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Introduction and acknowledgements

PROJECT - engaging artists in the built environment was a national funding
scheme jointly supported by the Commission for Architecture and the Built
Environment (CABE) and Arts & Business (A&B). Public Art South West
(PASW) worked in partnership with CABE and A&B to develop the scheme
and was responsible for its management and delivery. PROJECT ran as a
two-year pilot scheme from April 2004 to March 2006.

This independent evaluation was planned as an integral part of the
programme. It has been overseen by a Steering Group made up of
representatives of the agencies involved.

Comedia became involved with PROJECT following a tendering procedure by
Public Art South West to contract an independent body to evaluate the
programme. We were attracted to the programme for several reasons.
Comedia has a long-standing interest in the role of culture in the built
environment. The basic idea of PROJECT, to engage artists at an early stage
to contribute to the planning of built environment developments, rather than
late in the process as artisans, seemed to us to be an interesting and
potentially fruitful one. We knew and have a high regard for the work of
PASW, and of Alastair Snow, the Scheme Manager, and welcomed the
opportunity to work with them.

The process has been lengthy and relationships have grown and developed
over the nearly two years since we first became involved. This report is the
compilation of a wide range of views from people involved at the sharp end of
the programme, and we are very grateful to everyone who has contributed,
and put up generously with our repeated nagging for reports, questionnaires
and journals, which, alongside the real business of trying to make
developments happen, must often have seemed yet another layer of tedious
bureaucracy.

All the information was collected on a confidential basis, and the responses
are treated anonymously in this report.

| am very grateful to Jo Morland, who managed the evaluation contract on
behalf of Public Art South West, Alastair Snow the PROJECT Scheme
Manager, Maggie Bolt Director of PASW, my Comedia colleague Franco
Bianchini, and to Maureen Mackin, Harminder Talwar, Deborah Harrison and
Monica Stoppleman who assisted with the observation and evaluation of
awards and the compilation of this report.

In so far as this report reflects the reality of the programme and its
effectiveness in changing attitudes, it comes from the people directly involved.
Errors and omissions are all my own.

Fred Brookes
Comedia
May 2006



Summary

All those professionals whose normal practice before PROJECT’s
intervention did not include working with artists, subsequently
experienced a fairly fundamental change in mindset and working
practice as a result of their involvement.

The purpose of PROJECT is to engage artists, public agencies and the
private sector in a range of projects that will have a positive impact on places.
PROJECT provided financial assistance to pay artists’ fees in order to support
collaboration between artists on one hand and design, planning and
construction professionals on the other.

Comedia was commissioned to make an independent evaluation of the
project, focusing on the extent to which the mindset and working practice of
those involved changed as a consequence. Data was gathered on a ‘before
and after’ basis from 36 participants in 12 projects. Several personal journals
of participants and detailed case studies were included in the evaluation.

Initial expectations were high, all participants expecting a more or less
positive effect of the project. Most respondents expected the project they were
embarking on to be different from others they had been involved in. The
artist’s contribution was anticipated on all sides to be capable of bringing
about an enhanced identity, distinctiveness or design awareness to projects
which otherwise would lack character, or be purely functional.

The majority of participants, over 80% felt that their mindset would, or might,
be changed as a result of the project. In the event, 60% considered that there
had been such a change, rather more among other professionals than artists.
Artists expected less change of mindset and experienced less, while other
professionals expected more and experienced more change.

About 60% had anticipated a change in their working practice, but in the event
80% felt that their working practice had been affected by the experience. Most
respondents reporting change in working practice described it as fairly
fundamental and fairly long term. Artists expected less change of working
practice than did other professionals, but experienced more.

All those professionals whose normal practice before PROJECT’s intervention
did not include working with artists subsequently experienced a fairly
fundamental change in mindset and working practice as a result of their
involvement.

There is wide appreciation among the other professionals that the
engagement of artists has raised the quality and value in the project and, it is
believed, in the built environment that ultimately ensues.

Conclusions
The evaluation of PROJECT asked four questions.

1. Did the people involved change their mindsets and/or working
practices?

Yes, the majority of participants experienced a change in both mindset and
working practice, artists somewhat less so than other professionals. All those



professionals whose normal practice before PROJECT’s intervention did not
include working with artists, subsequently experienced a fairly fundamental
change in mindset and working practice as a result of their involvement.

2. Has there been any impact on long term practice of the project
players?

The majority of those who underwent a change in their working practice
described it as fairly long-term. Already, in some cases, those involved are
taking forward further projects in which artists are engaged at an early stage,
building on their experience with PROJECT.

3. Has the involvement of artists made any demonstrable difference
to projects?

There is wide appreciation among the other professionals that the
engagement of artists has raised the quality and value in the project and, it is
believed, in the built environment that ultimately ensues. The range of
allowable discourse between developers, architects, planners and clients has
been beneficially extended by artists’ intervention. The engagement of
communities of residents and potential users has been facilitated by artists’
work.

4. Under what conditions does artist input have a positive effect and
when does it not?

To achieve a good experience and a successful outcome, some conditions
have to be met.

Clarity — it works best when the artist and the other professionals involved are
clear about what the artist’s role is and what they are expected to do.

Timely appointment — if the artist is to contribute effectively to planning and
developing a project, they have to be in place early.

Management — capacity has to be made available in a project to ensure that
the artist’s involvement is managed and supported.

Remuneration — if artists are expected to contribute in like manner to other
professionals they should be accordingly properly paid.

Support — a facilitated peer group network of artists working in such
situations would be beneficial to the success of projects. Organisations
receiving the input of artists also need support, particularly when this is
breaking new ground.

In conclusion, the findings of this evaluation can be summarised in two
maxims:

Engagement of an artist from an early stage in a development project,
in good circumstances, brings about a positive change of mindset and
working practice among the other professionals involved.

When artists are working in a development milieu and expected to
contribute their professional expertise and creativity, they should be
engaged on the same terms as the other professionals involved.



Background of PROJECT

The purpose of PROJECT was to engage artists, public agencies and the
private sector in a range of projects that would have a positive impact on
places. It aimed to bring a new dimension to the development of a high quality
built environment by supporting artists to work within or comment on the
design, planning and construction sectors in order to influence and create a
shared vision for architecture, public space, planning and high quality urban
design. The scheme covered England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales.

PROJECT provided financial assistance to pay artists’ fees in order to support
collaboration between artists on one hand and design, planning and
construction professionals on the other, working pro-actively with public and
private sector agencies on projects in the built environment. PROJECT’s aim
was to facilitate the artist’s role as a creative thinker and/or commentator,
working within the team appointed to deliver the project.

PROJECT’s aims were:

* promote the sharing of ideas and creativity within multidisciplinary
practice in our built environment;

* integrate artists’ creativity and skills into the design of our built and
natural environment in order to enhance the quality of life;

* promote high quality design which is fit for purpose, reflects local
identity, meets communities’ needs and expectations, provides
economic benefit;

* encourage new partnerships and ways of working, especially within the
education, housing and healthcare sectors;

* invest in innovative schemes, to create new contexts and opportunities
for artists, for example in regeneration schemes;

* evaluate the benefits, outcomes and influence of projects receiving
awards in order to inform future working.

In this two-year pilot phase (April 2004 to March 2006), PROJECT had four
rounds of applications. 141 initial proposals led to 81 full applications, from
which PROJECT awards were made to 30 successful applicants in six
categories:

* Exploration: organisations who would like to work with an artist, but
wish to look at the feasibility of doing so and the relevant working
practices needed in order to facilitate team working and realise shared
objectives. Value £2,000 - £5,000;

* Visionary: artists’ engagement with the design team responsible for
master-planning, urban design and development frameworks. Value
£5,000 - £15,000;

* Team-Building: for artists working within multidisciplinary teams on
the design and construction of buildings and spaces. Value £5,000 -
£15,000;



Creative Homes: the engagement of artists in housing market
renewal or housing expansion schemes. Value £5,000 - £15,000;

Creative Communities: artists working with communities in
regeneration, planning or urban design projects. Value £5,000 -
£15,000;

Talking Artists: the publication of artists’ views as verbal
commentators on urban conditions and solutions. Value £2,000 -
£5,000.



Evaluation process

The PROJECT programme looked for assistance in devising and
implementing an independent monitoring and evaluation process to provide a
robust evidential base for examining the effectiveness of artist/design
profession collaborations in the public realm, the additional value artists bring
to the design and consultation process and the longer term impact of this
experience on the practice of the professionals involved.

Following a competitive tendering process, Comedia was commissioned by
PASW, together with CABE and A&B. Comedia prepared a framework for the
evaluation (see the PROJECT Evaluation Toolbox published alongside this
report) which set out the objectives and methodology for the evaluation
process. That having been agreed by the Steering Group, we set about to
implement the process, in parallel with the sequence of awards made by
PROJECT in four rounds.

Evaluation framework

It was clear that the process of many, if not all, of the developments and
schemes which received PROJECT awards would be quite long-term. Our
brief was not to evaluate the outcomes in terms of the completed products,
which in some cases would be years away. Our focus was to be ‘hearts and
minds’, seeking to evaluate the effect of the involvement of artists on the ways
of working and mindset of those engaged with the schemes, and vice versa.

Accordingly, the evaluation framework focused on four principal factors, as
outlined in this diagram. A full text of the evaluation framework and
questionnaires is given in the Toolbox.

Evaluation framework

Did the people hvoled Has the involvement of Has there been any
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Methodology

A methodology was agreed between Comedia and the Steering Group, which
entailed five elements:

1. Survey by questionnaire of participants, including all the individuals
directly involved in each scheme, at an early stage in their process;

2. Ditto after completion or at a late stage;

3. Personal introspective journals sought from each participant, as a
record of their experience of the scheme;

4. Follow-up interviews of selected projects on or near completion;

5. Participant observation of group behaviour on selected schemes,
carried out by an independent observer attending at relevant meetings.

This combination was intended to produce a mix of quantitative and
qualitative information which could support analysis and evaluation of the
extent to which the engagement of artists had made a difference to the project
and the ways of working of those involved.

Implementation

Having been designed and agreed before any awards had been made, the
evaluation framework proved in the event to have strengths and weaknesses.
It soon became clear that the framework fitted some categories of PROJECT
award better than others. In particular the framework was not appropriate to
the Talking Artists category awards.

It is in the nature of development projects (and some which received
PROJECT awards are very large scale) that they take time to achieve and
that planned timescales often slip. This factor, coupled with the fact that the
awards were made in four rounds over the period of a year, meant that some
of the awards had hardly started before the term of the evaluation contract
was coming to an end. It was agreed that Round 4 awards would not figure in
the evaluation for this reason. In the event, it proved possible to obtain some
evaluation information from 12 of the 20 awards made in Rounds 1 to 3
ranging across the geography, type and scale of awards as shown in Table 1
below.

As a consequence we are reasonably confident that the resulting analysis and
interpretation can be treated as representative of the programme as a whole.

Some aspects of the planned methodology worked better than others in
practice. In particular the personal introspective journal proved the most
problematic. Comedia had taken advice from Professor Pauline Maclaran at
De Montfort University, who has extensive experience of evaluation both in
theory and practice, and who recommended this approach to attitude
evaluation. In the event, the diversity and widespread location of schemes,
together with the difficulty for participants in prioritising this request in their
inevitably busy schedules, meant that few journals were completed. Those
that were, however, proved to be the source of much valuable information and
insight.



Participant observation was undertaken in four schemes, by the author and
several experienced associates local to the projects. This aspect of the
methodology was very fruitful. The process of providing survey questionnaires
and chasing their completion was predictably tedious for all concerned, but a
good deal of nagging, together with follow-up telephone interviews, eventually
assembled a stockpile of material which could be analysed.

Table 1 — characteristics of awards represented in the evaluation

Award type Award | Location Client Design Construction
£ phase £ | phase £

Creative £12,300 | Scotland Local Authority £25,800 | TBC

Communities

Creative £4,800 | London Community TBC TBC

Communities Organisation

Creative Homes £15,000 | South West | Developer £30,000 | TBC

Exploration £5,000 | North East Architect/artist TBC TBC

Talking Artists £5,000 | North East Support agency TBC

Team-building £10,000 | South East | Developer £20,000 | TBC

Team-building £15,000 | West Local Authority £66,000 | TBC
Midlands

Team-building £5,000 | West Regeneration £10,000 | £1.24m
Midlands Partnership

Visionary £15,000 | North West | Local Authority £38,000 | TBC

Visionary £15,000 | East Support agency / £25,000 | TBC

Local Authority

Visionary £15,000 | Northern Local Authority £42,600 | TBC
Ireland

Visionary £9,500 | South West | Local Authority TBC £35m




Findings

The evaluation process yielded two kinds of evaluative information. On one
hand, tick-box data from survey questionnaires from which quantitative
information could be analysed. On the other, the expressed views, opinions,
descriptions and evaluative observations of participants and the various
people involved in the evaluation process. These are complementary and
together combine to build up a rounded picture of what happened. This
section of the report presents analysis and review of the findings. The
succeeding section offers four detailed case studies typifying aspects of the
PROJECT scheme, and the next draws out a number of key themes.

Survey results and analysis

Participants were asked to identify themselves in six categories: artist, design
professional, local authority planning/regeneration officer, developer,
voluntary organisation, and other (most of whom were arts support
professionals either with local authorities or independent agencies). In the
initial survey participants were asked about their motivation, ambition and
expectation for the project, and in the concluding questionnaire about their
experience of change.

A total of 50 survey questionnaires (30 initial and 20 completion) were
returned from 12 projects by 36 participants, 14 of whom returned both. The
range of roles of the participants represented in the responses is shown in
Chart 1.

Chart 1

PROJECT awards evaluation
Role of respondents

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Artist

Design professional

Local authority
planning/regeneration officer

Developer

Voluntary organisation

Arts support professional

n.b. Throughout the report charts show percentages of valid responses.



‘Before’

The survey of participants made at an early stage in their project asked about
their motivation for being involved, their perception of the purpose of an
artist's engagement in the project, their expectations of any change in mindset
or working practice.

Motivating factors

Asked about what motivated them to be involved in their project in the first
place, more than 70% of those responding cited the innovative involvement of
an artist as a factor, and more than half were motivated by a professional
interest. These were the leading factors both for artists and for other
professionals involved [Chart 2]. Artists were motivated by the opportunity to
bring their distinctively different creative viewpoint to the planning of a project,
or to explore the possibilities of their creativity in an architectural context.

Developers were, in some cases, interested in incorporating art into their
schemes as a means of adding value, and in others, seeking innovation or a
creative influence. The idea that the artist would act as an alternative designer
with a different approach was also evident among some of the developers.
Local authority people were mostly excited by the innovative idea of working
with an artist outside their usual experience. Those involved as arts support
professionals, either within local government or in independent organisations,
being accustomed to working with artists, saw their motivation principally as a
professional interest.

No-one who responded felt that the project was ‘just another job’ and there
was evidently considerable excitement and anticipation in the minds of
participants in all categories.

Chart 2

PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Motivation of participants
(multiple choice - totals more than 100%)

%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

A requirement of my employment
Specific local interest

Professional interest

The innovative involvement of
artists

Other aspects of innovation in the
project

Just another job

Other

10



Reason and purpose

In some cases PROJECT enabled the realisation of an approach to artists’
involvement in the built environment which had been developed over some
long time, where the award acted as an imprimatur. In others the PROJECT
scheme was used quite opportunistically to provide some funding to help
sustain a programme which was already well under way.

The purpose of the artist’'s engagement is interpreted differently among the
various groups of respondents. In some of the major developments,
residential and commercial, the role of the artists is seen by the other
professions as being to engage the relevant community, both to involve their
contribution to plans and proposals and, more cynically perhaps, to sweeten
the pill of a scheme which might face local opposition by providing locally-
based arts activity. In some instances their involvement is seen as bestowing
a promotional advantage, making news and thereby raising the profile of a
scheme.

Residential and commercial development is about creating monetary value,
and the role of the artist in this respect is seen by some developers as
bringing in to a scheme elements which give distinctiveness, character and
identity, because these are indices of value and quality, and therefore add
commercial value. Not all developers involved feel this way. Some see
engaging an artist as likely to increase the approval rating among those
responsible for planning control and permissions. In some cases the reason
for engaging an artist is more explicitly cosmetic, to influence the choice of
materials and finishes. Another role for the artist, seen from the developer’s
viewpoint, is to assist in making good relations with the local community
affected by a development.

Planners themselves have diverse views. Artists are expected to be able to
influence matters such that an enhanced quality of design and environment
results. Engagement of ‘the local community’ is also a purpose recognised by
the planners, though in cases of large-scale new settlement developments,
there is at this stage no community to involve.

In these circumstances artists are expected to contribute innovative thinking,
or best practice, or to mediate the design process, not necessarily skills within
their capabilities. More positively, from an engineer’s viewpoint, there is a
recognition that technically correct design, which the professionals are adept
at, is not all that is needed, and the artist may be able to provide a new
dimension of some kind which the specialists’ technical expertise can help
deliver.

Among the other professional respondents there is expectation that engaging
an artist may introduce, or emphasise, a dimension of humanity, or indeed
spirituality, into what is conventionally a materialist or instrumentalist process.
There is a realisation, dawning slowly in some cases, that art is a public good,
that people want and deserve an environment infused with art, though few are
ready to express this view explicitly.

Several common themes emerge from the responses with regard to the
reason and purpose of involving artists in these projects:



* To challenge the closed way of working and conservative mindset of the
world of architecture and planning. To bring a different creative viewpoint
to the masterplanning process. Artists take a ‘why not?’ attitude and
encourage lateral thinking. Also artists are prepared to work in a
committed way on projects which may appear marginal;

* To bring innovation in design, and support the development of a culture of
innovation in the scheme. Artists bring artifice and creativity to architectural
design and construction. The artist’s input can bring a new dimension to
the technically correct work of the engineer;

* To convince stakeholders of the value of artists’ contribution to a city’s
cultural development;

* To broker relationships between artists and other professional fields;

* Toinfuse art in a major development scheme to produce a better
ambience and environment to inspire future residents;

* To add value to the scheme;
* To humanise what might otherwise be a purely materialist process;
* Artists can be mediators between architects and the public.

Expectations

With this range and level of apprehension of the purpose of artists’
involvement, expectations accordingly run high. Asked for their expectation of
the effect on the process of their scheme, 70%, at this initial stage, anticipate
a very positive effect [Chart 3], and no-one sees the artists’ engagement as
negative, or even neutral, as far as the process of the scheme is concerned.

Chart 3

PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Expected effect on process

%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

1 very positive effect

2 fairly positive effect

3 no effect

4 fairly negative effect

5 very negative effect

12



There is a wide diversity of view as to the nature of the effect of an artist’s
involvement on the process of a scheme. Development professionals often
see the artist as a kind of ‘alternative designer’, who will produce a design
concept or input that is not constrained by the rigour, and perhaps
conservatism, of professional practice in other spheres. There is a risk here
that the artist is expected to act as a design professional in the development
team, but be paid less.

Another kind of effect on the process is expected where the artist is seen as a
facilitator of consultation, using creative activity as a channel for the input to a
scheme of the views, feelings and ambitions of local residents likely to be
affected. Some of the participating artists see their role explicitly in this light,
as having the skills to engage people who would otherwise likely have no
access to the process of decision-making.

The survey asked about participants’ expectations of the effect of artists’
involvement on the product of the scheme, as distinct from its process [Chart
4]. A little more caution was evident in these responses than in those
reflecting on the process. Views include highly optimistic and positive ones,
that the result will be buildings as pieces of art rather than pieces of art in
buildings. A little lower in ambition is the expectation that certain areas of
developments such as public open spaces, play areas, surface treatments,
will be enhanced, or that the artists’ contribution will encourage a developer to
take a more responsible attitude to the quality of the built environment
generally.

Chart 4

PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Expected effect on product

%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

1 very positive effect

2 fairly positive effect

3 no effect

4 fairly negative effect

5 very negative effect

More sceptically, some respondents express concern that the positive effect
of the artist’s contribution on the final outcome will progressively be squeezed
out by commercial considerations as the scheme progresses, until little or
nothing remains. Many respondents refer to the issue of ‘sense of place’. The
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artist’s contribution is anticipated on all sides to be capable of bringing about
an enhanced identity, distinctiveness or design awareness to projects which
otherwise would lack character, or be purely functional. In some instances this
effect is expected to be through an infusion of the scheme with a distinctive
personal approach to design or aesthetics, in others to be the result of a more
conventional ‘public art’ contribution of murals or sculpture or installation
works of art.

There is concern among some of the architects involved that the propositions
coming from the artist’s input will require the intervention of architectural skills
beyond the artist’'s knowledge base in order to make something realisable and
viable. This foregrounding of architects’ technical rigour as a moderator of
artist’s invention is in contrast to the approach of those engineers who see
their part as finding the technical ways to realise an artist’s vision.

Other kinds of effects are anticipated by participants. The involvement of an
artist and the PROJECT scheme itself are seen in some cases as blazing a
trail which others will be encouraged to follow in the area, creating a high-
profile pilot which will be influential beyond its own direct achievements. From
another perspective, the artist’s approach is seen as radicalising, aligned with
community action, a low-capital, non-hierarchical alternative to conventional
structures. An increased public profile is anticipated in some cases, both as a
contributor to added value, but also in a more public-spirited way, to
contribute to improving the perceived image of an area of deprivation in the
public mind.

Some common themes emerge from the responses with regard to the
expectations of participants in these projects

* Raising public awareness of a scheme through gaining media coverage of
an artist’s involvement;

* Engaging existing and new residents in the development;

* Introducing a welcome challenge to conventional ways of thinking by
including the artist in the inter-disciplinary working group of a project;

* Creating meaning and expression in a building or place, not just
functionality;

* Altering others’ perceptions of what an artist can do;

* Bringing in, through the involvement of artists, a wide range of reference
and experience from spheres which are not normally involved in
development projects;

* Dealing with the complexity and sluggishness of bureaucracy requires
much patience of the artist;

* Making the development team ponder decisions together;

* Helping those involved think more, and adopt a creative approach to
creating new communities, rather than follow traditional or standard forms.

Change of mindset

‘Mindset’ was defined as ‘the habitual or characteristic mental attitude that
determines how you interpret and respond to situations’. At the initial stage,

14



just over 40% of respondents to the survey were certain that their mindset
would change as a result of taking part, and as many again thought that it
might do [Chart 5]. This view was shared across categories of respondent,
and the few sceptics were not confined to any single category. Positions
ranged from an open mind awaiting developments or reserving judgement, to
hopes for exposure to subtle influences, to expectations of a full-on challenge
to self-acknowledged traditional or hidebound thinking.

Chart 5

PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Expected change in mindset

%

Certain to change

Might change

No opinion

Unlikely to change

Will not change

Not applicable

Change of working practice

There was a clear sense of innovation in the programme. 86% of respondents
expected the project they were embarking on to be different from others they
had been involved in [Chart 6].

In general there is a sense of excitement at the prospect of something one
has never done before. The few who demurred included a developer who had
previous experience of an artist’s involvement in a project, one artist and staff
members of public art development agencies, who saw PROJECT as within
their usual activity.

With regard to change they expect to be brought about in their working
practice, views are somewhat more divided, with just over 20% of those
returning a view indicating that they expect no change to result [Chart 7].

In the specific case of some of the schemes, the PROJECT award was
enabling new ground to be broken. There were instances where the
introduction of an artist into a project at a strategic level was a complete
innovation. In consequence there was quite high expectation that ways of
working would change, though often with little idea of what that change might
be. There were expectations of change in working practice related to the
specifics of individual projects. In one, artists expected to see work through
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from concept to manufacture, rather than making one-off artefacts. In other

cases, taking responsibility for working with a community where the artist has
direct links was expected to lead to change.

Chart 6
PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Do you expect this project to be different from your normal practice?
%
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
Yes
No
Don't know or not applicable
Chart 7
PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Expect working practice to be affected
%
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

Yes

No

Don't know or not applicable

Participants working in companies or larger organisations, as distinct from
artists who are mostly sole workers or small partnerships, were asked about
their expectation of change in the working practice of their organisation,

16



consequent on the involvement of an artist in their project. Three-quarters of
these respondents expected to see some impact [Chart 8].

Chart 8

Don't know or not applicable

PROJECT Awards Evaluation
Do you expect an impact in the working practice of your organisation or company?

%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Yes

No

Alongside an understandable degree of ‘wait and see’, the range of factors
which participants thought might come into play included:

A community organisation utilising artists as external facilitators more
often in future;

Benefit to a Regeneration Officer in undertaking Section 106
negotiations with future developers;

Certainty that engineers will benefit from working with artists, and hope
that this view is reciprocated;

Challenge the thinking of architects and all involved in schools in a city;

Clearer lines of management of public art projects between
departments in an authority;

Education of, and acceptance by, elected members;

Opportunity for artists who work alone to collaborate and learn how to
act as a team;

Redress the acknowledged weakness of vision in the local authority.

Change factors

Factors which participants thought might occur which would influence their
working practice included:

The opportunity to collaborate with other creative professionals;
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PROJECT offers the first taste of working with an artist as part of the
wider regeneration agenda;

Openness to learning, both on the part of artists and other professions;

Artist able to win support and co-operation of statutory and community
bodies;

Artist’s record of achievement in achieving a sense of place;

Some artistic ways of working parallel some kinds of social or
community action, e.g. low capital cost, d-i-y approach, non-hierarchical
organisation;

Artist’s involvement contributes to balancing the conflicting demands of
commercial development and environmental improvement;

More ambitious in scale and objectives than previous public art
projects.

Reservations and concerns

The initial survey asked 