total ‘out of venue’ expenditure by all the audience at DMH 

may be between £616k and £636k (£924k and £954k when a multiplier is 

applied). 

• Non LE residents account for between 17% and 19% of the venue’s audience 

profile but ‘out of venue’ they account for between 35% and 38% of the 

expenditure calculated. The total by Non LE may lie between £217k (ol) and 

£243k (ml) (£326k and £365k when a multiplier is applied). 

• There is little evidence of large numbers from Non LE booking hotel 

accommodation but this may increase if the packages proposed are 

developed and promoted jointly through respective mailing lists/websites – 

DMH/business partner/LPL etc. 

• The development of packages of accommodation/eating/shopping for targeted 

events/weekends may boost these figures. A shift of 1% each from city and 

county to Non LE (19% to 21%) could result in an increase of around £15,000 

in out of venue expenditure.  

• ‘In venue’, audiences from the city and Non LE appear to be making more use 

of the venue’s bar than those from the county but the difference is only £8.60 

across the three categories.  



• ‘Transport’: the data support the general trend that those who travel further 

spend more. 

Phoenix: 

• Audience expenditure was between £1.07-£1.08m of which 76% was spent ‘in 

venue’, 19% ‘out of venue’ and 5% on ‘transport’. 

• In contrast to Curve and DMH the more local appeal of Phoenix is reflected in 

the fact that overall the local audience (LE1-5) spent more per head than the 

audiences from the county and Non LE; ‘out of venue’ Non LE spent 17% 

more per head than city residents. The total ‘out of venue’ expenditure by all 

the audience at Phoenix may be between £207k and £208k (£311k and £312k 

when a multiplier is applied). 

• Non LE residents account for around 4% of the venue’s audience profile and 

‘out of venue’ they account for around 5% of the expenditure calculated. The 

total by Non LE may is around £10k (ol & ml), (£15k when a multiplier is 

applied). 

• There is no evidence of Non LE audience booking hotel accommodation but 

this may increase if packages are developed and promoted jointly through 

respective mailing lists/websites – Phoenix/business partner/LPL etc. 

• Given the dominance of local and county residents in the audience profile for 

the ongoing programme then the development of packages of 

accommodation/eating/shopping may be more appropriate for niche 

events/festivals. A shift of 5% each from city and county to Non LE (2% to 

12%) could result in an increase of around £6,000 in out of venue expenditure 

on the basis of current figures.  

• ‘In venue’, audiences from the city and Non LE appear to be making more use 

of the venue’s bar/restaurant than those from the county but the difference is 

only £2.23 across the three categories.  

• ‘Transport’: the data support the general trend that those who travel further 

spend more. 



Appendix: All audience expenditure (In Venue, Out of Venue, Transport) 

In this and the following tables data is presented for the audience as follows: Sample = 

online sample, Database = mailing list profile supplied by venue. Figures are percentages in 

the following format: Non LE/county/city. 

All £ 

Curve  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample £  
 % 14:57:29 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database £  
% 16:45:39 

% 
contribution 
database 

 
Non 
LE 86.19 26% 863,079 16% 986,376 18% 

 County 75.60 10% 3,082,312 57% 2,433,404 46% 

 LE1-5 68.54   1,421,817 26% 1,912,098 36% 

 Total     5,367,208  5,331,879  

          

All £ 

DMH  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample £  
 % 17:55:28 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database £  
% 19:33:48 

% 
contribution 
database 

 
Non 
LE 121.65 24% 1,189,111 21% 1,329,006 23% 

 County 93.66 -4% 2,962,112 52% 1,777,267 31% 

 LE1-5 97.87  1,575,737 28% 2,701,263 47% 

 Total    5,726,959  5,807,536  

          

          

All £ 

Phoenix  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample £  
% 4:36:60 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database £  
% 4:39:57 

% 
contribution 
database 

 
Non 
LE 28.63 -2% 44,668 4% 44,668 4% 

 County 25.07 -14% 351,981 33% 381,313 36% 

 LE1-5 29.12   681,461 63% 647,388 60% 

 Total     1,078,110  1,073,369  

          

Total £  
All audience for  

all three venues 

    12,172,277  12,212,784 

 

 

Notes: Overall, the Non LE audience at Curve/DMH spend significantly more than 

city/county audience.  

At Phoenix the LE1-5 audience spend more than the audience from the county/Non LE 

indicating perhaps that local audiences may be more likely to have a meal or a drink in the 

venue prior to seeing a film. 



Appendix: Audience expenditure - In Venue 

In Venue £ 

Curve  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample 
£ % 

14:57:29 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= % 

16:45:39 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 52.30 -10% 523,755 12% 598,577 14% 

 County 63.00 8% 2,568,684 60% 2,027,908 48% 

 LE1-5 58.40   1,211,416 28% 1,629,146 38% 

 Total     4,303,855  4,255,631  

          

In Venue £ 

DMH  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample  
£ % 

17:55:28 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= %  
19:33:48 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 88.90 4% 868,998 18% 971,233 20% 

 County 80.30 -6% 2,539,488 53% 1,523,693 31% 

 LE1-5 85.62  1,378,482 29% 2,363,112 49% 

 Total    4,786,967  4,858,037  

          

          

In Venue £ 

Phoenix  £ph 
% diff 
£ph 

Sample £ 
% 

4:36:60 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= % % 
4:39:57 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 18.60 -17% 29,016 4% 29,016 4% 

 County 18.64 -17% 261,692 32% 283,500 35% 

 LE1-5 22.38   523,627 64% 497,445 61% 

 Total     814,335  809,961  

          

Total £  
All audience for 
all three venues     9,905,157  9,923,629  

 

Notes: the pattern of expenditure noted above is less evident in the audiences’ expenditure 

‘in venue’; indeed Non LE spent less in Curve than city and county residents.  

Phoenix: As noted before the LE1-5 audience spent 17% more per head than the county 

and Non LE audiences in the Phoenix suggesting that local residents who visit Phoenix are 

more likely to include expenditure at the bar/café than those from the county and beyond. 

In venue expenditure, the ticket yields at Curve and DMH were difficult to compare 

for this report due to different accounting procedures but the greater capacity at 

DMH contributes to the higher expenditure recorded. The larger per head 

expenditure is partly accounted for by the larger group size noted for DMH compared 

to Curve.  



Appendix: Audience expenditure – Out of Venue 

Out of Venue £ 

Curve  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample 
£ % 

14:57:29 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= % 

16:45:39 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 22.74 200% 227,742 31% 260,277 34% 

 County 8.84 17% 360,455 48% 284,570 38% 

 LE1-5 7.59   157,397 21% 211,671 28% 

 Total     745,594  756,518  

          

  Out of Venue £  

DMH  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample  
£ % 

17:55:28 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= %  

19:33:48 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 22.23 159% 217,298 35% 242,863 38% 

 County 8.26 -4% 261,223 42% 156,734 25% 

 LE1-5 8.57  137,977 22% 236,532 37% 

 Total    616,498  636,128  

          

          

  Out of Venue £  

Phoenix  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample £ 
% 

4:36:60 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= % % 
4:39:57 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 6.73 17% 10,504 5% 10,504 5% 

 County 4.50 -22% 63,237 30% 68,506 33% 

 LE1-5 5.75   134,442 65% 127,720 62% 

 Total     208,183  206,730  

          

Total £  
All audience for 
all three venues     1,570,274  1,599,376  

 

Notes: the Non LE audiences at Curve and DMH spend far more out of the venues than city 

and county audiences. This is consistent with the view that audiences travelling further are 

more likely to make a ‘special event’ of a trip to a show at these venues with the addition of a 

meal out/shopping etc. Hotel accommodation did not register highly as an expenditure item. 

Phoenix does not routinely attract audiences from outside of the city/county in the same 

quanities. Expenditure outside of Phoenix is less per head than that recorded for the other 

two venues. 

 

 



 

Appendix: Audience expenditure - Transport 

Transport £ 

Curve  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample 
£ % 

14:57:29 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
= % 

16:45:39 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 11.14 336% 111,582 35% 127,522 40% 

 County 3.76 47% 153,173 48% 120,926 38% 

 LE1-5 2.56   53,004 17% 71,281 22% 

 Total     317,759  319,730  

          

Transport £ 

DMH  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample 

£ % 

17:55:28 

% 

contribution 

by sample 

Database 

= %  

19:33:48 

% 

contribution 

database 

 Non LE 10.52 186% 102,833 32% 114,931 37% 

 County 5.10 39% 161,288 50% 96,773 31% 

 LE1-5 3.68  59,248 18% 101,568 32% 

 Total    323,369  313,272  

          

          

Transport £ 

Phoenix  £ph % diff £ph 

Sample 
£ % 

4:36:60 

% 
contribution 
by sample 

Database 
£ = % % 
4:39:57 

% 
contribution 
database 

 Non LE 3.30 230% 5,148 9% 5,148 9% 

 County 1.93 93% 27,053 49% 29,307 52% 

 LE1-5 1.00   23,392 42% 22,222 39% 

 Total     55,593  56,677  

          

Total £  
All audience for 
all three venues     696,720  689,679  

 

Notes: This item provides an objective check on the overall validity of the data obtained from 

this consultation exercise. It was expected that those who travelled furthest should report 

higher levels of expenditure on transport. This is the case for all three venues when 

expenditure on transport is compared against the figures reported by those from within the 

LE1-5 cohort. 

The sums reported are not high as a proportion of total expenditure, nonetheless compared 

to LE1-5 residents expenditure by those from outside of the county ranged from 186% 

(DMH) to 336% for Curve. Figures for those from within the county range from 39% (DMH) 

to 93% (Phoenix) of the amount spent on transport reported by those from within LE1-5 (the 

city). 



A detailed analysis of distance travelled would reveal more about the catchment of the 

different venues but the evidence presented here indicates that the audiences that travel for 

shows at Curve and DMH include some who travel larger distances than the travelling 

audience for Phoenix. 
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