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1

Executive summary

The Climate Challenge Fund (CCF) was a Defra-run1 fund designed to improve awareness of –
and attitudes towards - climate change through the use of communication techniques. Between
summer 2006 and March 2008 the CCF allocated £8.5m to 83 projects across England. Some of
these were on a national scale whilst others targeted local or regional audiences. Methods of
engagement also varied between one-off, „passive‟ interventions such as radio adverts to face-toface repeat contact over a long period. More specifically, the methods used to communicate with
those audiences included:


Promotional materials;



Toolkits and awards;



Posters and billboards;



Websites;



Games;



Events;



Exhibitions;



Written communication (press, emails and newsletters);



Video communication (television, video and film); and



Audio communication (radio).

The average project spent just over £175,000, of which £102,000 came from Defra. When
combined with match funding secured by applicants, CCF projects had a total expenditure of
more than £14.5 million.

1.1

Evaluating the Climate Challenge Fund

While most projects did seem to understand that the purpose of the evaluation was to track shifts
in attitudes among target audiences over the course of the Fund, far fewer were able to provide
evidence of a causal link between those shifts in attitude and project outputs. One project stated
in the introduction to their evaluation report, “The comparisons [between baseline and follow-up
surveys] can only be described as „tentative‟ because the effect of [the] C-Change [project]
cannot be isolated from the effects of other climate change information”.
It does need to be recognised that some types of intervention are easier to link to outcomes than
others. In general, the more passive and less frequent an intervention, the harder it is to
evaluate: it is not necessarily surprising, therefore, that some projects struggled to link their
activities to changes in their target audience. Nonetheless, it is also true that many projects could
have done more than they did in this regard.
The CCF was in some ways a victim of its own particular circumstance in that at the time of its
launch, government policy was focussed upon improving awareness of, and attitudes towards,
climate change. The Fund was explicitly not concerned with effecting behaviour change; indeed,
applications that were judged to be too focussed on behavioural goals were rejected. Since the
project‟s launch, behaviour change has achieved far greater prominence as a policy objective,
while consumer awareness of climate change has become almost universal in the UK.
This „background noise‟ adds to the difficulties of attributing changes to the activities of CCF
projects. Relatively high levels of public support for the main CCF indicators have led some
projects to express frustration that the Fund did not leave more scope for targeting behaviours.
1

Please note that responsibility for the Climate Challenge Fund moved to the Department of Energy and
Climate Change (DECC) when the new department was created in October 2008. References in this report to
fund or department activities before this date have been kept as “Defra”; those that pertain to activities since
then, or that refer to future activity, use DECC.

December 2008
2

The Climate Challenge Fund: An evaluation report for Defra
Chapter 1

Indeed, one interview respondent said he felt Defra staff were, “constrained by the design of the
Fund” and that they were, “doing awareness-raising two years too late”.
In addition to these issues, a number of other factors have conspired to make the evaluation of
the Fund far more complex than might have been hoped. These have included:

Inconsistent use of standard Defra questions in project evaluations
Defra provided projects with five standard questions to use in assessing their impact on their
target audiences. These presented respondents with five statements and asked them to state
whether they strongly agreed, agreed, neither agreed nor disagreed, disagreed or strongly
disagreed. These statements were as follows:


The world‟s climate is changing;



Climate change is the result of human behaviour;



Climate change is a natural occurrence;



Climate change has become more important for me in this last year; and



I personally can help to limit the effects of climate change.

A number of projects altered these questions, usually for one of two reasons. Firstly, a number of
projects – particularly those aimed at children and young people - felt that the questions were
unsuited to their particular audiences. Secondly, and perhaps more commonly, questions were
considered to be simply confusing or misleading.
Some projects also failed to use the Defra questions at all. Again, there were a number of
reasons given for this, the most common being that many projects had begun work before Defra
finalised the statements that were to be included, so that baseline surveys had already been
carried out.

Inconsistent reporting of data by projects
A few projects reported top-line figures rather than raw data, making it difficult to accurately
assess impact. For example one project attributed scores to responses to the standard Defra
questions, so that “strongly agree” was given a score of five and “strongly disagree” a score of
one. They then only reported the average score for each question, making it difficult to tell how
the responses were spread between the answers.

Failure by some projects to complete baseline or follow up surveys, or
to submit final evaluation reports
Another common issue was projects‟ failure to carry out either a baseline or follow-up survey,
making it difficult to assess the extent of any changes that had occurred over the course of their
activities. In one particularly notable example, a project that carried out a baseline survey of
3,030 people in February 2007, failed to do a follow up. As a result, the number of pledges made
over the course of the fund (3,948 between July 2006 and April 2008) appears to be the only
evidence that Defra‟s support for this project had any impact at all.

Evaluation methodologies that have approached different outputs at
different times in different ways
A large number of CCF projects ran multifaceted campaigns, targeting a range of outputs at
several different audiences. In effect, these initiatives functioned as separate projects and, if the
projects‟ success was to be measured in full, required separate evaluations. Many of these multitrack projects evaluated only certain aspects of their work and, in some cases, failed to measure
the impact of the initiatives with the widest reach.
Projects clearly have to tailor their approach to evaluation to the outputs they produce so that, as
we have already seen, the final evaluation data represent a mix of focus group findings, selfDecember 2008
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completed questionnaires, telephone interviews, face-to-face interviews, formal and informal
online surveys and so on. This means that, even if the questions used in these assessments are
consistent, the differences in methodology – and in the audiences they target – make any use of
this data in reaching conclusions about the performance of the Fund as a whole speculative at
best.

1.2

Assessing the outcomes of the Fund

As a result, we have been more limited than we might have hoped in the amount we can say
definitively about the performance of the Fund. Specifically, we are unable to take a view on the
overall success or otherwise of CCF projects in raising awareness and generating positive
attitudinal change. For the limited number of projects for which we have data, there appears to
have been considerable variation, though the aggregate picture is one of neutral or very modest
positive shifts
We are, however, able to say rather more about the likely reach of the outputs developed by
projects under the Fund. We have explored reach from two angles:


Direct contact – the number of occasions when projects made direct, face to face
contact with individuals from their target audience – i.e. the “audience member” was
aware of the approach and responded to it in some way; and



Opportunities for communicating climate change – the number of occasions when
project activities opened up a potential communications channel to a member of the
public, irrespective of whether or not that individual actually became aware of the
approach (i.e. a person may or may not notice or read an article in a newspaper).

It should be noted that both of these categories cover a range of very different activities. In
deciding upon these headings, and in allocating activities to either one of them, we have erred on
the side of scepticism. For example, it might be argued that unique visitor statistics are a
measure of direct contact, since members of the public elect to visit a site and to absorb its
content. This assumes, however, that everyone who visits a site finds what they are looking for –
an unknown number of visitors may have stumbled across CCF sites in a web search for a related
term and visited for only long enough to establish that it was not what they were looking for.
Without information on time spent on site, which most projects failed to provide, we felt it best to
list these figures under “opportunities for communicating climate change” rather than “direct
contacts”.
Across all of the projects for which we have data, the average spend was just over £175,000. The
amount sought from the Fund does seem to have had a bearing on projects‟ performance. The
average amount sought by the ten projects that achieved the greatest number of direct contacts
was £190,339; the average for the top ten in terms of opportunities to communicate - £242,995.
Money can‟t buy you love, but it seems it may buy you opportunities for climate change
communication.

1.3

Opportunities for communicating climate change

Notwithstanding the limitations of the available data, we estimate, on the basis of that data, that
at least 48.5 million opportunities for communicating climate change were generated as a result
of project activities funded in whole or in part by the CCF. If we explore this figure in more detail,
we estimate that:


At least 700,000 promotional items such as balloons or bookmarks were produced by
projects supported by the CCF over the course of the fund;



Posters and billboard advertising by CCF projects generated more than 24 million
opportunities to communicate climate change;



Websites supported by the CCF received at least 140,000 visits;



There were at least 100,000 occasions when individuals accessed a CCF-supported game
in some way;
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At least 300,000 opportunities for engagement were generated at events;



Exhibitions provided over two million opportunities for communicating climate change;



There were at least 11 million opportunities to communicate climate change through
print media generated by CCF projects, via media with a total circulation of more than
8.5 million;



There were over 7.5 million opportunities to communicate climate change generated by
TV, cinema and online video coverage secured by CCF projects;



The overall number of opportunities to communicate climate change recorded by CCF
projects was almost 1.6 million, from radio stations with a combined listenership of at
least 1.4 million; and



100,000 people may have been communicated with directly through other forms of
engagement such as pledges or surveys.

1.4

Direct communication of climate change messages

Notwithstanding the limitations of the available data, we estimate that at least 450,000 direct
contacts were made by projects funded in whole or in part by the CCF. Furthermore, we estimate
that:


Toolkits and award schemes developed or run by CCF projects helped to communicate
climate change to at least 155,000 people;



There were at least 130,000 cases of individuals being directly engaged with a CCF
project at events of one sort or another;



Projects recorded direct engagement with around 60,000 people at exhibitions; and



More than 35,000 additional opportunities for communication may have been generated
through other activities.

1.5

Successes

The Climate Challenge Fund was successful in:


Opening up communication channels with large numbers of people and organisations,
particularly through the use of conventional mass marketing tools such as newspapers
and television. Although we have no way of knowing the proportion of engagement
opportunities that were effective (i.e. when people noticed and recalled CCF climate
change communications), the sheer number of these opportunities that were generated
by funded projects – likely to have topped 50 million across the entire fund – is
considerable;



Building capacity among funded projects to carry out similar activities in the future;



Supporting projects that brought added value through the development of outputs that
have lasted beyond the lifetime of the Fund and that are likely to have reached larger
numbers of people than expected through the engagement of secondary audiences;



Providing support for the development of new partnerships, and the exploitation of
existing ones; and, crucially from a policy perspective;



Providing general procedural support - while many projects complained about particular
aspects of Defra‟s role, whether that related to the late provision of questions or what
were seen as unnecessarily detailed reporting requirements, most projects were
generally pleased with the support offered by the department. Furthermore, while the
results may not have always been of the desired standard, the department did make
considerable efforts to provide guidance on what was expected in terms of evaluation,
including an expert workshop that received positive feedback from participants; and



Highlighting a whole range of lessons for future funds.
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The Climate Challenge Fund was less successful in:


Making sure that projects were equipped with the necessary skills to put their planned
approach into practice;



Targeting harder to reach audiences (in terms of environmental attitudes): the Fund
tended to engage those already interested in climate change;



Measuring engagement of, and impact upon, secondary audiences;



Ensuring the quality of data collected and reported by projects was sufficiently robust;
and



Allocating sufficient resources to allow evaluation of projects supported by the Fund on
their own terms.

These final two factors meant that it is difficult to judge the success of the Fund against one of its
core objectives: generating positive attitudinal change.

1.6

Lessons for the future

This evaluation has highlighted a number of areas in which the experiences of CCF projects could
provide lessons for future similar funding models.

The applications process
Recognising the strengths of existing partnerships
Future funds could explicitly reward projects capitalising upon proven and existing partnerships
when evaluating their applications, as well as requiring projects to complete partnership risk
assessments.
Developing a coherent approach to websites
It may be worth DECC requiring applicants to provide a marketing plan for online deliverables to
ensure that projects do not rely on serendipity to deliver visitors to their websites.
Ensuring projects have access to the right skills
Future funds should ensure that financial support is not given to projects that do not have the
necessary skills and resources at their disposal to make good on that support. This is not to say
that projects should be immediately ruled out if they cannot demonstrate particular skills, but
rather that they should acknowledge those difficulties and specify how they will overcome them,
i.e. through the recruitment of an external consultant or by allocating money and time for staff
training.
Not preaching to the converted
Consideration of the likely baseline views (and general disposition) of target audiences could be
built into the application process.
Project scope
We recommend that any future funds should strongly encourage applicants to focus on a single,
clearly delimited audience. In addition, it should be stressed to projects that clear, simple
messages are far more effective and that they should not attempt to cover all bases with a single
output.
Acknowledging funded organisations‟ other priorities
It may be that greater transparency and acknowledgement of applicant organisations‟ other
priorities could help DECC to ensure that the goals of future funds are embedded in projects‟
activities, rather than simply providing a way to secure additional resources.
Working with businesses
There may be grounds for encouraging business-facing projects to work through existing business
networks in future.
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The importance of personality
In future DECC might consider interviewing fund applicants and building an assessment of the
suitability of key staff to particular customer-facing project outputs into the overall scoring
mechanism.

Support for projects
Outputs, outcomes and impacts
DECC should consider using the term „impacts‟ in the place of what are currently considered
„outcomes‟, instead using „outcomes‟ as projects often do, to refer to the application or use of
outputs, rather than to the attitudinal or behavioural change resulting from those outputs. Clear
definitions of these terms should be provided to projects at the outset. This has been an issue
across a number of funds and is crucial in terms of ensuring that everyone – funders and those
who are funded – have a clear idea of what is expected of them. Separating out outputs,
outcomes and impacts will also make it more explicit to projects that it is not just what they do,
but the impact of what they do, that matters.
Centralised support services
There may be a case for DECC providing some level of centralised IT, PR, evaluation and
marketing support for future funds, particularly for the smaller projects or those run by small,
voluntary groups without access to internal services of this kind.
Securing external support
Some projects would benefit from guidance on how to tender and recruit expert external support.
Flexible timing
It might be worth future funds allowing projects to stagger their start dates (and consequently,
end dates) over a six or even 12 month period to give them greater flexibility around public
holidays, the academic calendar, etc.
Lessons in communicating climate change
Projects should be reminded that messages are likely to be more effective if they:


Avoid sensationalism;



Are tailored to their audience;



Show sensitivity to the current views of their audience;



Are simple and direct; and



Include a gimmick or hook to grab people‟s attention.

Overall approach to evaluation
Formative evaluation
We strongly recommend the use of formative evaluation techniques (i.e. where evaluators work
alongside projects, feeding findings into the project to assist in its development, rather than only
becoming involved once the project has completed) to ensure that problems are identified and
dealt with early on.
Increased evaluation funding
Many projects complained that they had been unable to conduct as comprehensive an evaluation
as they would have liked because they simply did not have the funds to carry out extensive
survey work, or to bring in consultants to carry out that work on their behalf. Alongside the
suggestion that a formative approach be taken to evaluation, we strongly recommend that future
funds allocate a greater proportion of their available budgets to evaluation, even if this means
funding fewer projects.
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Project-by-project evaluation
It may be unrealistic to expect to be able to use anything but the most basic output data (i.e.
direct contacts or opportunities for contact) to judge performance at a fund level. Differences in
audience, outputs, timing, staffing, partnerships and so on make it extremely unlikely that the
results from one project‟s evaluation can be compared with those from another, even if standard
questions are rigorously applied. This in turn means that it is unlikely to be possible to take the
results of every project supported by a fund and use them directly in an assessment of fund
performance. Instead, we suggest that making resources available to assess each project‟s
performance against the fund‟s objectives and then aggregating these scores to deliver an
assessment of the success of the fund as a whole, may provide a more reliable measure of
outcomes and impacts.

Reporting and evaluation requirements
Opportunities to engage vs. direct engagement
It may be that greater clarity on what is meant by “reach” and “audience” could be offered to
projects to ensure that the distinction between potential exposure and actual engagement is
made

explicit.

Projects

should

be

encouraged

to

measure

both

opportunities

to

engage/communicate and numbers directly engagement since both figures can tell us a great
deal about the performance of supported projects.
Carrying out baseline and follow-up surveys
It could be worth making the release of funds for later stages of a project dependent upon the
successful and timely completion of baseline surveys. There may also be benefits in exploring
ways to build follow-up surveys into project processes so that they become core to their activities
rather than peripheral extra work. As noted elsewhere in this report, one possible way of
achieving this might be to make additional money available for the ongoing exploitation of
outputs developed over the course of a fund, but making the release of such support contingent
on the satisfactory completion of evaluation and reporting requirements.
Reporting data
Projects should be required to report on their performance in absolute terms, providing overall
sample sizes, question base sizes and numbers of respondents per individual question response
as a bare minimum.
Standard questions
Despite some of the problems identified with the use of standard evaluation questions over the
course of the Climate Challenge Fund, we do believe that, alongside other forms of evaluation,
standard questions do have a place. In order to mitigate some of the problems experienced by
the CCF, the following measures may be worth considering in future funds:


Ensure that questions are identified early on in the fund‟s development, alongside the
fund‟s key strategic objectives;



“Market test” the questions with projects and with the public to ensure that they make
sense and to identify possible areas for confusion or misinterpretation. In particular, test
the questions with different kinds of audiences – children, older people, businesses, etc –
and if necessary, agree standard variations to ensure that questions are appropriate to
their context; and



Develop guidance to help projects test change in key areas using qualitative methods as
well as (or in some cases, instead of), quantitative ones.

Recognition testing for passive media
Though expensive, building campaign recognition assessments into the evaluation requirements
for projects making use of passive mass media (posters, newspapers and magazines, television
and radio) would be invaluable in placing “opportunities to communicate” figures in context.
Recognition surveys should, wherever possible, also include measures of attitudinal or
behavioural change, making it easier to link these movements to a particular campaign (or not).
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It may also be worth asking funded projects to include dummy responses in their campaign
recognition surveys in order to provide a measure of margin of error or over-claiming.
Recording key variables for passive media
It would be worth encouraging projects to state circulation, attendance, footfall and listener
figures separately for each type of media in which they secure coverage, together with the
number of issues or programmes in each case.

Evaluation support
Measuring secondary audiences (or “spill over”)
Future funds could provide projects with guidance to make them more aware of their potential to
reach people beyond their primary audience via word of mouth, and provide advice on
measurement and reporting their success in doing so.
The importance of continuity and consistency
Evaluation guidance to projects should stress the importance of maintaining a consistent
approach to baseline and follow up surveys.
Assessing the reach of online tools
It may be that future funds could offer projects help and guidance on gathering more
comprehensive and meaningful web usage data, possibly through the use of a free statistical tool
such as Google Analytics. These facilities offer, among other things, details on average pages
viewed per visit and could also help projects to tailor and hone their web offering to maximise its
effectiveness by, for instance, identifying poorly performing pages or capitalising on popular
search terms.
We also suggest that future funds provide projects with simple definitions of what is meant by
key terms such as „hits‟, „visits‟, „page views‟, „time on site‟ and „unique visitors‟ and that they be
encouraged to report against most of these headings (with the exception of hits).

Adding value – replication, longevity and spill-over
It might be worth future DECC funds making formal provisions for the collection and retention of
knowledge and the continued use of project outputs. This could be linked to additional funding,
conditional upon project performance, thus acting both as an incentive for projects to consider
and record any lessons learned, and incentivising a professional, longer-term approach.
Many projects had the potential to reach more people than originally envisaged in their bid. This
tended to be for one of four reasons:


Their outputs were available to those outside of their original primary target audience;



They continued to use (or make available) their outputs after the funding had come to
an end;



Their target audience spoke about or shared their experiences in other ways with
friends, colleagues or family; or



An output was reproduced elsewhere, or used by other groups.

Much of this potential appeared to have been limited by CCF funding having come to an end. It
might be worth considering using funds to build longer term relationships with project groups and
stakeholders in addition to, or even instead of, one-off competitions.
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2

Introduction

The Climate Challenge Fund (CCF) was a Defra-run fund designed to improve awareness of – and
attitudes towards - climate change through the use of communication techniques. Between
summer 2006 and March 2008 the CCF allocated £8.5m to 83 projects across England. Some of
these were on a national scale whilst others targeted local or regional audiences. The methods
used to communicate with those audiences included plays, games, exhibitions, films, seminars
and workshops and professional advice.
In January 2008, Brook Lyndhurst was commissioned by Defra (now the DECC) to conduct a
review of some particular aspects of the CCF that would feed into the Department‟s full fund
evaluation. Specifically, Brook Lyndhurst was to:


Explore project outputs – defined by Defra as “anything done or produced by a project”;



Analyse project outcomes – defined by Defra as “overall attitudinal change and any other
secondary outcomes that may be attributable to the CCF projects”; and



Draw some overall conclusions on the effectiveness of the CCF

This assessment was then to be brought together by Defra, in conjunction with the Department‟s
own review of Fund and project processes, into a “coherent evaluation package”.

2.1

The evolution of the evaluation

The assessment of project outcomes and outputs, was originally envisaged by Defra as a
quantitative exercise, since it centred on an “analysis of raw data” that the Department would
provide in the form of an Excel spreadsheet. This spreadsheet would be developed by Brook
Lyndhurst and then populated by Defra, using material from the following sources:


The grant offer letter – CCF1



The forecast timetable – CCF5



The profile of forecast expenditure and funding – CCF6



The change request forms – CCF7



The quarterly progress reports – CCF8



The close-out report – CCF9



A project evaluation report

The CCF9 and project evaluation reports in particular were seen as key, since projects have to
use these to feedback on their outcomes and, in particular, on the results of five “agree-disagree”
evaluation questions provided by Defra:


The world‟s climate is changing;



Climate change is the result of human behaviour;



Climate change is a natural occurrence;



Climate change has become more important for me in this last year; and



I personally can help to limit the effects of climate change.

In addition to this large-scale quantitative analysis, Brook Lyndhurst was also to carry out eight
in-depth case studies with CCF projects in order to provide some qualitative detail.
By spring 2008 it had become apparent that the nature of the projects funded by the CCF and the
types and variety of activities undertaken by those projects meant that a quantitative framework
that captured all of the necessary data in a way that allowed us to make reliable comment upon
performance across the fund as a whole was not practicable. Instead, the decision was made, in
consultation with Defra, to develop a much narrower spreadsheet of project activities,
supplementing this with additional case studies, carried out either over the phone or in face-toDecember 2008
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face interviews. An outline of the activities of the projects covered by case studies is provided at
the beginning of Annex A. Table 1 provides details of projects that were interviewed over the
phone.
Table 1

Projects interviewed over the telephone

Organisation

Activities

Big Brum Theatre in
Education Company

A workshop and drama performance called "the Giant‟s Embrace" for primary
school children in years two and three.

Sunderland City Council

City-wide billboard, adshell and poster campaign, photo competition, short film,
promotional items and stalls at local events

National Federation of
Women‟s Institutes

Raising awareness of climate change through 124 eco-teams, spread around the
country.

Forkbeard Fantasy

Theatre shows across England, „Carbon Weevils‟ DVD and workshops.

Community Energy Plus

Pub quizzes, attendance at festivals, after dinner talks and other, similar events.

Stoke-on-Trent City Council

Advertising campaign including posters, billboards, website, competitions,
attendance at events and media coverage.

School Councils UK

Online game and project planning toolkit

Global Link (Lancaster)

A multi-media interactive exhibition in a truck, which toured mainly schools but
was also available for public events.

Forum for the Future

Communicating climate change to farmers.

University of Oxford

Public awareness raising through public events, a toolkit, recruitment of
"explorers" and horizontal networking.

Centre for Sustainable Energy

The "100 Ideas House" toured shopping centres educating shoppers about climate
change and how to save energy.

National Energy Foundation

Logi-City – and online game about climate change.

Friends of the Earth Cornwall

Adverts on Pirate FM – a Cornish commercial radio station - along with publicity
(fliers in the local paper and website), aimed at young people.

Nottinghamshire &
Derbyshire Local Authorities'
Energy Partnership

Mobile climate change centre, pledges, website, workshops, in-house staff
information.

Once projects began to return their final evaluation reports in the run up to (and in many cases
after) the deadline of 2 May 2008, it became apparent that recording information from the
reports in the evaluation spreadsheet was a more complex and time-consuming process than
Defra‟s internal resources would allow. Brook Lyndhurst therefore took additional responsibility
for the analysis of project documents and the population of the spreadsheet.

2.2

The available data

A number of projects were extremely slow in submitting their close out documentation –
particularly their evaluation reports and CCF9 forms. At the time of writing, we have not had sight
of any documentation from ten projects and have not received evaluation reports for an
additional 15. We also do not have CCF9 forms for two further projects. The rest of this report
therefore provides the best possible description of the CCF with the available data.

2.3

The structure of this report

This report draws together the findings from the work outlined above. This includes:


Analysis of the summary spreadsheet developed and completed by Brook Lyndhurst
using project documentation;



Details from the original eight case studies; and



Information garnered through an additional five face-to-face case studies and 14
telephone interviews.
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It should also be noted that much of what follows has been informed by lessons learned on other
projects, and in particular our three year evaluation of the Environmental Action Fund and work
for Defra looking at the potential for community waste groups to contribute to achieving waste
minimisation and recycling policy objectives2.
The remainder of this report is structured as follows:


Chapter 3 – challenges in evaluating the Fund;



Chapter 4 – project outputs – what did the Fund achieve?;



Chapter 5 – assessing the outcomes of the Fund;



Chapter 6 – how effective was the CCF?; and



Chapter 7 – conclusions and recommendations.

Key findings and recommendations are highlighted in the body of the report and summarised in
the final section.

2

WR0504: Establishing the Behaviour Change Evidence Base to Inform Community-Based Waste Prevention
and Recycling: http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Document.aspx?Document=WR0504_5409_FRP.pdf
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Challenges in evaluating the Fund

The Climate Challenge Fund placed considerable emphasis on reporting, requiring funded projects
to deliver regular updates to Defra and setting out standard indicators against which performance
could be measured3. However, a number of factors have conspired to make the evaluation
process far more complex than might have been hoped. As a result, this evaluation has in some
cases had to make do with incomplete, misleading, contradictory or inaccurate data. This section
outlines some of these challenges in more detail, as well as making some suggestions about steps
that could be taken in future funds to avoid or ameliorate their impact.

3.1

Awareness raising, attitude change and behaviour change

The CCF was in some ways a victim of its own particular circumstance in that at the time of its
launch, government policy was focussed upon improving awareness of, and attitudes towards,
climate change. The Fund was explicitly not concerned with effecting behaviour change; indeed,
applications that were judged to be too focussed on behavioural goals were rejected. Since the
project‟s launch, behaviour change has achieved far greater prominence as a policy objective,
while consumer awareness of climate change has become almost universal in the UK4.
Moreover, public acceptance of the role of humans in causing climate change – one of the key
indicators of success for the CCF - is also reasonably high (though it‟s worth noting that this has
actually fallen slightly over the course of the Fund, probably due to adverse publicity like the
Channel 4 documentary „The Great Global Warming Swindle‟)5. One of the reasons that
awareness of climate change – and the role of human behaviour in causing climate change – is so
high is that the issue has achieved a far greater prominence in the media, in product promotion
and marketing and in other areas of government policy than it had when the Fund was launched.
This „background noise‟ makes it more difficult to attribute changes to the activities of CCF
projects.
Relatively high levels of public support for the main CCF indicators have led some projects to
express frustration that the Fund did not leave more scope for targeting behaviours. Indeed, one
interview respondent said he felt Defra staff were, “constrained by the design of the Fund” and
that they were, “doing awareness-raising two years too late”.

3.2

Difficulties assessing the reach of the CCF

Reliably calculating how many people the CCF may have reached through the communication
techniques employed by participating projects is also problematic.

Primary audiences
Most projects provided estimates of their reach, but closer examination of these figures exposes
significant room for error. This is caused by two main factors.
Firstly, we have to make a distinction between reach and engagement. Many of the
communication methods used by projects were passive, in that they were „pushed‟ at an audience
in the hope that they would (a) notice the approach and (b) respond. Newspaper articles, radio
adverts and leaflet drops are good examples of this sort of approach. While these projects could
legitimately claim to have „reached‟ all of the recipients of these passive media, it would be wrong
to assume that every one of them was aware of the messages conveyed. One project, for

3

These were primarily provided by the five standard questions set out in section 2.1 and dealt with in more
detail in section 5.2.
4
The March 2008 Defra climate change tracker survey found that 98% of respondents claimed to be familiar
with the phrase “climate change” (Defra/COI (March 2008) Attitudes to climate change, wave 7)
5
The March 2008 Defra climate change tracker survey found that 67% of respondents believed climate change
was mainly or entirely caused by human behaviour, down from a high of 82% in wave three.
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example, claimed to have reached more than 7.5 million people through national media. While
this reflects their considerable success in generating coverage, it is not particularly useful in
assessing the practical reach of the CCF and can serve only as an indicator of potential rather
than a measure of genuine engagement. This is a particular problem for funds that are focussed
upon communication techniques, as the CCF has been. There is more detail on this issue in
section 4.3.
It may be that greater clarity on what is meant by “reach” and “audience” could be
offered to projects supported by future funds to ensure that the distinction between
potential exposure and actual engagement is made explicit. Projects should be
encouraged to measure both wherever possible since both figures can tell us a great
deal about the performance of the fund. Indeed, it might be possible, if the data were
sufficiently robust, to use the two to create another measure of performance: the ratio
between opportunities for communication or engagement created by funded projects
and the extent of any resulting behavioural or attitudinal change.
Secondly, there was inconsistent reporting of footfall, circulation, viewing and listening figures.
Projects often counted total media circulation rather than measuring campaign recognition, in
several cases multiplying the circulation of a newspaper by the number of issues in which their
work was mentioned. One local project, for example, estimated they had a reach of 15,169,594
people – or almost a quarter of the UK population - based upon a combination of newspaper
readership figures, footfall and event attendance.
Another project of a similar scale (YH019) took the 103,499 circulation of one newspaper and
multiplied this by the number of different editions they were mentioned in (32) to produce an
estimate of 3,310,368, a figure that was combined with other similar calculations for a total reach
figure of 11,750,764.
In effect, these projects were recognising that they had created the potential to reach people
millions of times, rather than measuring the effectiveness of that engagement. That is still a
useful figure, particularly in terms of passive communication techniques when simply opening the
possibility of communicating climate change with someone (i.e. through media coverage) is a
significant achievement in itself. Where problems could arise, however, was in inconsistent
reporting of these figures. Some projects quoted circulation figures without any explanation while
others quoted totals but did not give a breakdown of the circulation estimates for each type of
media or the number of issues counted within that figure.
In future funds of this sort, it would be worth encouraging projects to state circulation,
attendance, footfall and listener figures separately for each type of media with which
they secure coverage, together with the number of issues or programmes they are
featured in for each6. Additional information that could help inform a qualitative assessment
might include the equivalent advertising value by column inch (or seconds) of any editorial
secured7.
Very few projects tested campaign recognition in order to better gauge the effectiveness of the
exposure offered by the coverage they obtained. When they did – as with the evaluation for the
Greater London Authority‟s (LON024) London Underground poster campaign – recognition was
often relatively low – 11 per cent of respondents claimed to have seen the poster in that case.

6

In the case of poster and billboard campaigns, wherever possible, projects should note the number of sites
covered, period of display for each separate iteration of the advert and footfall in each case.
7
Advertising value equivalency (AVE) is calculated by multiplying the column inches or seconds of coverage by
the advertising rates of the media outlet concerned. Since advertising rates usually reflect the „quality‟ of
coverage a media outlet can offer to its clients, it can be argued that they also reflect the impact of any
editorial coverage. It should be noted, however, that the value of AVE is disputed, in part because readers
generally place greater trust in editorial than they do in advertising. While some proponents of AVE have
responded by applying a multiplier to the advertising values, these figures can often feel arbitrary. Nonetheless,
calculating basic AVE would provide the opportunity to measure the performance of different projects or funds
against one another, though projects would undoubtedly require some sort of guidance in this regard.
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Future funds might benefit from making it a requirement that projects using passive
forms of media carried out campaign recognition assessments in addition to using
circulation and footfall figures to provide “opportunities for communication” estimates.

Secondary audiences
Some projects such as Setpoint Lancashire (NW004) explicitly encouraged their audiences to talk
to other people about their experiences, while others are likely to have extended their reach in
this way more informally. However, Setpoint Lancashire represents possibly the only example of a
project deliberately setting out to measure their effect on these „secondary audiences‟, adding to
the uncertainty about the Fund‟s reach and underplaying any estimates of the Fund‟s reach. The
responses of some project managers when we asked about secondary audiences in the interviews
and case studies suggests that many were unfamiliar with the idea that their work might have a
reach beyond those they had direct contact with. It may be that future funds could provide
projects with guidance to make them more aware of the potential for this additional
influence and provide advice on measurement and reporting.

Measuring online reach
The tendency to measure „opportunities for communication‟ rather than effective engagement
was particularly noticeable when projects were reporting statistics on website usage. For
instance, the Woodcraft Folk (AE002) evaluation report recorded that the project had 65,000
unique visitors to its website – one of the higher usage figures reported by CCF projects. While in
one sense an individual visiting a website is clearly an act of engagement, these figures provide
no way of knowing why visitors arrived at the site, nor how long they stayed. It is entirely
possible that many of these people clicked through from a search engine, found the site was not
what they were looking for and exited without digesting the information in a meaningful way.
Other projects failed even to provide basic web data. For example, one project suggested that
placing their DVD video on YouTube had resulted in it being seen by “countless more” people,
despite the fact that YouTube displays the number of times a video has been looked at just below
the video itself8.
It may be that future funds could offer projects help and guidance on gathering more
comprehensive and meaningful web usage data, possibly through the use of a free
statistical tool such as Google Analytics. These facilities offer, among other things,
details on average pages viewed per visit and could also help projects to tailor and
hone their web offering to maximise its effectiveness by, for instance, identifying
poorly performing pages or capitalising on popular search terms.
It is worth noting that there were some examples of projects providing very robust web data.
School Councils UK (AE013), for instance, provided figures for the average amount of time
visitors spent on their site (around two and a half minutes in that case – an impressive
achievement).

3.3

Inconsistencies in the data

Before discussing the challenges we faced in collating and analysing data from the CCF projects,
it is worth revisiting a point made in our interim report to Defra in March regarding definitions.
Then we noted that while the policy world views „outputs‟ to be the materials produced by a
project and „outcomes‟ to be the changes achieved through the application of those materials,
many of those in the third sector consider the application of the materials to be their project
outcomes. A good example can be found on the CCF9 form for the National Energy Foundation
(SE070), which states that in reaching “between 350,000 and one million” Co-op customers with
their store radio and leaflet campaign, they had “exceeded... original project outcomes”.

8

When we visited their video online in early October 2008, the first half of the video had registered 114 views;
the second, 66 views.
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Again, we reiterate the suggestion made elsewhere, and most notably in our interim
reports on the Environmental Action Fund, that the term „impacts‟ be used by DECC in
the place of what it currently calls „outcomes‟.
This focus on application rather than influence may go some way to explaining why some projects
seemed reluctant to measure attitudinal changes arising from their activities. Certainly if we
review the data produced by the CCF as a whole, the quality and extent of the figures delivered
by projects are considerably lower than might have been expected from the Fund‟s fairly robust
reporting requirements. Over the following paragraphs we review some of the problems with
analysing the outcome data, before making some comments on the figures themselves.

Incomplete or unavailable evaluation reports
Projects‟ final evaluation reports should provide details of the activities undertaken, together with
measures of the success of those projects in raising awareness and changing attitudes and
commentary on any lessons learned. As already noted, at the time of writing we had still not
received site of project documentation from a number of projects. Other reports are
conspicuously incomplete, lacking key information or the detail that would allow full analysis.
Examples include:


One project that carried out baseline and follow-up surveys but failed to include this data
in their evaluation report;



Another that surveyed 92 people but provided no data; and



Another that carried out a follow-up survey but did not include the data in their
evaluation report.

Inconsistent approaches to reporting figures
A few projects reported top-line figures rather than raw data, making it difficult to accurately
assess impact. For example one project attributed scores to responses to the standard Defra
questions, so that “strongly agree” was given a score of five and “strongly disagree” a score of
one. They then only reported the average score for each question, making it difficult to tell how
the responses were spread between the answers.
While too many requirements on reporting can be off-putting for fund applicants,
making sure projects have access to and fully understand guidance on how figures
should be reported could avoid this sort of confusion in the future. Certainly absolute
figures should be required if projects are to be compared on a like for like basis.

Adaptation of Defra questions
As noted in our interim report to Defra, a number of projects elected to alter the standard
evaluation questions. This tended to be for one of two reasons. Firstly, a number of projects –
particularly those aimed at children and young people - felt that the questions were unsuited to
their particular audiences.
Secondly, and perhaps more commonly, questions were considered to be simply confusing or
misleading. This applied particularly to question two (“Climate change is the result of human
behaviour”) and question three (“Climate change is a natural occurrence”). Many projects
suggested that asking respondents to agree or disagree with these statements failed to
acknowledge that many people believe climate change is caused by a combination of human and
natural factors. Projects dealt with this in different ways.
Derby City Council (EM007) replaced the first of these statements with, “Human activity is
affecting the climate”, and the second with, “We don‟t need to worry about climate change, the
planet will sort itself out.” Manchester Knowledge Capital (NW021), CTC (AE032) and
Winterbourne Botanic Garden (WM031) included the word “entirely” in both statements, while
Woodcraft Folk (AE002) amalgamated them to form the question, “To what extent do you think

December 2008
16

The Climate Challenge Fund: An evaluation report for Defra
Chapter 3

climate change is a result of human behaviour or natural changes?”, with “due entirely to human
behaviour”, “unsure” and “due entirely to natural changes”.
While many of these solutions essentially test similar attitudes, the different wording makes it
impossible to compare project outcomes on a like for like basis. If any form of quantitative
analysis of fund outcomes is required in future, it is essential that projects all ask the
same questions.
This raises a further question, which we will return to in more detail later. If some projects
have a genuine need to alter or replace evaluation questions, does this mean we should
have lower expectations of the sorts of data fund evaluations can yield? Or at least,
should we lower our expectations of what we can do with that data at a Fund level?

Failure to use Defra questions at all
Far from adapting Defra‟s standard questions for their own use, some projects failed to use them
at all. Again, there were a number of reasons given for this. The most common was the fact that
many projects had begun work before Defra finalised the statements that were to be included, so
that baseline surveys had already been carried out.
Other projects felt that their audiences were unsuited to quantitative evaluation, while one
project said they had not used the Defra questions because this would have meant including popup windows on their MyAdobo.com website.

Absence of baseline or follow-up data
Another common issue was projects‟ failure to carry out either a baseline or follow-up survey,
making it difficult to assess the extent of any changes that had occurred over the course of their
activities. In one particularly notable example, a project that carried out a baseline survey of
3,030 people in February 2007, failed to do a follow up9. As a result, the number of pledges made
over the course of the fund (3,948 between July 2006 and April 2008) appears to be the only
evidence that Defra‟s support has had any impact at all.

Changing questions between baseline and follow up
Another issue in assessing the CCF is the fact that some projects altered the questions they used
to evaluate their success at various times over the course of the Fund. It is therefore nearimpossible to establish the extent to which the attitudes of those targeted by these groups
changed, let alone making a causal link between the project‟s activities and those changes, or
using the project results in a broader evaluation of the CCF as a whole.
One project used a range of different questions over the course of nine waves of evaluation, all
with different audience groups in different scenarios. In the case of another, the change was
more subtle – the word “entirely” was sometimes inserted into the Defra statement, “Climate
change is the result of human behaviour”. While the addition may seem relatively minor, it has a
fairly substantial impact on the meaning of the statement and undermines any comparison of
responses to the differently worded questions.
Guidance for projects supported by future funds should stress the importance of
maintaining continuity between (and within) different waves of evaluation.

Small sample sizes
Several projects that targeted large audiences based their evaluations on interviews with
relatively small numbers of respondents. For example, one project used self-completion
9

Note that the project‟s CCF9 report states that a “follow-up... survey has not been possible”, adding that, “As
discussed with Defra, results from a smaller follow-up survey will follow in May”. At the time of writing, we have
had not had sight of this.
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evaluation forms to assess the impact of a three week exhibition held in a library. The project
evaluation estimated that almost 38,000 people had passed through the library over that period,
but only 25 visitors to the exhibition completed a questionnaire. Despite the low sample size,
some of the responses were still reported in percentages.
This said, the majority of projects appear to have done the best they could with the resources
and expertise available to them. Certainly it may be worth DECC giving some consideration
to whether or not it would be justified increasing the financial support for evaluation,
as well as possibly providing more tailored advice to projects on their individual
evaluation requirements.
Online projects could also benefit from guidance on how to integrate basic evaluation
questions into their outputs, making them integral components rather than optional
extras.

Partial evaluations
A large number of CCF projects ran multifaceted campaigns, targeting a range of outputs at
several different audiences. In effect, these initiatives functioned as separate projects and, if the
projects‟ success was to be measured in full, required separate evaluations, but many of these
multi-track projects evaluated only certain aspects of their work and, in some cases, failed to
measure the impact of the initiatives with the widest reach. One project, for instance, claimed to
have reached over 7.5 million people through media coverage secured over the course of their
activities, as well as over 13,000 people through gallery exhibitions and 1,115 people in
workshops. Their evaluation, however, was based upon only:


Eight face-to-face follow up interviews;



Eight telephone interviews;



33 online questionnaires; and



143 questionnaires completed by people attending the exhibitions.

Only £3,000 of Defra funding was allocated for evaluation.
In another example, a project ran local workshops aimed at the people living on a local estate, as
well as broadcasting a carbon neutral community radio show and targeting people through a
website and a „Party Without Pollution‟ event. While the project team made efforts to measure
attitude change in a number of different ways (via their website, at events and by surveying the
general population in the area), they themselves acknowledged that, “accurately measuring
changes in attitudes is hard to carry out scientifically on a multi-faceted project which takes place
over a long period of time with different groups of people at different times.”
Moreover, they were quite explicit about why this might have been: “We did not have the
resources or expertise to track the attitudinal change of a representative sample of individuals
during the project.” Since the audience was confined to a relatively small geographical area and
remained constant across all of the project outputs (though these individual components varied in
reach and levels of engagement), it could be argued that the project had an easier job than many
in terms of evaluation. That said, the Defra component of the evaluation budget (£2,105) still
made up only a very small part of the Department‟s overall £87,709 contribution.
In other cases, projects used a single output, but still targeted very different audiences with that
output. In one example, a video was seen by an estimated 5.5 million cinema-goers but the
project was only able to survey attitude change with around 1,500 of their own members.
Again, these examples suggest that it may be worth future funds providing additional
funding and support for evaluation purposes.
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Mixed evaluation methodologies
The examples above also raise another, more fundamental question. Projects clearly have to
tailor their approach to evaluation to the outputs they produce so that, as we have already seen,
the final evaluation data represent a mix of focus group findings, self-completed questionnaires,
telephone interviews, face-to-face interviews, formal and informal online surveys and so on. Even
if the questions used in these assessments are consistent, the differences in methodology – and
in the audiences they target – mean any use of this data in reaching conclusions about the
performance of the Fund as a whole would be speculative at best.
Then there are the differences in the types of outputs produced; and in the way they are applied.
As we have already seen, some projects chose to target large numbers of people with one-off,
passive forms of engagement – the Friends of the Earth Trust (AE004) student awareness
campaign, for example – while others used deeper, more interactive methods – Horizon South
West‟s targeting of small numbers of marketing professionals (SW072), for instance, or Forkbeard
Fantasy‟s Invisible Bonfires play (AE010).
All of these projects could have used the standard Defra questions in their evaluations, but it is
likely that the results would have been very different because of the different types of
engagement adopted. While the figures would provide an indication of the sorts of relative
impacts of different types of intervention, some level of subjective interpretation would be
required to use them in judging the success of the CCF as a whole. How do we judge the relative
merits of, say, a positive shift of two percentage points in the attitudes of an audience of 300,000
against a shift of twenty percentage points in the attitudes of an audience of 40? And however we
answer that question, how do we express that answer in a statement about the overall
effectiveness of the Fund?
If we take a step back, it may be counterintuitive to hope to sum up the activities of such a wideranging, innovative Fund through a few top-line figures. Even if we were able to gauge how many
people had been reached, what would this tell us without an idea of how they were reached?
Even if we were able to say that, on average, those people‟s attitudes to issue  showed a
positive shift of  percentage points over the course of the Fund, what useful purpose would such
a figure serve?
It may be that a fairly substantial shift is needed in our approach to measuring the
impact of Funds like the CCF and that, rather than aiming to identify the number of
people reached and the size of any shifts in attitudes or behaviour, evaluations are
used only to measure the performance of individual projects against their original
objectives (which would then feed into a more subjective view of the success or failure
of the fund as a whole) and to identify what works and what does not.

Establishing causal links
Most projects seemed to understand that the purpose of the evaluation was to track shifts in
attitudes among target audiences over the course of the Fund, but far fewer were able to provide
evidence of a causal link between those shifts in attitude and project outputs. One project stated
in the introduction to their evaluation report, “The comparisons [between baseline and follow-up
surveys] can only be described as „tentative‟ because the effect of [the] C-Change [project]
cannot be isolated from the effects of other climate change information”.
It is worth noting that there were some notable exceptions. The Local Authorities Energy
Partnership in Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire (EM020), for instance, reviewed both attitudinal
changes and campaign recognition. Moreover, the results were cross-checked against the
DECC/COI national tracker survey to establish whether baseline and follow-up findings were in
keeping with the national picture. The project‟s close-out submission stands out as one of the
better structured, more considered evaluation reports.
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While we do acknowledge that establishing such links is an inexact science, it may be that
encouraging all funded organisations to place attitudinal (or behavioural) questions
and campaign recognition questions within the same survey would help judge the
degree to which changes may be linked to project outputs.

Bias and over-claiming
A number of projects depended upon their participants to complete feedback forms or
questionnaires. This seems likely to have resulted in respondents having been more likely to be
responsive to, or interested in, climate change issues.
Respondents to surveys on environmental issues also frequently over-claim what they perceive as
„good‟ behaviour. An interesting demonstration of this was provided by the evaluation of the
GLA‟s London Underground poster campaign (LON024), which included a dummy slogan – “CO2
for Tomorrow” - among the genuine campaign names tested for public recognition. The fake
campaign achieved similar recognition scores (nine percent in the baseline, eight percent in the
follow-up) to the GLA‟s “DIY Planet Repairs” (eight and nine percent respectively) and higher
figures than “I Count” (five and six percent respectively).
While such methods are hardly foolproof, including this sort of dummy answer, or
repeating similar questions in subtly different forms, can offer additional insight into
potential levels of over-claiming. It may be worth encouraging projects supported by
future Funds to adopt similar approaches.

Contrasts between quantitative data and anecdotal or qualitative
evidence
One final point to note with regards to any analysis of the outcomes of the CCF projects is the
gulf between some projects‟ reported data and their anecdotal or qualitative evaluations of their
performance. While a certain „rose tinted spectacles‟ effect is to be expected, it seems unlikely
that this is entirely down to wishful thinking on the part of project managers. In some cases
projects have confronted the discrepancy head-on, offering up suggestions as to why the
difference may have occurred.
Global Action Plan (GAP, AE014), for instance, noted in their CCF9 report that, “The evaluation
questionnaires have not found a significant difference in attitudes before and after use of the
[Making the Carbon Connection] display. This does not seem to match with oral feedback
received at events.” Their evaluation results are shown in Table 2 (next page) and appear to bear
out their conclusion that attitudes changed little between their pre-intervention questionnaire and
follow-up email survey.
They suggested two reasons for this. Firstly, they claimed that the last question might have been
interpreted as referring to respondents‟ capacity to influence climate change as a global problem,
rather than, as they had hoped, as referring to individuals‟ capacity to reduce their own impacts,
which their display aimed to address. Secondly, they criticised the wording of some questions –
particularly the two relating to the human vs. natural causes of climate change, as discussed
previously.
While these arguments are to a certain extent self-serving, they do underline an important
concern when evaluating project outcomes. The five Defra questions may have encapsulated the
key indicators of the Fund‟s success at the time of launch, but outputs may have had other
impacts that were equally relevant to the government‟s climate change agenda, particularly given
the changing policy context within which the CCF was operating. A good example is provided by
Forum for the Future (AE134), whose campaign targeted farmers as a profession rather than as
individual members of the public. Questions about personal capacity to make a difference would
not necessarily make sense in this context.
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Table 2

Baseline and follow-up responses to the standard Defra questions, Global Action Plan (AE014)

The world's
climate is
changing

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Total

Baseline

47

26

2

0

0

75

%

63

35

3

0

0

100

135

103

10

2

0

250

%

54

41

4

1

0

100

% change

-9

7

1

1

0

Baseline

26

41

7

1

0

75

%

35

55

9

1

0

100

135

103

10

2

0

250

%

54

41

4

1

0

100

% change

19

-13

-5

-1

0

Baseline

3

33

21

10

7

74

%

4

45

28

14

9

100

20

121

56

41

12

250

%

8

48

22

16

5

100

% change

4

4

-6

3

-5

Follow-up

Climate
change is
the result of
human
behaviour

Climate
change is a
natural
occurrence

Follow-up

Follow-up

Climate
change has
become
more of an
issue for me
in this last
year

Baseline

20

33

11

8

3

75

%

27

44

15

11

4

100

Follow-up

61

121

46

20

2

250

%

24

48

18

8

1

100

% change

-2

4

4

-3

-3

I personally
can help to
limit the
effects of
climate
change

Baseline

29

39

3

3

1

75

%

39

52

4

4

1

100

Follow-up

90

131

19

7

3

250

%

36

52

8

3

1

100

% change

-3

0

4

-1

-0

We would suggest that for future funds:


Standard questions need to be sensitive to the different inferences that may be
drawn from them according to the context in which they are asked; and that



Wherever possible Fund evaluation structures should be developed that
incorporate and recognise the value of „softer‟ evaluation findings and
encourage robust research and reporting of qualitative data. There should be firm
evidence to support the likes of GAP when they state, “We are confident that the display
has demonstrated effectiveness at generating interest and debate amongst audiences
who may not otherwise be engaged... due to observations of educators and
overwhelmingly positive oral feedback from participants.”

3.4

The shape of future evaluations

As we have already noted, Defra‟s original intention was to evaluate the CCF using a combination
of limited external consultancy support (to set the parameters for, and then carry out, an analysis
of the raw quantitative data collected by the projects) and internal Defra resources (looking
mainly at fund processes). The reality of the data provided by the projects has made this task
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very difficult. With the benefit of hindsight, we can make a number of observations about Defra‟s
approach to evaluating the Fund that could provide useful pointers for the future:


Some projects have clearly struggled with their evaluations, while it was clear that
others would be unable to provide the sort of data anticipated by Defra from a relatively
early stage. Several project managers have made efforts to record the fact that they
approached Defra to try to alter their evaluation approaches in light of their particular
circumstances. It may be that viewing evaluation as something that happens
throughout the course of a fund, rather than an exercise that is conducted at
the very end once all the necessary data has been collected, could help to
identify problems early and better tailor the final approach to the data
available. We do acknowledge that this sort of approach can be far more costly, but
would stress that it could mean funds provide far greater value for money in the longer
term by providing on-going assistance to projects and by ensuring that the outcomes (or
impacts) of a fund can be robustly assessed and lessons learned.



As mentioned briefly in the preceding sections, it may be worth restructuring fund
evaluations around a “bottom-up” rather than “top-down” approach. That is to say,
projects could be assessed and scored against overarching departmental
objectives individually with those scores then used to draw a picture of the
success of the programme as a whole. Again, we acknowledge that this is a
resource-hungry approach, but given the huge variety displayed by applicants to the
CCF, attempting to measure the success of this sort of fund using raw project data may
fail to do justice to many projects‟ hard work.
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4

Project outputs: what did the Fund achieve?

This section explores the activities of the projects supported by the CCF, providing an overview of
the sorts of activities undertaken and estimates of the number of people exposed to climate
change communications as a result.

4.1

Depth of engagement

Many of the CCF projects echoed findings from other funds and behaviour change initiatives that
have suggested that active, interactive and long-term engagement is more effective in shifting
attitudes than passive, one-off interventions. The more intensive initiatives, working with
narrower audiences, may also be easier (or at least cheaper) to evaluate, because they generally
involve direct interaction between project staff and members of the public (though they may be
more expensive to run). It is therefore much easier to identify the group from which a sample
needs to be drawn, while samples may be much smaller, reflecting the fact that these forms of
engagement tend to deal with tens or hundreds of people, rather than thousands or tens of
thousands. Deeper engagement also arguably makes it easier to attribute changes to the
intervention, partly because that intervention is often more intense than passive approaches and
partly because baseline and follow-up surveys often take place immediately before and after the
„intervention event‟, making it easier to exclude external factors.
There were numerous examples of both approaches right across the range of CCF projects. The
GLA‟s poster campaign was a good example of a passive output (LON024). While reaching
millions of London Underground passengers, the poster had to compete with the range of other
advertising targeting the same people in similar ways and while 11 percent of respondents said
they recognised the poster, recollection of the message it conveyed was poor.
Sheffield Galleries & Museums Trust (YH023), in contrast, used workshops and interactive
exhibition displays to target families and children, particularly in hard-to-reach areas. The project
evaluation notes that the interactive element to the exhibition was particularly successful at
securing the interest of younger visitors, while the workshops provided an opportunity for
discussion and feedback.
Carbon Neutral Northeast (NE004) is another good example of a project that used face-to-face,
more involved techniques to engage with its target audience through its roving Climate Change
Dome. The project‟s success in doing so is reflected in the fact that it was quoted as an example
of good practice (and in some cases its outputs were actually used) by several other CCF-funded
schemes – the NEF‟s exhibition in Milton Keynes, for instance. The other notable aspect of the
Carbon Neutral Northeast activities is that, despite employing an active form of engagement, they
still reached large numbers of people by placing the Dome in locations with high footfall.
This appears to be a rare exception to the tension that underlies most forms of more intensive
engagement: they may be more effective in shifting attitudes and behaviours, but they generally
only reach a very few people. When judging their merit in value-for-money terms then, it is not
simply a case of pointing a finger and saying, “That worked, that didn‟t”. There is also an
unanswered question about the longer-term, cumulative impact of more passive methods of
communication. Even if audience recollection is low; even if interaction with an output has been
fleeting; even if it is impossible to establish a causal link between the intervention and any shifts
in attitude, this is not to say that an initiative has been ineffectual.
It seems likely that it is the aggregate effect of hundreds, if not thousands of different forms of
communication that has seen acceptance of climate change grow over the last ten years. If this is
true, then anything that contributes to the “background noise” on climate change could be
considered to be playing a role in further shifting attitudes. Perhaps we cannot simply write off
more passive forms of mass communication as a waste of money simply because they do not
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seem to be persuasive in their own right. Looked at from this perspective, both strands of the
CCF-funded activities – the passive and the active – could be seen as being mutually
complimentary. A workshop participant may leave the event feeling convinced and motivated, but
will it take CTC‟s cinema adverts, TFL‟s poster campaigns or the NEF‟s shop radio adverts to
maintain this enthusiasm and keep climate change front-of-mind?

4.2

Project activities

The breadth of the activities undertaken by CCF projects may have made evaluation a challenging
process, but in many ways it was also one of the Fund‟s success stories. From school children
making and distributing climate change films to roaming exhibitions showing the impact of rising
sea levels; from conventional billboard displays to toolkits for teachers; from working with small
groups of marketing professionals to providing information and encouragement to the entire
farming profession: the scope of the CCF reflected the diversity of the organisations it supported.
In trying to make sense of these activities, we have grouped them under the following headings:


Promotional materials



Toolkits and awards



Posters and billboards



Websites



Games



Events



Exhibitions



Written communication (press, emails and newsletters)



Video communication (television, video and film)



Audio communication (radio)



Other

These are in some cases very broad and encompass a large variety of interventions, but in our
view, the common characteristics of the activities under each of these headings make it sensible
to think of them in similar terms. We explore each of these categories in more detail over the
following pages.

Promotional materials
This category covers any materials that were developed for general distribution or printed
material delivered to homes (other than newspapers or magazines). Examples included leaflets,
flyers, balloons, bookmarks, “goody bags”, key rings and playing cards. At least 19 projects
developed outputs falling into this category. Promotional materials were generally a fairly passive
form of communication since they were generally „pushed‟ at target audiences without any
guarantee of engagement on the part of respondents.

Toolkits and awards
This category encompasses outputs that were designed to help or reward engagement with
climate change. Toolkits for teachers were particularly prevalent under this heading. Materials
produced by WMnet (WM008) and Helix Arts (NE021) are good examples of this sort of output,
while Setpoint Lancashire (NW004) encouraged students to achieve their BA bronze CREST
awards10. At least five projects developed outputs that fell into this category. The application of
toolkits usually involved active, direct engagement with an audience, though this was sometimes
one step removed from the organisation that developed the materials.

10

http://www.the-ba.net/the-ba/ccaf/CREST/
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Posters and billboards
At least eight projects developed visual display material (i.e. adverts). These took a variety of
forms, from full-size bill boards to A4 posters. These outputs were almost always passive, relying
upon target audiences to first notice, then engage with the messages they conveyed.

Websites
At least 23 projects provided estimates of the reach of their websites, though many more
developed sites for which they collected no usage data. Project websites showed enormous
variety in purpose (from relatively backward, static sites to highly interactive online games) and
the quality of their execution. Websites require what might be termed “remote” engagement in
that, while there is no personalised interaction between the project team and the website visitor,
visitors clearly choose to visit the websites of their own volition, suggesting a degree of interest in
the subject matter, which may consequently increase the chances of information being absorbed.

Games
This category primarily covers computer games, whether executed on a client computer or
accessed online. At least four projects developed games for their chosen audiences, including
School Councils UK (AE013) which developed a “Climate Challenge” e-learning game, and the
National Energy Foundation‟s LogiCity application (AE011). The interactive element of games
provides a depth to the engagement that might not be found on, say, a website, but the
impersonal nature of that engagement still makes it „shallower‟ than, say, attending a workshop.

Events
One of the broadest categories, this heading covers everything from seminars for 10 people to
music festivals for 200,000. Plays and presentations are also included. In some cases these
events have been staged by the funded organisation (such as Forkbeard Fantasy‟s Invisible
Bonfires play, AE010); in others that organisation has “piggy-backed” on an event organised by
others, simply providing a stall or stand (such as the GLA‟s use of the Chinese New Year
celebrations, LON024). At least 46 projects made use of events of some sort. While there were
some cases in which those attending an event had to elect to visit a stand or stall, in general,
events provided direct, face-to-face contact with respondents.

Exhibitions
Outputs under this heading differ from the events category in that they involve either a longerterm presence lasting at least a few days (such as the exhibition delivered by the Sheffield
Galleries and Museums Trust, YH023), or a touring exhibit (such as the map developed by
Greenhouse Britain, AE017). At least 18 projects contributed to, or organised, exhibitions. In
common with events, exhibitions required visitors to choose to engage with the subject matter,
but if manned, could sometimes include a degree of direct contact.

Written communication (press, emails and newsletters)
The main activities under this heading relate to press coverage gained by the projects, though it
also includes emails and newsletters written or contributed to by project staff. At least 21 projects
recorded successfully generating coverage in written media in one of these ways. As with posters
and billboards, these sorts of written communication tended to be fairly passive, relying on
readers to take an interest.

Video communication (television, video and film)
This category covers both films made by the projects themselves (see, for instance, the DVDs
developed by Bolsover Drama Group, EM002, or the cinema film made and distributed by CTC,
AE032), and mainstream television coverage (such as local BBC coverage of the work of the
Centre for Sustainable Energy, SW051). At least six projects used video communication in some
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form. Most outputs of this sort were passive, requiring watchers (be they cinema goers or people
watching television in the comfort of their own homes) to take interest in and respond to the
materials used. In a few cases, however, such as the Bristol Natural History Consortium (SW075),
projects held video screenings, either of materials they had developed or of other films such as Al
Gore‟s An Inconvenient Truth. These implied a slightly greater degree of engagement, since
audiences had usually made a conscious decision to attend, though the nature of the output itself
was still one-way and relatively passive.

Audio communication (radio)
A few projects such as Radio Regen (NW051) made use of local community radio stations to
communicate climate change. Others, such as Friends of the Earth Cornwall (SW058), secured
either editorial or advertising coverage on regional or national radio. At least seven projects used
radio in some form. This type of communication was almost always passive, requiring the listener
to engage with the subject matter.

Other
For the most part, the activities under this heading consisted of survey work carried out for
project evaluations, but which nevertheless exposed members of the public to climate change
messaging of a sort. This category also includes a few projects that made use of pledge schemes.

4.3

What was the reach of the Climate Challenge Fund?

Breaking down the activities of the funded projects in this way allows us to overcome some of the
challenges that we described in section 3. While it would be misleading (and fairly meaningless)
to tot up the total audience estimates provided by every project, breaking up those estimates by
type of activity allows us to be far clearer about the possible implications of the figures quoted.
Most of the remainder of this section therefore explores each type of activity, wherever possible
differentiating between passive engagement and direct engagement. Before we do, however, it is
worth setting out our approach to calculating these figures:


Double counting | For most projects it has been impossible to establish whether the
people reached by one activity overlap with those reached by another (i.e. whether some
people were reached by two activities run by the same project). Equally, we have often
been unable to determine whether or not an individual reached by one project may also
have been exposed to messaging from another, although we know this happened on
several occasions (Carbon Neutral North East‟s climate dome, NE004, was used by
several other projects, for instance).



Contacts vs. people | In view of the fact that there is likely to be a significant level of
double-counting, as outlined above, it may be better to think of the estimates provided
by projects not in terms of individuals reached, but rather as potential opportunities for
communication and engagement. Thus, a person attending an event would offer one
opportunity for communicating climate change, while the same person receiving a flyer
through the post would provide another. Given the data we have at our disposal, it is far
easier (and perhaps more representative of the projects‟ achievements) to provide a
figure for the number of opportunities for engagement created by the CCF than it is to
quote the number of people reached.11



Missing data | There are some cases in which projects have reported audience reach in
very general terms. This is particularly true when estimating media circulation, when
some project managers have alluded to “many thousands” of people exposed to
newspaper, radio or television coverage. In some of these cases, there has been
sufficient detail available for us to establish circulation figures ourselves. Where this has
not been possible, we have not included any figure. As a result, despite being high, the

11

We should note that this method of estimating reach is still not perfect. Some of the promotional materials
developed by projects were distributed at the events they organised. Arguably, handing such an item to
someone who has already approached your stall or workshop does not offer an entirely new opportunity for
communicating climate change.
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totals presented below are if anything an under-representation of the potential reach of
the Fund.


Estimates | This under-counting effect may be partially offset by a reliance upon
estimates rather than actual reach figures. Since it would have been incredibly costly
(and in some cases, hugely impractical, if not impossible) for projects to accurately
assess reach for every single activity, some have had to settle on guess work. In some
cases this has been based upon fairly reasonable assumptions; in others, eye witness
estimates of attendance at events have been used; others still are based on pure
speculation. We have omitted figures entirely in those few cases in which there are very
clear logical failings in the estimates, but in most others we have given projects the
benefit of the doubt, including estimates as given.



Rounding | As already noted, there was huge diversity in the activities covered under
any one heading and the reach estimates provided vary just as much. In some cases
(usually when smaller audiences were concerned, or when official circulation figures were
being quoted), projects have been extremely precise about the number of people they
might have reached. In others, these figures have been presented rounded up into
hundreds, thousands or even tens of thousands. We have recorded these numbers
verbatim, but when reporting on the totals for each type of activity, have then rounded
the final figure upwards or downwards to a more manageable number. Given the
uncertainties that remain about the extent and quality of this data, any suggestion of
pinpoint accuracy would have been extremely misleading.



Missing projects | As we noted in section 2.2, at the time of writing we are still to see
any data at all for 10 projects and have insufficient detail on a number of others. Again,
this makes it more likely that the figures quoted are, if anything, underestimates of the
CCF‟s total reach.

Promotional materials
The figures quoted by projects in relation to promotional materials were usually for the number of
items printed or manufactured, rather than the number of people reached. Using the available
data, it would appear that at least 700,000 items were produced by projects supported
by the CCF over the course of the fund.

Toolkits and awards
Some projects reported the number of toolkits they distributed, while others only reported the
numbers of people reached with those toolkits. This latter figure is, in our judgement, the more
meaningful one. According to the available data then, toolkits and award schemes developed
or run by CCF projects communicated climate change to at least 155,000 people.

Posters and billboards
Most projects that made use of poster or billboard advertising included footfall estimates. For
those projects that only provided the number of sites at which posters were displayed, or the
number of posters printed, we have only included those figures. It should be stressed that some
of the figures quoted are likely to cover the same person passing a poster on more than one
occasion and may also include the same person seeing posters in more than one place. Accepting
this, on the basis of the data provided by the projects, it seems likely that posters and
billboard advertising by CCF projects generated more than 24 million separate
opportunities to communicate climate change. Stoke-on-Trent City Council (WM001) and
the City of Bradford Metropolitan District Council (YH019) provided by far the greatest shares of
this figure, quoting footfall figures of 13,969,000 and 6,461,624 respectively12. There is
insufficient detailed data available to provide an estimate of the number of individual
advertisements that generated this sort of exposure.

12

The Bradford figure reflects four seasonal campaigns with broadly similar footfalls in each case.
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Websites
Given the number of websites that were built or further developed to support CCF projects, the
number that was able to report usage data is slightly disappointing. In addition, there was huge
variation in the way projects reported their data. Some quoted numbers of visits; some quoted
unique visitors13; some quoted hits14; and some did not provide any unit of account at all. We did
record all figures provided by projects in relation to website use, but given the differences
between these different units of measurement, the total (over 1.5 million) is pretty meaningless.
Where possible, we also identified figures that explicitly related to visits, though we cannot
differentiate between unique visitors and numbers of visits. This allows us to say with reasonable
certainty that websites supported by the CCF received at least 140,000 visits over the
course of the Fund. Given the scarcity of data on web use for many projects, the actual figure is
likely to be far higher and it should be noted that most of these websites have remained live,
continuing to attract and inform visitors.
We suggest that future funds provide projects with simple definitions of what is meant
by key terms such as „hits‟, „visits‟, „page views‟, „time on site‟ and „unique visitors‟ and
that they are encouraged to report against most of these headings (with the exception
of hits).

Games
The figures on game use were split between online games, for which there was generally fairly
accurate data, and those that were distributed through magazines or schools, for which use
estimates may be less reliable. On the basis of the data available, there were at least 100,000
occasions when individuals accessed a CCF-supported game in some way. It should be
noted, however, that these numbers were given a significant boost by the e-learning game
developed by School Councils UK (AE013), which had an estimated 96,402 users.

Events
As described above, events in their various guises were probably the most common activity
across all of the CCF projects. Many projects did not record the precise number of events held (or
at which they had a presence), making estimating this figure difficult. From the data we do have,
it seems likely that CCF projects were linked to at least a thousand events and probably many
more than that.
We do, however, have more information on the numbers of people who may have attended those
events. Since some of these were gatherings at which CCF-funded projects only had a stand, it is
unlikely that everyone attending them was exposed to CCF messaging. We have therefore
identified, wherever possible, the number of cases individuals were directly engaged at these
events. In the case of plays, workshops and seminars, we have assumed that everyone present
was directly engaged; in the case of festivals and larger events, we have only included a measure
of direct engagement if the project has provided an explicit estimate of the number of people who
visited their stand or display.
The

total

number

of

opportunities

for

engagement

generated

by

the

overall

attendances at events for which we have data was at least 300,00015. This included at
least 130,000 cases of individuals being directly engaged with a CCF project.

13

A visit occurs when someone (a visitor) accesses a website. Unique visitor numbers reflect the total number
of people (or in some cases, computer programmes) that have visited a site, whereas the number of visits may
include the same person (or programme) accessing a site on more than one occasion.
14
A „hit‟ is simply any file sent to a browser by a web server. Since most web pages are made up of
combinations of code files, image files, movies, flash sequences, etc, one page can result in tens, if not
hundreds of hits. Hits are therefore extremely misleading as measures of the success of a website (they may be
more effective as measures of how cluttered a site is).
15
This terminology is not quite accurate in this case. While attendance figures do represent opportunities for
engagement in the case of one-off events, they are not appropriate for seminars that regularly took place with
the same groups of people. Horizon South West (SW072), for example, narrowed its focus to a small number of
marketing professionals who committed to taking part in four workshops and in these cases, we have recorded
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Exhibitions
As with events, there is a clear difference between potential for engagement (i.e. the number of
people visiting an exhibition venue) and actual engagement (i.e. the number of people looking at
a CCF exhibit or speaking to a representative of a CCF project). On the basis of the available
data, exhibitions provided over two million opportunities for communicating climate
change, with recorded evidence of direct engagement with around 60,000 people. Given
the small number of projects that provided measures of direct engagement, however, the actual
figure is likely have been considerably more than this.

Written communication (press, emails and newsletters)
Estimating reach through mass media is one of the most challenging aspects of analysing the
overall performance of the CCF, particularly in view of the emphasis the Fund placed upon
communications. Since so few projects carried out campaign recognition surveys, the only basis
we have for calculating reach in these areas is through viewing and listening figures and
newspaper circulation. Even then, the situation is not straightforward, since a number of projects
succeeded in securing repeat coverage in the same newspaper. We have therefore attempted to
record both the total number of opportunities to communicate climate change generated by CCF
projects and the total circulation of any media that carried CCF messages at any time.
In the case of written communications, the total “opportunities to communicate” figures also
include total numbers of emails and newsletters sent by projects. On the basis of the data
available,

we

estimate

that

there

were

at

least

11,000,000

opportunities

to

communicate climate change through print media generated by CCF projects, via media
with a total circulation of more than 8.5 million. How many of these opportunities resulted
in people reading and absorbing the information provided, however, remains unclear.

Video communication (television, video and film)
The situation with video media is slightly different, since some films were screened at events
organised by CCF projects, rather than being broadcast on television, YouTube or similar online
portals. On the basis of the estimates provided by the projects for which we have data,
as many as 55,000 people may have been involved in screenings of this kind. When we
add on the number of opportunities to communicate climate change generated by TV,
cinema and online video, this figure shoots up to over 7.5 million. It does have to be
noted, however, that 5.5 million of these were accounted for by the CTC video (AE032) shown in
cinemas before the main film.

Audio communication (radio)
Here too we have recorded overall opportunities for communication as well as numbers of
listeners per media outlet secured. Since repeated features on the same station were much less
frequent for radio, the difference between these figures is much smaller than it was for written
media. The overall number of opportunities to communicate climate change recorded by
CCF projects was almost 1.6 million, from radio stations with almost 1.4 million
listeners.

Other
This category encompasses a number of different project activities. In trying to make sense of
these, we have divided them into active engagement (interviews, responses to surveys, pledges
made, etc) and passive engagement (mostly made up of surveys sent out, rather than completed
surveys received). The total number of opportunities for active engagement generated in
this „other‟ category was almost 100,000; the total number for passive engagement (or
the number of participants rather than multiplying that figure by the number of events to give a true estimate
of „opportunities for engagement‟.
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for which it was impossible to tell whether the engagement was active or passive) was
around 35,000.

4.4

Total active contacts and opportunities for climate change
communications

Accepting all of the limitations of the data, taking the approach outlined above does allow us to
produce some speculative ideas on the reach of CCF-funded projects, both in terms of active
engagement and total opportunities for communicating climate change. Adding up the figures for
toolkit/award reach, direct engagement at events, direct engagement at exhibitions and direct
engagement through other means gives us a total for direct engagement of almost 450,000,
though this figure is likely to include some degree of double counting.
Adding up the opportunities for communicating climate change across all of the
categories gives us a much higher figure – almost 48.5 million. Given that this is likely to
be an underestimate, these figures suggest that CCF funded projects were remarkably successful
in establishing communication routes to the general public. How effective those routes were is
unclear.

4.5

Project funding

In total, support totalling just over £8.5 million was agreed by the Fund, with an anticipated
average project spend of just over £175,000. On average, £102,000 of this money was to come
from Defra. If the money had been spent exactly as planned, this would have resulted in Defra‟s
£8.5 million supporting projects with a total expenditure of more than £14.5 million.
Table 3

Size of CCF projects by amount sought from Fund

Amount claimed from CFF

Number of projects

£300,001 or more

4

£200,001 - £300,000

8

£100,001 - £200,000

15

£50,001 - £100,000

15

£0 - £50,000

24

Figure 1

Size of CCF projects by amount sought from Fund

Amount sought from Fund
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Table 3 and Figure 1 illustrate the varying size of the projects supported by the CCF. It is possible
to compare our estimates for opportunities to communicate and direct contacts made with the
amounts sought from the Fund by projects16. This is shown in Figure 2 and Figure 3 respectively.
Figure 2

Opportunities for engagement generated by projects shown against the amount they sought from the Fund

Figure 3

Number of direct, in person contacts made by projects shown against the amount they sought from the Fund

Two things jump out from these graphs. Firstly, a small number of projects were responsible for
generating most of the opportunities for communicating climate change and direct contacts with
the public. Secondly, while there are numerous exceptions, the amount sought from the Fund
does seem to have had a bearing on projects‟ performance in this regard. This is reinforced if we
look more closely at which projects were achieving the highest reach figures, (both in terms of
opportunities to communicate and in terms of direct contacts), as shown in Table 4 and Table 5

16

We have also carried out this analysis using total project costs; the results were broadly similar.
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respectively (note that the names of the projects concerned have been removed). The average
amount sought by the top ten projects by direct contacts made was £190,339; the average for
opportunities to communicate, £242,995. Money can‟t buy you love, but it seems it may buy you
opportunities for climate change communication.
Table 4

The ten projects that secured the largest number of direct contacts
Direct contacts

Amount sought from fund

10,054

£374,260

11,000

£395,779

11,034

£213,232

11,310

£157,378

11,951

£77,698

14,340

£61,572

26,579

£98,307

56,840

£190,628

71,400

Unknown

135,34617

Table 5

Table 6

£144,201

The ten projects that secured the largest number of opportunities to communicate climate change
Opportunities for communication

Amount sought from fund

1,098,347

£343,165

1,209,916

£250,696

1,577,951

Unknown

2,036,990

£213,232

2,151,582

£374,260

2,420,825

£249,145

4,985,959

£349,652

5,500,000

£296,000

6,499,600

£200,187

14,086,019

£98,307

The ten projects that secured the smallest number of direct contacts
Number of direct contacts

Amount sought from fund

850

£94,899

837

£80,500

750

£3,000

609

£13,335

500

£15,000

489

£30,000

461

£159,938

260

£22,000

189

£9,390

125

£3,340

Just as those projects that achieved the largest numbers of direct contacts and created the most
opportunities to communicate may have spent more than average, those who targeted fewer
people often spent less. Table 6 shows the projects that achieved the lowest numbers of direct

17

This project‟s remarkable success in directly engaging with residents was due to a number of complimentary
approaches. 79,500 households were visited by a “personalised travel planner”, more than 24,000 people were
spoken with at events, while the use of toolkits produced by the council are estimated to have reached a further
31,000 people.
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contacts18. The average sought from the Fund by these ten projects was £43,140 although there
are a few notable exceptions in this list.
Of course, comparing funding to reach is not a sufficient means to judge the performance of
projects overall: it is likely that the impact of those projects that secured deeper engagement
with fewer people may have been greater than those that reached many thousands with relatively
passive outputs, though, given the weakness of the available data, it is impossible to say for sure
without a project-by-project analysis.

18

In all but one of these cases, the number of opportunities to communicate was the same. This highlights one
of the problems with using the data provided by projects to measure opportunities to communicate. Most “deep
and narrow” projects have counted the number of people contacted, but not totalled the number of contacts
with those individuals, which would be a truer measure of opportunities to communicate.,
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5

Assessing the outcomes of the Fund

In this section we draw on the data collected in our quantitative evaluation spreadsheet, together
with our face to face and telephone case studies, to make some general comments about the
Fund‟s success in raising awareness and shifting attitudes.

5.1

Did the CCF raise awareness?

This is to some extent a moot point, since awareness of climate change as an issue is now very
high across the whole UK population, making it difficult to separate changes resulting from
funded activities from these more general shifts.
The usual test for awareness of a given issue is to ask whether people are familiar with a series of
key terms connected with that issue. This certainly tells us whether or not people are aware of
having heard those phrases, but that is slightly different from being aware of the issue itself.
Awareness can imply a varying degree of consciousness: it is possible to be aware of a phrase
simply through hearing or seeing it in passing without ever really absorbing its meaning. Equally,
every sighting or hearing of that phrase might trigger a whole range of cognitive responses.
This is one area in which most CCF projects seem have been successful, though the evidence for
this is mainly anecdotal. Many projects reported respondents suggesting they were now thinking
about climate change more often, or noticed references to climate change more frequently.

5.2

Outcomes against the standard Defra questions

Did the CCF change attitudes towards climate change? Frustratingly, the variability of the data
and the caveats that accompany them mean that there is no simple quantitative answer to this
question. It is, however, possible to make some general observations about each of Defra‟s five
key indicators. Over the following pages, we examine the data provided on each of these
questions in turn.
It does need to be emphasised that a simple look at the top-level data on each of the indicators is
insufficient as a test of the Fund‟s performance. At the time of writing, Brook Lyndhurst had
received only 17 evaluation reports that provided full baseline and follow-up data against a
consistent set of Defra questions. We have not received an additional 25 evaluation reports, while
the remainder either:


Have no baseline data;



Have no follow-up data;



Have reported only some of the data they have collected;



Have reported data in a way that makes analysis impossible;



Have failed to ask the Defra questions; or



Have carried out no quantitative analysis at all.

The discussion that follows is therefore of only limited value in providing a broad indication of the
outcomes of the CCF as a whole.

“The world‟s climate is changing”
Most of those projects for which we have adequate baseline and follow up data on this question
appear to have recorded either a positive change or no change. Most of these positive shifts were
relatively minor.
Projects that combined the “agree” and “strongly agree” responses into a single “agree” option
seemed to score less well on this measure than the equivalent scores for projects that provided
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both “agree” and “strongly agree” options. Of the 20 schemes for which we have had access to
adequate data, 17 recorded a combined agree/disagree score between 90 and 97 percent. This in
turn explains why most of these projects showed only moderate improvements between baseline
and follow-up. Since public acceptance of climate change seems to have already been
very high, there simply wasn‟t a great deal of ground for most of them to make up.
This also supports our earlier assertion that data from projects that have used slightly
different versions of the same question cannot be compared or analysed on a like-forlike basis. We might also speculate that the reason the baseline scores tended to be lower for
those projects that offered only one positive option had something to do with a continuing
niggling doubt about climate change and that, when respondents selected “agree”, many of them
may have been using its juxtaposition with the “strongly agree” option to incorporate a degree of
uncertainty so that its actual meaning became something more akin to “probably”. When this
facility was not offered, those wishing to convey this uncertainty resorted to “neither agree nor
disagree”, causing the positive scores to fall. Further research and analysis of other survey
responses may help to show whether this is in fact the case.
Table 7 shows the average percentages recorded for the “the world‟s climate is changing”
statement in baseline and follow-up surveys by projects for which we have appropriate data. It
should be stressed that all of our previous caveats regarding the limitations of this sort of crossFund analysis still apply. Even so, the story across these projects is reasonably consistent:
changes over the course of the Fund seem to have been the result of those who were already
inclined to agree that climate change (or were unsure) becoming more persuaded of that fact.
Table 7

Changes in baseline and follow-up responses to the statement, “The world’s climate is changing”: average scores of 18
projects with suitable data
Strongly agree

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Baseline

52

37

6

2

2

Follow-up

60

35

4

1

1

% change

8

-3

-3

-1

-2

NOTE

Some of these projects may have worded this question slightly differently. Projects that provided only “agree”, “neither
agree nor disagree” and “disagree” options have been excluded

These results are markedly different to the results of the DECC/COI tracker survey, which has
remained fairly static on this question over the course of the Fund, as shown below in Figure 4.
This may suggest that the shift recorded by the projects can be attributed to their activities,
though there is no way to verify this and, again, we have to stress that the data is limited.
Figure 4

Responses to the question, “Do you agree or disagree that the world’s climate is changing?”

SOURCE

www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/individual/attitudes/pdf/ccresearch-toplines7-0803.pdf
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“Climate change is the result of human behaviour” & “Climate change
is a natural occurrence”
As we have already noted, many projects had issues with using these two statements verbatim
and some either altered their wording or amalgamated them to form a new question19. This
means that we are even more limited in our ability to use the numerical data to form judgements
about changes in attitude to these issues over the course of the CCF.
The data that we can use presents an extremely mixed picture, more than anything reinforcing
the concerns of the projects themselves about likely interpretations of these two Defra questions.
Looking at the combined “strongly agree” and “agree” results for the first statement, attributing
climate change to human behaviour, illustrates this. The percentage changes between baseline
and follow up range from a 24 percent increase in respondents agreeing that climate change is
the result of human behaviour (recorded by Global Link Lancaster (NW022) with a primary school
audience) to a 17 percent drop (recorded by the Royal Geographic Society (AE041), working with
geography teachers and students). The percentage shifts between baseline and follow-up for the
projects for which we have been able to identify reasonably reliable data are shown in Figure 5.
Figure 5

Percentage change between baseline and follow up for the statement “climate change is the result of human behaviour”

The combined scores for “agree” and “strongly agree” to the statement about humans causing
climate change ranged from 10 percent of respondents for Winterbourne Botanic Garden
(WM031) to more than 80 percent for Global Action Plan (AE014). This may be because, as some
projects feared, respondents were confused by the wording of this question and chose different
ways to convey their view that a combination of the two things – human behaviour and natural
weather patterns – are causing climate change.

19

Usually something along the lines of, “To what extent would say climate change is...” with the options,
“entirely caused by humans”, “mainly caused by humans”, “caused by a combination of natural and human
factors”, “mainly natural” and “entirely natural”.
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Nonetheless – and acknowledging the problems associated with amalgamating such varied figures
in this way - the overall trend for the projects for which we have adequate data was a minor
positive shift. There was a five percent rise in respondents who strongly agreed that human
activity is causing climate change, mainly as a result of a three percent fall in those who selected
“neither agree nor disagree”.
There do, however, also appear to be other factors at play. These become apparent when we
explore some of the results collected by projects that chose to alter the Defra questions. Take, for
example, the responses of staff at the businesses targeted by Derby City Council‟s 7c‟s project
(EM007) to their replacement for the “human behaviour” question: “What is your instant reaction
to the [statement] „Human activity is affecting the climate‟?” This wording made it far easier for
the respondent to decouple natural and human causes because it avoided use of the word
“cause”, replacing it with “affect”. The results for both baseline and follow-up survey are shown in
Table 8.
Despite the different wording, the council saw a drop in those who strongly agreed that human
activity is contributing to climate change, while the percentage of respondents who were
undecided on this issue rose by four percent. Since the Derby project boasted some of the largest
sample sizes for both baseline and follow-up of any CCF scheme, these changes are statistically
significant20.
Table 8

Baseline and follow-up responses to the statement, “Human activity is affecting the climate”, Derby 7Cs (EM007)

Baseline
%

Strongly
agree

Agree

Undecided

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

TOTAL

3,125

3,313

616

216

183

7,453

42

44

8

3

2

100

1,601

2,038

562

177

139

4,517

%

35

45

12

4

3

100

% change

-6

1

4

1

1

Follow-up

Figure 6

General public attitudes on the causes of climate change: respondents who believe climate change is a natural
occurrence

SOURCE

www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/individual/attitudes/pdf/ccresearch-toplines7-0803.pdf

This does not necessarily mean that CCF project activities were having a negative impact on
attitudes to the causes of climate change. If we look at the DECC/COI tracker survey results over
the life of the Fund (Figure 6), we can see that the percentage of respondents who believed that

20

There are some notable exceptions to this trend among those projects that reworded questions. The
International Visual Communications Association, for instance, recorded a 50 percent rise in respondents who
said climate change was a “man made phenomenon” between their baseline and follow-up surveys of their
communicator members.
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climate change is either “entirely natural” or “mainly natural” rose from a low of 18 percent in
March 2006 to a high of 30 percent in October 2007. It seems likely that the Channel 4
documentary The Great Global Warming Swindle, first shown in March 2007, may have been a
significant contributory factor in this change. Certainly the programme was mentioned by many
projects in their close out submissions.
This is borne out by the responses to the third statement: “climate change is a natural
occurrence”. Although across all the projects for which we have suitable data, there was a fall of
eight percent in the proportion of respondents who strongly agreed with this statement, this
figure hid a great deal of confusion across the projects. The shift was also linked to a three
percent rise in those selected “agree” and a three percent rise in those who said they neither
agreed nor disagreed, suggesting that some people may have simple become less certain, rather
than changing their view entirely.
The changes seen in responses to this question by the projects for which we have suitable data
are shown in Figure 7, which combines the percentages for “strongly agree” and “agree” and for
“strongly disagree” and “disagree”. The shifts range from an eight percent increase in the
percentage of respondents agreeing that climate change is a natural occurrence, recorded by the
Global Action Plan (AE015), to a 12 percent drop recorded by the National Federation of Women‟s
Institutes (AE012).
Figure 7

Percentage change between baseline and follow up for the statement “climate change is a natural occurrence”

Perhaps what is most striking about Figure 7, however, is the relatively small number of projects
for which suitable data is available. We would urge extreme caution in reading too much into
these figures and suggest that, perhaps for this question more than any other, a detailed
examination of every project would yield a more useful analysis than can be provided with the
top-line data available here.

“Climate change has become more of an issue for me in this last year”
Again, the data available against this question is very limited. The picture presented by those
projects is tentatively positive, though the gains, where they occur, are hardly significant enough
to be easily attributed to project activities. The average for the combined “agree” and “strongly
agree” responses to this statement in baseline surveys was 68 percent, ranging from a low of 50
percent to a high of 91 percent. In the follow-up interviews, the average rose to 70 percent, with
a low of 56 percent and a high of 100 percent.
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Table 9 shows the percentage changes for those projects for which we have adequate data. It is
apparent from this table that the National Federation of Women‟s Institutes (AE012) presents an
unusual case, with a considerable drop in the proportion of respondents who felt that climate
change had become more of an issue in the previous year. We can only speculate as to why this
might be, but suggest there may have been a number of factors:


Firstly and perhaps most tellingly, the project evaluation report omits the words “for me”
so that the statement reads simply, “climate change has become more of an issue in the
last year”. Whether some respondents assumed this was asking about their general
assessment of the importance of the issue in the eyes of the government, media and
public is unclear, but we have to be alive to the fact that some may have been
answering a very different question;



Secondly, it may be that those who completed the baseline survey were engaging with
the project because their interest in climate change had already been growing. This may
have meant that, when they came to look back on the previous year at the end of the
project, the fact that they had spent the time running eco-teams led them to conclude
that they had been fully immersed in the issue during that period – i.e. climate change
had not increased in importance for them because it was already important;



The NFWI‟s small sample size may also have been a factor, with only 54 respondents to
the baseline and 62 for the follow-up; and



Finally, it is worth noting that the percentage of baseline respondents agreeing with the
statement was unusually high, leaving far less room for improvement than there was for
other projects.

Table 9

Percentage change between baseline and follow-up for the statement, “Climate change has become more of an issue for
me in the last year”

Project

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

NFWI

-3

-18

13

5

2

Somerset County Council

-6

6

5

-5

1

Greenhouse Britain Partnership

-8

8

-3

4

-2

Crawley Borough Council - businesses

-1

2

1

-3

0

Global Action Plan

-2

4

4

-3

-3

Crawley Borough Council - residents

-4

10

-10

4

0

5

4

-9

0

0

Winterbourne Botanic Garden
BAAS

10

0

-7

-3

1

Global Link - Secondary 3

15

-0

-5

-8

-1

On average then, the proportion of respondents strongly agreeing with the statement, “climate
change has become more of an issue for me in the last year” rose between the baseline and
follow-up surveys by an average of one percent (irrespective of whether we include the NFWI
results), while those simply agreeing rose by an average of two percent (four percent if we
exclude the NFWI results). Given the limitations of the data, we would be hard pressed to
see these figures as evidence of the CCF projects‟ success against this indicator.

“I personally can help to limit the effects of climate change”
As with the previous statement, the question on self-efficacy showed a very slight positive shift
between baseline and follow-up. Again, the amount of data available is limited and the picture it
portrays mixed.
In one sense, baseline attitudes were already extremely positive. An average of 76 percent of
respondents either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement, “I personally can help to limit
the effects of climate change”. This masks a fairly broad range of responses, from a low of 42
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percent (Royal Geographical Society, AE041) to a high of 92 percent (National Federation of
Women‟s Institutes, AE012).
The average score for the combined “agree” and “strongly agree” options rose to 80 percent in
follow-up interviews and, perhaps offering additional cause for optimism, the range of responses
around the average was halved. The lowest support for this statement continued to come from
the Royal Geographical Society (67 percent agreed or strongly agreed), while the greatest came
from those targeted by the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea (LON013, 92 percent
agreed or strongly agreed). The full shifts between baseline and follow-up are shown below in
Table 10.
Table 10 Percentage change between baseline and follow-up for the statement, “I personally can help to limit the effects of climate
change”
Project

Strongly
agree

Agree

Neither
agree or
disagree

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Greenhouse Britain

-14

17

Somerset County Council

-10

4

0

1

-4

6

-5

3

Crawley Borough Council - businesses

-5

Global Action Plan

-3

7

3

-5

-1

0

4

-1

0

NFWI
Crawley Borough Council - residents

1

-12

14

-2

0

1

6

-7

-2

2

Sunderland City Council

4

Royal Geographical Society

8

2

-1

-3

-2

17

-25

0

0

Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

12

1

-1

-5

-8

BAAS

25

-17

-5

-3

0

The overall picture
In view of the limited number of projects for which we have data on the key Defra indicators and
the considerable variation in the performances recorded by these projects, there is in our view
insufficient evidence to pass comment on the overall performance of the Fund in achieving
positive attitudinal change. Looking only at those projects for which we have data, however, and
accepting that there are notable exceptions in either direction, the general picture is one of very
modest positive shifts on most indicators. In some cases, though, this seems to have masked a
slight increase in scepticism about the role of humans in causing climate change among some
sections of the public, reflecting the general pattern across the English population over the same
period.
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6

How effective was the CCF?

This section attempts to draw together some of the analysis in the preceding chapters to identify
those areas of the CCF that worked well and those areas in which lessons could be learned for the
future.

6.1

What worked at a Fund level?

The evaluation of the Fund – and the evolution of the Fund itself, to a certain degree – has been
a journey of discovery. There was no way we could know, prior to the submission of projects‟ final
reports, exactly how much data would be available, or whether that data would be suitable for
quantitative analysis. This was one reason for including the case studies in the original evaluation
proposition. Drawing on the detail from our analysis of project outputs, our more limited
exploration of outcomes, and our case study work, here we look at some of the Fund‟s key
successes.

Reach
Perhaps the most notable aspect of the Climate Challenge Fund was the sheer number of people
that it both reached, and that it had the potential to reach. Although we have no way of knowing
the proportion of engagement opportunities that were effective (i.e. when people noticed and
recalled CCF climate change communications), the sheer number of these opportunities that were
generated by funded projects – likely to top 50 million across the entire fund – is considerable.
The estimates for the number of occasions when individuals were directly engaged by CCF
projects, in person, is similarly impressive – at least 450,000.

Reporting and evaluation
The list of evaluation challenges outlined in section 3 may give the impression that the reporting
protocols for CCF were inadequate, but in fact, many aspects of the reporting regime were
extremely successful. The CCF9 forms in particular provided a degree of standardisation of
response that made assessment of outputs, if not outcomes, far more straightforward. The use of
change applications and regular contact with projects also seems to have paid off.
In addition, while the quality of some evaluation reports was well below the standard we might
expect relative to the sums of money offered by Defra, the department did make considerable
efforts to provide guidance on what was expected, including an expert workshop. Several projects
delivered evaluations that were commendable in terms of their reach, planning, execution and/or
reporting. Nottinghamshire & Derbyshire Local Authorities‟ Energy Partnership (EM020) is a good
example. The project‟s evaluation report, while failing to use some of Defra‟s standard questions,
was professional and well written. The project‟s approach to evaluation changed significantly over
the course of the Fund, partly due to a realisation that the original methodology was no longer
viable, partly because they were able to secure cheap evaluation services from a PhD student at
De Montfort University, and partly because of a change in priorities on the project board.
The resulting evaluation sought to survey “a representative sample of the two counties before
and after the communications campaign”, although the report acknowledges that pre- and postproject comparisons “can only be described as „tentative‟ because the effect of ET [Everybody‟s
talking about climate change – the title of the project] cannot be isolated from the effects of
other climate change information.” In order to overcome this concern, “it was decided that... it
would be useful to compare ET results to a baseline or national average” and as a result, the
project borrowed questions from the DECC/COI climate change attitudes tracker survey. While
some of these questions differ from the standard questions provided by Defra to CCF projects,
the underlying rationale is to be applauded.
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When it came to the data themselves, the evaluation team went to considerable lengths to ensure
that their reporting was comprehensive, including a break-down of their sampling frame, an
explanation of their survey methodology, sample sizes for every survey question and analysis of
responses by key demographic groups. Finally, while noting that the campaign did appear to have
resulted in positive shifts on some attitudinal indicators, the evaluation report made a number of
suggestions for the conduct of future communications campaigns, including the need to give
climate change messages a local slant and to tailor communications to particular demographic
groups.

Replication, longevity and spill-over
While it was not a primary focus of our evaluation, it is evident that many projects had the
potential to reach more people than originally envisaged in their bid. This tended to be for one of
four reasons:


Their outputs were available to those outside of their original primary target audience
(what we in our interim report referred to as “additional audiences”). The film produced
by CTC (AE032), for example, reached an estimated five million cinema goers – far more
than the 1.7 million originally planned, while as noted elsewhere, many of the websites
and touring exhibition materials developed under the Fund are still in existence, if not
always in use;



They continued to use (or make available) their outputs after the funding had come to
an end. In an example of the longevity of some project outputs, Liverpool World Centre
(NW046) reported that seven of the eight schools they had worked with were continuing
to use the materials they had provided and similarly, the exhibition created by Global
Link (Lancaster) (NW022) continues to be used;



Their target audience spoke about or shared their experiences in other ways with
friends, colleagues or family (what we referred to in our interim report as “secondary
audiences”). Some CCF projects explicitly targeted secondary audiences – Setpoint
Lancashire (NW004) – was extremely innovative in this regard, not only targeting
parents through work with teachers and school children, but also attempting to measure
the impact of this work; or



An output was reproduced elsewhere, or used by other groups. As already mentioned,
the Carbon Neutral Northeast Climate Change Dome was a good example of this.

All four seem to have been applicable to a fairly large number of CCF projects, though it is
difficult to know the true extent or effectiveness of this additional reach. It is worth noting that
several projects, including Global Link (Lancaster), commented that they would be able to make
more, continued use of their outputs if there had been additional support from Defra. It may be
worth DECC considering building an additional funding element into future funds: if this
were made conditional upon both the success of the funded projects and the
submission of a comprehensive evaluation report, it might also encourage projects to
ensure that both their outputs and reporting adhered to departmental objectives and
requirements.
Three types of outputs seem to offer more scope for longevity, given appropriate support. They
include:


Websites: At least 50 projects developed some sort of web presence and while some of
these were kept more up to date than others, most of them remained beyond the life of
the project. Future limitations on their usefulness are likely to include whether or not the
projects developed separate, stand-alone sites. If so, they may well disappear once their
domain names/hosting expire, if not renewed by projects. The legacy benefit of websites
lies in their low cost; conversely, they are often under-used without marketing and can
sometimes be misleading if the information on them becomes too out of date.



Toolkits: Those projects that developed bespoke resources often noted that they had
continued to make those resources available beyond the period of Defra support.
Electronic toolkits tend to fair better, since they do not have to be manufactured before
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being distributed and so are less reliant on stock renewals. As with websites, however,
without being updated they can quickly become dated – particularly if linked to the
national curriculum, etc.


Exhibits: The physicality of exhibits makes them well suited to use beyond the life of
Defra funding – the Climate Change Dome is a good example of this – but securing this
additional value generally requires considerable staff time and overheads and can
therefore be expensive. This is perhaps one of the areas in which making further funding
available for outputs that do prove their worth could add considerable value to a future
fund.

Capacity building
Many project managers reported that the process of running a CCF project had taught them a
great deal, whether that was about managing websites, meeting reporting requirements, or
running a team. When we interviewed one project, for instance, they suggested that the
experience had been useful in “getting used to handling a lot of money” and that securing CCF
support had given them “the confidence to think bigger”. They also suggested that it had
demonstrated the need for robust evaluation and said they would be “less tentative” in asking for
money for evaluation in future.
Forkbeard Fantasy (AE010) noted in their case study interview that they had passed on much of
the knowledge gathered in their workshops and to the sustainability units of their sponsors and
partners. The Centre for Sustainable Energy (SW051) similarly noted that they had learned a
huge amount about working with partners, tailoring climate change messages and engaging
members of the public “cold”. It might be worth future DECC and Defra funds making
formal provisions for the collection and retention of this knowledge. Again, as with the
continued use of project outputs, this could be linked to additional funding, conditional
upon project performance, thus acting both as an incentive for projects to consider and
record any lessons learned, and incentivising a professional approach to projects as a
whole. It may be that the lessons learned by the projects could be shared through workshops
and/or compiled into short “how to” pamphlets, supported by case study material. Capturing the
knowledge gained over the course of a fund in such a way could provide an invaluable resource
for other projects, whether supported by new DECC funds or not.

Lessons for the future
An assessment of the value for money offered by the CCF must also take into account the lessons
offered by the Fund, both in terms of capacity generation among applications, their partners and
their audiences, and in terms of informing DECC‟s approach to future funds. The many lessons
offered by the CCF (many of which are outlined in the following section) – about partnerships,
about skills development, about approaches to evaluation – may prove invaluable in shaping
future government approaches.

6.2

What worked at a project level?

In addition to successes at a Fund level, many projects recorded individual successes in their own
right. We draw out some of these over the following pages.

Building on existing relationships
Many projects made use of relationships and partnerships that predated their CCF application.
The Greater London Authority (LON024), for instance, were indebted to other branches of London
government (particularly Transport for London) and to the London Sustainability Exchange, with
whom they had existing links at the outset. In contrast, those CCF projects that have had to
develop new relationships in order to deliver their outputs appear, in general, to have had more
problems than those projects. One project in the East of England, for instance, struggled to
develop and maintain its relationships with local authority partners. Future funds could
capitalise upon the successful partnerships within CCF by:
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Explicitly rewarding projects using proven relationships in evaluating their
bids; and



Requiring projects to complete partnership risk assessments, complete with
explicit and comprehensive allocation of project responsibilities, when submitting a
funding application (as outlined under „risk and adaptability, above).

Taking a focused approach
In general projects that developed their outputs around a single, self-contained campaign often
seemed to benefit from the narrower scope. A good example is Forum for the Future‟s “Farming
Futures” initiative (AE134), which used multiple but complimentary outputs (media coverage,
attendance at agricultural shows and events, a website and the development of fact sheets) to
target a single, easily identifiable audience: farmers.
This approach helped ensure continuity in both outputs and evaluation, something that was
absent from some projects dealing with different audiences, or using combinations of “deep and
narrow” and “shallow and broad” interventions.

Communicating climate change effectively
Some of the approaches adopted by projects in communicating climate change messages were
particularly effective.
Tailoring to an audience
Many projects noted the benefits of tailoring outputs to the interests and needs of a particular
audience – as the Centre for Sustainable Energy (SW051) put it, “a message that works for one
group can look ridiculous to another”. Community Energy Plus (SW093) and the London borough
of Sutton (LON071) both made this point in relation to making climate change messages relevant
to local groups, while Nottinghamshire & Derbyshire Local Authorities‟ Energy Partnership
(EM020) suggested that communications need to tie in with an audience‟s concerns and
aspirations. That is to say, there‟s no sense in targeting hard to reach or impoverished groups
with messages about buying a fuel efficient car.
By the same token, projects that successfully gauged and capitalised upon the interests and
concerns of their audience had the potential to be more effective. For instance, the Centre for
Sustainable Energy (SW051) noted that they were able to engage their audience by linking
money saving with climate change action, playing on their concerns about cost.
The need to tailor messages seemed particularly relevant to projects targeting young people,
such as the online game developed by School Councils UK (AE013). The project team discovered
that the teenagers they were targeting were highly competitive and wanted to be able to “win”
their game – it was not, apparently, the taking part that counted. Furthermore, a number of
participants commented that the game was too “young” for them.
A number of arts projects seemed particularly successful in using their outputs to target young
people. Helix Arts Centre (NE021), for instance, suggested that conveying climate change
messages through art avoided children feeling as though they were being “dictated to”.
Valuing respondents‟ views
The British Association for the Advancement of Science (AE015) emphasised the need to avoid
making audiences feel that their beliefs are “wrong” or irrelevant. This is something that our own
work on public attitudes to climate change has supported: that making respondents feel stupid or
incorrect can be as off-putting as the right messages can be engaging.
Gimmicks can be good
Both the Centre for Sustainable Energy (SW051) and Carbon Neutral North East (NE004) found
that having a gimmick (the 100 Ideas House in the case of the former, the Climate Change Dome
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for the latter) made it far easier to draw people into a conversation that it would have been
stopping them cold. Projects should be encouraged to consider what “hook” they might use to
secure interest in this way – such an approach might well have benefited other projects.
Personality counts
Several projects confirmed our experience in evaluating other funds such as the EAF that the
personality of project managers and those in direct contact with the public can be as important as
the method of engagement or the messages they are trying to convey. When we interviewed
Global Link (Lancaster) for instance (NW022), they noted that the personality of the woman who
ran their schools exhibition was instrumental in engaging children and getting them to respond.
The GLA evaluation (LON024) made similar observations about the staff manning the stalls at one
of their events. In future DECC might consider interviewing fund applicants and building
an assessment of the suitability of key staff to particular customer-facing project
outputs into the overall scoring mechanism.
The Centre for Sustainable Energy also suggested that the way their staff had dressed had been
important in putting prospective visitors to their 100 Ideas House at ease (SW051).
Specialist media
A number of projects that targeted specific audiences, but perhaps most notably Forum for the
Future (AE134), who targeted the farming community, testified to the effectiveness of using
specialist media to get messages across.

6.3

Lessons from the Fund

In addition to highlighting the aspects of CCF that seem to have worked well, the evaluation
process also threw up a number of areas in which lessons could be learned for future funds.
These are summarised over the following pages.

Split focus
As noted previously, the vast majority of projects produced more than one output. Sometimes
additional work was required in the implementation of a central intervention (such as the creation
of toolkits to support the classroom use of a computer game); sometimes mutually reinforcing
outputs were developed for the same audiences; and sometimes different outputs were
developed for different groups.
In some of these cases, project teams seem to have struggled to develop cohesive evaluation
strategies, while outputs have lacked an overall guiding purpose. In one good example of this, a
project manager noted that he had been, “responsible for both overall project management and
for a significant element of the project... this meant that at crucial times my attention was
diverted from the website.” We recommend that any future funds should strongly
encourage applicants to focus on a single, clearly delimited audience.

Diluting the message
Any assessment of whether or not CCF projects offered value for money also needs to take into
account the degree to which the climate change message was their primary goal. As we have
acknowledged on previous occasions, funds like the CCF have a history of attracting applications
from organisations that see meshing their own activities with the funder‟s objectives as a way of
continuing or extending their own operations. In the case of the CCF, this has sometimes created
the impression that changing attitudes to climate change played second fiddle to projects‟
primary goals or, on a more personal scale, particular individuals‟ interests. We should emphasise
that, in our view, projects following these different priorities are in no way deliberately misleading
funders; rather, they are forced by circumstance to explore ways in which they can unite the
requirements of the available funding with their own activities.
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For instance, one project‟s evaluation of the educational resources on climate change they had
developed with their £190,000 of Defra funding mainly explored the effectiveness of these
outputs as educational tools. When interviewed, the project manager acknowledged that this had
been the primary interest of both the project team and their evaluation partners. Another project
developed a half-day theatre event targeting primary school children, but interviewing the project
manager suggested that the scheme had dealt with general issues of sustainability (and
particularly waste), rarely explicitly focusing on climate change issues.
It may be that greater transparency and acknowledgement of applicant organisations‟
other priorities could help DECC to ensure that the goals of future funds are embedded
in projects‟ activities, rather than simply providing a way to secure additional
resources. That is to say, if there were acceptance that some funds will be used to fund
core operations, there might be greater controls and clarity over those funds
earmarked for meeting the goals of the fund itself.

Climate change messaging
Our interviews with CCF projects – as well as our reading of their CCF9 forms and evaluation
reports – have produced a range of comments on how to communicate climate change messages
effectively. It should be noted that some of these are anecdotal, while others may be the product
of a projects‟ particular circumstances or the individuals working on those projects.
Clarity and focus
As noted previously, a number of projects attempted to cover a great deal – both in terms of
audience and subject matter – in their communications. One project, for instance, noted in their
close out documents that their workshops had “tried to cover too much; in particular the merging
of the national climate change issue with local concerns was at times found to be confusing”. This
lesson rings true across all forms of communication, not simply events: messages are more
effective when they are clear, direct, concise and focussed.
Science or no science?
There were conflicting conclusions from the projects about the level of detail to go into when
explaining the science of climate change. Crawley Borough Council (SE001) said that people
attending its events had demanded better explanations of the causes of climate change and their
role in contributing to that, while Community Energy Plus (SW093) commented in their interview
that messages needed to be kept simple and that, “too much science can detract from a project”.
The Centre for Sustainable Energy (SW051) had developed this thinking further, drawing
conclusions that have some parallels with our own findings in our work for Defra on consumer
responses to carbon calculators.
Just as then we found that quantifying respondents‟ carbon footprints could circumvent their need
for explanations of the science, the Centre found that, “you can use very simple steps to close the
loop in people‟s minds”. They suggested that this should be done by engaging people in a
“conversation” that conveyed the idea that climate change would affect them within their own
lifetimes. This, they suggested, was easier and more powerful than trying to explain how and why
the climate is changing. It may be worth DECC exploring approaches like this, that negate
the need to tackle difficult issues or technical detail, in more depth to identify what
works and what doesn‟t.
Avoid sensationalism
It is not a new finding, but some projects, such as the IVCA (AE001) reiterated the need to avoid
sensationalist or shocking imagery in climate change messages, since respondents are likely to
find this off-putting.
Advertising
Friends of the Earth Trust (AE004) found that advertising alone was not as effective as they had
hoped. There is a suggestion that this needs to be supported by other forms of activity in order to
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have a genuine impact. It is interesting that their project made use of radio averts, which had
been thought to be better than other forms of passive engagement. Their experience appears
equally applicable to other forms of advertising, however, as borne out by comments from the
GLA (LON024) and Sunderland City Council (NE012) on print and poster advertising.
Computer games
A number of CCF projects developed computer games. One of these – School Councils UK
(AE013) – commented that such initiatives have to ensure that climate change messages do not
come at the expense of game „playability‟. Equally, however, they should not be so wrapped up in
the game that they become incidental.
Targeting businesses
Those projects that targeted businesses seem to have had very mixed results. While a few such
as Horizon South West succeeded in recruiting and retaining the active involvement of
businesses, a number of others seem to have found it more difficult. One such project attempted
to secure the buy-in of its audience through cold calling, contrasting with Horizon South West,
which worked through a range of partnership organisations including, most significantly, the
South West branch of the Chartered Institute of Management.

The latter project counted this

partnership as one of its successes and there may be grounds for encouraging businessfacing projects to work through existing networks in future.

Skills
Using websites
As already noted, many of the projects that made use of web materials failed to provide sufficient
data on the use of those websites to judge how effective they were in engaging respondents. Our
experience on CCF and other evaluations also leads us to question the value of websites in
securing attitudinal or behaviour change among anyone who is not already interested in climate
change but has not yet sought out detailed information for themselves. This is because users of
online materials are inherently self-selecting: you only visit a website if you are already
interested in the subject matter.
Many of the CCF projects appear to have viewed the provision of a website as an output in its
own right, sometimes dedicating considerable funds to building and maintaining them. Coherent
marketing of these tools was far less common, however, with many sites relying on search engine
hits and the inclusion of the web address on other outputs to draw in visitors. In order to offer
value for money, it may be worth DECC requiring applicants to provide a marketing plan
for online deliverables.
Furthermore, there was evidence that some of the projects that developed websites as key
outputs had little or no experience of developing such tools. To quote from one report:
“The difficulties of managing the website was [sic] exacerbated by several other factors:


I knew little about websites. Only towards the end of the project did we recruit a
satisfactory web manager who supplied adequate technical knowledge. This meant for
difficulties in managing the web designer [sic].



The website was technologically innovative in its use of Wordpress blogging software.
This meant that even the web designer was at the limit of his knowledge.”

Two points are worth making here. First of all, future funds should ensure that financial
support is not given to projects that do not have the necessary skills and resources at
their disposal to make good on that support. This is not to say that projects should be
immediately ruled out if they cannot demonstrate particular skills, but rather that they should
acknowledge those difficulties and specify how they will overcome them, i.e. through the
recruitment of an external consultant or by allocating money and time for staff training.
Secondly, and linked to this, it may be worth DECC considering whether it would be
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cost effective to provide some level of centralised IT support, particularly geared
towards online outputs.
Risk and adaptability
The website example outlined in the previous paragraphs underlines a broader point relating to
the identification of risk. Some projects appear to have been better at this than others21, but
certainly requiring applicants to consider at the outset where risks may lie and how they might
manage those risks could help ensure they have the right mindset. Key areas they could be asked
to consider include:


Relationships with project partners22;



The knock-on effects of particular outputs or components being delivered late;



Changes in staffing; and



Lower than anticipated responses.

Evaluation
As we have already noted, there was a clear difference in terms of quality between those
evaluation reports that had been outsourced to external consultants and those that had been
delivered by members of the project team. While a number of projects said the evaluation events
run by Defra had been useful, it may be worth considering whether or not extending this support
for future funds – either through the provision of centralised consultancy support or by assigning
a greater proportion of project support to evaluation may offer better value in the long term.
Deploying counterarguments
Many projects stated that they had found it far more difficult to get climate change messaging
across after the airing of Channel 4‟s “The Great Global Warming Swindle”. It might be that
future DECC funds assist projects by being alert to this sort of negative publicity and
providing advice on counterarguments.
Training in design, PR, marketing, IT and evaluation
There were numerous examples of projects that felt handicapped by being unable to access
support in these areas. Again acknowledging that there would be considerable cost implications in
doing so, there may be a case for DECC providing some level of centralised support for future
funds, particularly for the smaller projects or those run by small, voluntary groups without access
to internal services of this kind.
Responses were mixed when we asked projects whether they would appreciate training in some
of these areas during the second round of interviews. The most popular option was training in
evaluation, which most projects managers responded warmly to. Training in marketing and PR
were also popular, while IT support was less so.

Partnerships
Securing buy-in throughout the process
One project in the north east experienced problems when one of their partners rejected the
designs of some of their promotional materials and refused to distribute them. The project team
noted that this could have been avoided if they had involved partners at every stage of the
process. We do acknowledge that they might have experienced problems in making effective
decisions if they had attempted to do so, but it would nonetheless be worth stressing to
organisations supported by future funds that partner buy-in is crucial at certain points and that
ensuring this occurs can require consultation throughout the course of a project.
Recruiting external consultants
21

The National Federation of Women‟s Institutes (AE012) provide a good example of adaptability. The project
team, realising that many of their members did not have access to DVD players, also offered video support in
VHS format.
22
Note the Sunderland City Council (NE021) actually suggested in their evaluation report that future fund
applicants should be made to include a risk assessment of their proposed partners with their bid.
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Some projects experienced difficulties working with private consultants. Challenges like this may
be unavoidable in some cases, but it might also be that some projects would benefit from
guidance on how to tender and recruit external support of this kind.

Preaching to the converted
One possible reason that the quantitative data we have available often show so little movement
in attitudes was the fact that many of the projects ended up targeting people who were already
likely to have an active interest in climate change. The examples of this are numerous – those
running the NFWI‟s eco teams (AE012), the marketers taking part in Horizon South West‟s
workshops (SW072) or the visitors to Carbon Neutral North East‟s climate dome (NE004) for
instance.
The problem was equally notable during evaluations, when respondents were often asked to fill in
self-completion questionnaires, an exercise that was likely to be more interesting for those who
were already actively engaged on the issue. Other projects selected audiences that, by their very
nature, were likely to be responsive to climate change messages in a way that harder to reach
groups would not. It seems likely that those visiting Winterbourne Botanic Garden (WM031) may
have been more likely to be receptive to environmental messaging than people of a similar age
group with less of an interest in horticulture and conservation, for instance.
This is certainly something that could be addressed in any future fund by building
consideration of the likely baseline views (and general disposition) of target audiences
into the application process.

Timing
Despite the fact that the original application form asked projects to clearly state how much
flexibility there was in their timeline, including “where dates cannot be moved”, some projects –
particularly those trying to work around the academic calendar - seem to have struggled to match
Defra support with external deadlines. Bolsover Drama Group (EM002) noted, for instance, that
they could only work with children during the school holidays, which delayed their project. In a
non-schools related example, Sheffield Galleries and Museums Trust (YH023) had to time their
exhibition with the opening of a museum, something they found challenging.
Making a similar point, the National Federation of Women‟s Institutes (AE012) observed that their
activities inevitably slowed down at particular times of year - Christmas and Easter for instance.
It might be worth future funds paying particular attention to these issues, possibly
allowing projects to stagger their start dates (and consequently, end dates) over a six
or even 12 month period.
In terms of Defra‟s involvement, the late provision of evaluation questions does appear to have
acted as a severe handicap for some projects, as well as devaluing much of the data collected or
commissioned before the questions were finalising. Ironing out these difficulties and
ensuring that evaluation requirements are laid out explicitly at the commencement of a
fund will be crucial for future programmes.

Overall support
On a positive note, while many projects complained about particular aspects of Defra‟s role,
whether that related to the late provision of questions or what were seen as unnecessarily
detailed reporting requirements, most projects were generally pleased with the support offered
by the department. The workshops were seen as particularly valuable, which projects relishing
the opportunity to compare notes and share ideas, and it may be that further developing this
sort of discursive training and feedback could be a good move for any future funds.
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7

Conclusions and recommendations

7.1

The shape of the Fund

Projects supported by the Fund developed the following types of outputs:


Promotional materials



Toolkits and awards



Posters and billboards



Websites



Games



Events



Exhibitions



Written communication (press, emails and newsletters)



Video communication (television, video and film)



Audio communication (radio)



Other

Support totalling just over £8.5 million was agreed by the Fund, with an anticipated average
project spend of just over £175,000. On average, £102,000 of this money was to come from
Defra. If the money had been spent exactly as planned, this would have resulted in Defra‟s £8.5
million supporting projects with a total expenditure of more than £14.5 million. A small number of
projects were responsible for generating most of the opportunities for communicating climate
change and direct contacts with the public. The amount sought from the Fund does seem to have
had a bearing on projects‟ performance in this regard, with the schemes with bigger budgets
often tending to reach more people.

7.2

Opportunities for communicating climate change

Notwithstanding the limitations of the available data, we estimate that at least 48.5 million
opportunities for communicating climate change were generated as a result of project activities
funded in whole or in part by the CCF. Furthermore, we estimate that:


At least 700,000 items were produced by projects supported by the CCF over the course
of the fund;



Posters and billboard advertising by CCF projects generated more than 24 million
separate opportunities to communicate climate change;



Websites supported by the CCF received at least 140,000 visits;



There were at least 100,000 occasions when individuals accessed a CCF-supported game
in some way;



At least 300,000 opportunities for engagement were generated at events;



Exhibitions provided over two million opportunities for communicating climate change;



There were at least 11,000,000 opportunities to communicate climate change through
print media generated by CCF projects, via media with a total circulation of more than
8.5 million;



There were over 7.5 million opportunities to communicate climate change generated by
TV, cinema and online video coverage secured by CCF projects;



The overall number of opportunities to communicate climate change recorded by CCF
projects was almost 1.6 million, from radio stations with a combined listenership of at
least 1.4 million; and



100,000 people may have been communicated with directly through other forms of
engagement such as pledges or surveys.
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7.3

Direct communication of climate change messages

Notwithstanding the limitations of the available data, we estimate that at least 450,000 direct
contacts were made by projects funded in whole or in part by the CCF. Furthermore, we estimate
that:


Toolkits and award schemes developed or run by CCF projects communicated climate
change to at least 155,000 people;



There were at least 130,000 cases of individuals being directly engaged with a CCF
project at events of one sort or another;



Projects recorded direct engagement with around 60,000 people at exhibitions; and



More than 35,000 additional opportunities for communication may have been generated
through other activities for which we have insufficient detail to determine whether or not
they were active or passive.

7.4

Changing attitudes

Given the variable and incomplete nature of the data available, we are unable to take a view on
the overall success or otherwise of CCF projects in generating positive attitudinal change.

7.5

Successes

The Climate Challenge Fund was successful in:


Opening up communication channels with large numbers of people and organisations,
particularly through the use of conventional mass marketing tools such as newspapers
and television;



Building capacity among funded projects to carry out similar activities in the future;



Supporting projects that brought added value through the development of outputs that
have lasted beyond the lifetime of the Fund and that are likely to have reached larger
numbers of people than expected through the engagement of secondary audiences;



Providing support for the development of new partnerships, and the exploitation of
existing ones; and, crucially from a policy perspective



7.6

Highlighting a whole range of lessons for future funds.

Areas for improvement

The Climate Challenge Fund was less successful in:


Making sure that projects were equipped with the necessary skills to put their planned
approach into practice;



Targeting harder to reach audiences (in terms of environmental attitudes): the Fund
tended to engage those already interested in climate change;



Measuring engagement of, and impact upon, secondary audiences;



Ensuring the quality of data collected and reported by projects was sufficiently robust;
and



Allocating sufficient resources to allow evaluation of projects supported by the Fund on
their own terms.

These final two factors meant that it is difficult to judge the success of the Fund against one of its
core objectives: generating positive attitudinal change.

7.7

Lessons for the future

This evaluation has highlighted a number of areas in which the experiences of CCF projects could
provide lessons for future funding models.
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The applications process
Recognising the strengths of existing partnerships
Future funds could explicitly reward projects capitalising upon proven and existing partnerships
when evaluating their applications, as well as requiring projects to complete partnership risk
assessments.
Developing a coherent approach to websites
It may be worth DECC requiring applicants to provide a marketing plan for online deliverables to
ensure that projects do not rely on serendipity to deliver visitors to their websites.
Ensuring projects have access to the right skills
Future funds should ensure that financial support is not given to projects that do not have the
necessary skills and resources at their disposal to make good on that support. This is not to say
that projects should be immediately ruled out if they cannot demonstrate particular skills, but
rather that they should acknowledge those difficulties and specify how they will overcome them,
i.e. through the recruitment of an external consultant or by allocating money and time for staff
training.
Not preaching to the converted
Consideration of the likely baseline views (and general disposition) of target audiences could be
built into the application process.
Project scope
We recommend that any future funds should strongly encourage applicants to focus on a single,
clearly delimited audience. In addition, it should be stressed to projects that clear, simple
messages are far more effective and that they should not attempt to cover all bases with a single
output.
Acknowledging funded organisations‟ other priorities
It may be that greater transparency and acknowledgement of applicant organisations‟ other
priorities could help DECC to ensure that the goals of future funds are embedded in projects‟
activities, rather than simply providing a way to secure additional resources.
Working with businesses
There may be grounds for encouraging business-facing projects to work through existing business
networks in future.
The importance of personality
In future DECC might consider interviewing fund applicants and building an assessment of the
suitability of key staff to particular customer-facing project outputs into the overall scoring
mechanism.

Support for projects
Outputs, outcomes and impacts
DECC should consider using the term „impacts‟ in the place of what are currently considered
„outcomes‟, using „outcomes‟ as projects often do, to refer to the application or use of outputs,
rather than to the attitudinal or behavioural change resulting from those outputs. Clear definitions
of these terms should be provided to projects at the outset.
Centralised support services
There may be a case for DECC providing some level of centralised IT, PR, evaluation and
marketing support for future funds, particularly for the smaller projects or those run by small,
voluntary groups without access to internal services of this kind.
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Securing external support
Some projects would benefit from guidance on how to tender and recruit expert external support.
Flexible timing
It might be worth future funds allowing projects to stagger their start dates (and consequently,
end dates) over a six or even 12 month period to give them greater flexibility around public
holidays, the academic calendar, etc.
Lessons in communicating climate change
Projects should be reminded that messages are likely to be more effective if they:


Avoid sensationalism;



Are tailored to their audience;



Show sensitivity to the current views of their audience;



Are simple and direct; and



Include a gimmick or hook to grab people‟s attention.

Overall approach to evaluation
Formative evaluation
We strongly recommend the use of formative evaluation techniques to ensure that problems are
identified and dealt with early on.
Increased evaluation funding
Many projects complained that they had been unable to conduct as comprehensive an evaluation
as they would have liked because they simply did not have the funds to carry out extensive
survey work, or to bring in consultants to carry out that work on their behalf. Alongside the
suggestion that a formative approach be taken to evaluation, we strongly recommend that future
funds allocate a greater proportion of their available budgets to evaluation, even if this means
funding fewer projects. How much funding should be allocated depends very much on the nature
of the project. If a large-scale mass media campaign is being evaluated, then campaign
recognition surveys may be required. National telephone surveys of 1,000 respondents can cost
as little as a few thousand pounds if using an omnibus, or as much as £20,000 if using more
localised or bespoke methods. Qualitative methods can be equally variable and again, need to be
tailored to a project‟s specific requirements. Accepting the need for professional evaluation
support, planning and reporting, we would suggest each project allocates a minimum of £7,000
for evaluation. Larger or multi-faceted projects clearly need much more than this. One solution
may be to employ a panel of two or three evaluation experts to cost evaluation programmes for
shortlisted bidders on future funds.
Project-by-project evaluation
It may be unrealistic to expect to be able to use anything but the most basic output data to judge
performance at a fund level. Differences in audience, outputs, timing, staffing, partnerships and
so on make it extremely unlikely that the results from one project‟s evaluation can be compared
with those from another, even if standard questions are rigorously applied. We suggest that
making resources available to assess each project‟s performance against the fund‟s objectives,
aggregating these scores to deliver an assessment of the success of the fund as a whole, may
provide a more reliable measure of outcomes and impacts.

Reporting and evaluation requirements
Opportunities to engage vs. direct engagement
It may be that greater clarity on what is meant by “reach” and “audience” could be offered to
projects to ensure that the distinction between potential exposure and actual engagement is
made

explicit.

Projects

should

be

encouraged

to

measure

both

opportunities

to

engage/communicate and numbers directly engagement since both figures can tell us a great
deal about the performance of supported projects.
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Carrying out baseline and follow-up surveys
It could be worth making the release of funds for later stages of a project dependent upon the
successful and timely completion of baseline surveys. There may also be benefits in exploring
ways to build follow-up surveys into project processes so that they become core to their activities
rather than peripheral extra work. As noted elsewhere in this report, one possible way of
achieving this might be to make additional money available for the ongoing exploitation of
outputs developed over the course of a fund, but making the release of such support contingent
on the satisfactory completion of evaluation and reporting requirements.
Reporting data
Projects should be required to report on their performance in absolute terms, providing overall
sample sizes, question base sizes and numbers of respondents per individual question response
as a bare minimum.
Standard questions
Despite some of the problems identified with the use of standard evaluation questions over the
course of the Climate Challenge Fund, we do believe that, alongside other forms of evaluation,
standard questions do have a place. In order to mitigate some of the problems experienced by
the CCF, the following measures may be worth considering in future funds:


Ensure that questions are identified early on in the fund‟s development, alongside the
fund‟s key strategic objectives;



“Market test” the questions with projects and with the public to ensure that they make
sense and to identify possible areas for confusion or misinterpretation. In particular, test
the questions with different kinds of audiences – children, older people, businesses, etc –
and if necessary, agree standard variations to ensure that questions are appropriate to
their context; and



Develop guidance to help projects test change in key areas using qualitative methods as
well as (or in some cases, instead of), quantitative ones.

Recognition testing for passive media
Though expensive, building campaign recognition assessments into the evaluation requirements
for projects making use of passive mass media (posters, newspapers and magazines, television
and radio) would be invaluable in placing “opportunities to communicate” figures in context.
Recognition surveys should, wherever possible, also include measures of attitudinal or
behavioural change, making it easier to link these movements to a particular campaign (or not).
It may also be worth asking funded projects to include dummy responses in their campaign
recognition surveys in order to provide a measure of margin of error or over-claiming.
Recording key variables for passive media
It would be worth encouraging projects to state circulation, attendance, footfall and listener
figures separately for each type of media in which they secure coverage, together with the
number of issues or programmes in each case.

Evaluation support
Measuring secondary audiences (or “spill over”)
Future funds could provide projects with guidance to make them more aware of their potential to
reach people beyond their primary audience via word of mouth, and provide advice on
measurement and reporting their success in doing so.
The importance of continuity and consistency
Evaluation guidance to projects should stress the importance of maintaining a consistent
approach to baseline and follow up surveys.
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Assessing the reach of online tools
It may be that future funds could offer projects help and guidance on gathering more
comprehensive and meaningful web usage data, possibly through the use of a free statistical tool
such as Google Analytics. These facilities offer, among other things, details on average pages
viewed per visit and could also help projects to tailor and hone their web offering to maximise its
effectiveness by, for instance, identifying poorly performing pages or capitalising on popular
search terms.
We also suggest that future funds provide projects with simple definitions of what is meant by
key terms such as „hits‟, „visits‟, „page views‟, „time on site‟ and „unique visitors‟ and that they be
encouraged to report against most of these headings (with the exception of hits).

Adding value
It might be worth future DECC funds making formal provisions for the collection and retention of
knowledge and the continued use of project outputs. This could be linked to additional funding,
conditional upon project performance, thus acting both as an incentive for projects to consider
and record any lessons learned, and incentivising a professional, longer-term approach.
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Annex A – Case studies
Table 11 Projects interviewed face-to-face
Organisation

Activities

First round case studies
Cambridge Carbon
Footprint

Articles in the Asian Voice newspaper to raise awareness of climate change, plus a meeting
with people who had written in response to the articles to talk through the issues and
relate them to other cultural and faith issues.

Carbon Neutral
North East

An inflatable “Climate Change Dome” that was taken out to a number of locations including
shopping and city centres, festivals and schools.

Constructing
Excellence

Raising awareness of climate change issues through direct contact with the public and local
businesses using workshops and leaflets.

CTC

Promoting awareness and understanding of climate change to the cycling community using
a one minute cinema advert, website and DVD.

Horizon South West

Engaging in a dialogue with professional marketers through events aimed at businesses.

National Energy
Foundation

A radio and leafleting campaign in Co-op stores and an awareness week in the Centre:MK
shopping centre in Milton Keynes.

Devon Development
Education

Global citizenship lessons in schools, training for teachers on climate change issues and
the recruitment of pupils to spread climate change awareness within their peers.

WMNet

Development of an online portal with a wide range of resources to help teachers develop
lessons on climate change, with a number of face-to-face workshops to engage teachers.

Second round case studies
Winterbourne
Botanic Garden

Displays and panels on climate change to improve awareness among visitors, particularly
older people.

Yigal Allon Trust

Operation Climate Control – an online game designed to improve school children‟s
understanding of climate change.

IVCA

Using the IVCA‟s existing communication channels with members and associates to raise
awareness of climate change.

London Borough of
Sutton

Large communications campaign involving local newspapers, leaflets, postcards,
bookmarks, a website and advertisements at bus stops.

Greenhouse Britain

Using a 3D model of Britain and two-dimensional visual material such as plans, maps, and
poetic text to change people‟s way of thinking about climate change through art.
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Cambridge Carbon Footprint
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
Cambridge Carbon Footprint is a locally-based grassroots organisation that does outreach work to
help people in the Cambridge area become more environmentally friendly and reduce their carbon
footprint. Through this work, they were very aware that, in general, there was a lack of real
engagement with the Asian community on climate change issues. They felt that climate change
communications tend to be very much orientated towards white, middle-class people, focusing on
technological solutions and “rational” arguments for taking action, but ignoring things that are
relevant to Asian (particularly South Asian) cultures. This is despite the fact that some Asian
cultures are inherently green and there is much within them that can be linked to climate change
mitigation.
In addition, Cambridge Carbon Footprint felt that the usual attempts to communicate climate
change issues do not use the most effective channels or appropriate meeting places for South
Asians. For example, public meetings often take place at the University or the Guild Hall which
can be seen as the domains of white, middle-class intellectuals and can be rather intimidating
places for many Asian people, particularly those who have difficulty with the English language.
It was felt, therefore, that there was a need for a project that communicated climate change
issues with the South Asian community in terms that were relevant to them. Such a project
needed to match up their lives, cultures and aspirations to the need for action on climate change
and target the audience to reach them on their own terms.

Partners
The main project partner was the Asian Voice newspaper which was chosen due to its high
readership amongst the Asian population (over 100,000 across the UK). It also has a sister paper
written in Gujurati which is also very widely read.
Another partner was the London Sustainability Exchange which helped run the meeting held with
readers who had written to the newspaper about climate change issues.

Staffing
The project was run by a writer who wrote the articles published in the Asian Voice newspaper,
with support from other members of the Cambridge Carbon Footprint team, journalists and the
editor at Asian Voice and LSx.

Funding
This project was a small project that received £5,160 in CCF funding, with a further £576 in
support funding from Cambridge Carbon Footprint‟s other fundraising work covering any extra
costs. Most of the funding covered the fees for writing the articles and there was no money
specifically earmarked for the evaluation.

Raising Awareness
The approach
The project involved bi-weekly articles in the Asian Voice newspaper, branded with the
“Tomorrow‟s Climate, Today‟s Challenge” logo to increase recognition over time. The articles were
designed to raise awareness of climate change, looking at climate change in a way that is
relevant to the readership, informative and interesting. There was also an invitation at the bottom
of every article to write in, with some of the respondents featured as stories in future articles, to
encourage engagement with the issue.
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In addition, a meeting was held with people who had written in. The original plan was to go to a
readers‟ seminar which is normally held every year. However, these seminars were discontinued
and Cambridge Carbon Footprint decided to hold their own meeting on climate change issues.
Staff from LSx were present at the meeting to help participants talk through the issues, linking
them to issues of faith culture, „back home‟ etc.

The seminar included the intervention of

“Aladdin” - a magician that talks about climate change issues while doing magic tricks.

Target Audience
The target audience was the South Asian community in general, and more specifically, the Asian
Voice readership. Although the readership tends to be biased towards older people, articles were
aimed at a variety of different age ranges.

Messages
The bi-weekly articles in Asian Voice and the meeting of people who had written letters to the
newspaper, covered a range of themes linked to climate change. They started with simple
messages and then moved on to talk about what can be done about climate change. The five
main thrusts of the articles were:


Communicating what it is and why it‟s happening;



Making it relevant and raising the status of mitigation;



Linking it to issues important to the South Asian diaspora in UK (aspirations, fears about
family „back home‟, fact that they live far from „home‟, culture and faith);



Creating a sense of agency;



Validating and supporting current efforts and inspiring readers.

Importantly, the articles were not simply about telling people what to do, but also about learning
from them and sharing knowledge, as evidenced by the inclusion of readers‟ stories and the
deliberative meeting.

Successes and Challenges
Overall, the project reached a large number of Asians in the UK (readership of 100,000),
communicating climate change to them in a way that had not really been done before for a very
small amount of funding. It was felt that this built up a great deal of interest in the issue, which
perhaps had not been the case in the Asian community before. Following the introduction of the
column in the newspaper, 27 other articles in the paper covered climate change, 34 calls/letters
were made to the writer and a further 17 letters to the editor about climate change were
published. It was also felt to be successful in encouraging the newspaper to engage with the
issue.
The meeting with readers who had written to the newspaper about climate change was also
successful in engaging with attendees in an innovative way. The meeting did not focus simply on
telling attendees what they can do, but instead involved informed discussions amongst all
participants, sharing ideas and thoughts. Representatives from LSx were particularly impressed
by the exchange of ideas that took place. In total, 30 readers attended this meeting.
The only real challenge faced in terms of engaging people was that the number of letters received
dropped off after a while. However, letters became more focused on what people can do at home
rather than talking about floods/hurricanes/drought etc... In order to stimulate further letterwriting, a competition for the best letters was organised.
Some difficulties were also encountered in getting some of the staff at Asian Voice motivated and
interested in climate change as an issue, although this was mostly due to the journalists‟
workload.

December 2008
58

The Climate Challenge Fund: An evaluation report for Defra | Case studies annex
Annex

Evaluation
The evaluation, conducted by Cambridge Carbon Footprint, was based on looking at the number
of additional climate change articles that had appeared in the newspaper, and the number of
letters received. It was also based on opinions gauged at the meeting through feedback forms. It
was felt, however, that the feedback forms were not particularly effective as it is seen as a very
western thing to do, and can be quite nerve-wracking for people who may be distrustful, or who
may struggle with their English.
They did use the Defra questions in the feedback forms but felt they did not capture how people
had started to engage with the issues. They felt the questions were trying to capture quantitative
data whilst what they were doing was purely qualitative.
It was thought that it may have been useful to conduct research with readers before and after the
articles were published to see what had changed, but the project leader was not convinced that
this would be worthwhile. Again, it was pointed out that quantitative analysis was not appropriate
for this project.
Although parts of the evaluation were felt to be useful (e.g. looking at increased interest through
letters and articles), Cambridge Carbon Footprint admitted that the evaluation was mostly driven
by the requirements of the funding.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
It was felt the project had stimulated a real interest in climate change, raising awareness and
changing attitudes amongst the Asian community. For instance, the project dealt with certain
attitudes amongst the Asian population that conflict with climate change mitigation, (e.g. the very
aspirational outlook held by many which can often lead to a rejection of ideas related to
reductions in consumption).
Anecdotally from their contact with members of the Asian community, they had gone from a
situation where people were confused about climate change, didn‟t know much about it, and in
some cases were hostile to making „reductions,‟ to one where there is a real „buzz‟ about it and
where people feel they have a responsibility to the planet, to their „home‟ countries, faith
requirements etc.
It was felt that people would have been more aware without this project, but many would not
have taken much notice or engaged with the issues as it would not have necessarily been
relevant to them. Cambridge Carbon Footprint believe the articles have acted as a „bridge‟ to
more mainstream climate change communications, providing relevant information to Asian people
so that they can now engage better with the mainstream.

The Future
Plans for the future
The series of articles on climate change finished in September 2007. A few people at Asian Voice
had declared an interest in taking it further, but there has been no contact between the
newspaper and Cambridge Carbon Footprint about this for a number of months. Despite this, the
influence of the articles continues through the other Cambridge Carbon Footprint project funded
by the CCF which is more focused on engagement.
Cambridge Carbon Footprint did express disappointment that the funding has come to an end.
They felt that, having learnt so much, built so many good relationships with people in the Asian
Community, and having developed a unique way of communicating with BAME communities, it
would be a wasted opportunity not to continue.
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Lessons learnt
A number of lessons were learnt through the course of the project. The primary lesson was that it
is very important to listen to the audience, understand what is relevant to them and meet them
in places they feel comfortable. Cambridge Carbon Footprint quickly realised that talking about
the science of climate change is not interesting or effective in this instance, and that
communication with BAME communities should be emotional and personal, and should focus on
social attitudes, customs and stories.

Feedback to Defra
The main point Cambridge Carbon Footprint wanted to feedback to Defra was that “tick box
evaluations” were meaningless, and that qualitative feedback was much better suited to showing
real changes in attitudes which are complex and cannot be measured by showing agreement of
disagreement with statements.
It was also felt that future funding to outreach organisations such as themselves should be more
secure to avoid losing key staff and to maintain the momentum built by projects.
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Carbon Neutral North East
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
In 2005/6 Carbon Neutral Newcastle, the Northern Rock Foundation and the North East Energy
Partnership commissioned Sale Owen research and strategy to conduct research into public
attitudes towards climate change in the North East. The research showed, amongst other things,
that awareness and understanding of climate change was fairly low and that many people in the
region did not give it much thought. A segmentation model was also developed, which showed
that over half the population was in one of 2 segments:


People who don‟t think about/believe in climate change; and



People who perhaps knew it existed but didn‟t really think it was relevant to them.

The Carbon Neutral North East (CNNE) charity, which was set up partly using funds from the
offsetting scheme run by Carbon Neutral Newcastle (a Newcastle City Council initiative), initiated
the Climate Dome project to tackle these low rates of awareness, and change attitudes towards
climate change in the region. They aimed to do this by educating people about the causes and
effects and by showing them how individuals both contribute to climate change and can help
tackle it.

Partners
Carbon Neutral North East worked with a number of partners on this project including:


The Centre for Life who developed the exhibits and displays to be used in the Climate
Dome.



The Energy Saving Trust who helped out in the Climate Dome and were on hand to give
visitors energy saving advice and hand out their own materials.



Newcastle City Council who provided office space to the project in addition to seconding
the project leader.

Additional support was also provided by Scottish Power, the Environment Agency and paid PR
consultants.

Staffing
The project was run mainly by Carbon Neutral North East staff, who were present at the Dome.
At times, other staff from the Energy Saving Trust also helped out.

Funding
In total, Carbon Neutral North East received £396,025 from the CCF, with a further £315,000 of
match funding, mostly in the form of in-kind support from partner organisations, as well as
£35,000 sponsorship and support money, principally from Scottish Power. The majority of this
support money was saved until the end of the project, to pay for final evaluation costs, the
continued management and administration of project into March 2008 and the transportation,
building and dismantling of the Dome.
It was necessary to make changes to the original budget due to certain aspects having been
overlooked by the previous project manager. Aspects overlooked in the original budget included:


The fact that the charity could not claim back VAT on a grant;



The need for security to be present at the Dome; and



The need to purchase equipment for the Dome, such as monitors, a TV, furniture and a
generator.
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Despite these changes, the project was able to remain on budget by cutting back on what was
considered unnecessary activities such as a mid-term communications strategy review, and
reducing costs in other areas. For example, by putting the contract for the mid-term evaluation
research out to tender, they were able to save just under £6,000 on the original budget of
£12,000.
Following the reworking of the budget, 46% of the funding from the CCF was spent on
management, administration and transport costs while 17% was spent on the Dome
infrastructure. In addition, extending the reach of the project (through PR activities) accounted
for 16% of the funding, the touring of the dome for 9% and the communications strategy and
development for 10%. The remaining 2% was spent on the evaluation.

Raising Awareness
The approach
The project centred around an inflatable “Climate Change Dome” that was taken out to a number
of locations including shopping centres, city centres, festivals, events and schools. The Dome was
designed to raise awareness about climate change through information boards, an interactive
game, monitors showing a cartoon about climate change, a DVD with a 9 minute film and pledge
cards. There was also staff on hand to talk directly to people, give them advice and answer
questions, while materials, such as EST energy saving booklets, toy windmills, stickers and
balloons were also handed out.
The project also developed a marketing plan to increase visitor numbers. This included branding
of the Dome, flashing lights from the games to entice people in, posters advertising the dome
prior to its arrival in a location, and most importantly a PR campaign. They employed a
professional PR company and developed good relations with newspapers and others in the media.
This led to high levels of coverage in local press and radio, in addition to coverage on the BBC
and ITV.

Target Audience
The project was aimed principally at people with low levels of knowledge about climate change,
those who generally did not think about climate change as well as those who did not believe that
it was happening or that it was caused by human action. It was also aimed at people with more
positive attitudes towards combating climate change with a view to consolidate and solidify them,
and further increase understanding.

Messages
The main aims of the Climate Dome were to increase awareness of climate change and change
negative attitudes by educating people about:


What exactly climate change is;



The science behind it;



What the causes are; and



The threats and potential impacts (including in the North East).

The project also aimed to address the idea that people could not do much about climate change
by demonstrating the small simple steps people can take.
The messages were very simple and designed to be positive, while the need for more
comprehensive information was balanced with the need to be concise so as not to put people off.
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Successes and challenges
By the end of the project the Dome will have been exhibited for a total of 212 days, with visitor
numbers in excess of 11,000 people (based on counts using a bouncer‟s clicker). In the first 3
months of the project, there were also over 4,000 hits on the website.
The original proposal to Defra stated that they would aim to receive 1,000 visitors per day.
Although the project did not achieve this level of visitor numbers, this was not seen as a failure,
as the current project manager believed the original figure was unrealistic.
The level of press coverage was seen as a big success, and it was thought that this did have an
impact on visitor numbers. Of particular importance was the coverage on the BBC and ITV as this
meant that the messages promoted by the Dome were spread to a much wider audience. For
example, the Climate Dome was taken to various sites along with the BBC Radio Newcastle bus
generating significant and regular coverage over a whole week.
There were a number of challenges faced in terms of attracting visitors as members of the public
have to choose to enter an exhibit about climate change in the first place. It is therefore not
surprising that it proved somewhat difficult to attract those who were not already at least partly
interested in the issue, and who agreed that climate change was a problem caused by human
activity. However, not attracting many people with little knowledge of climate change was not
perceived as a failure because:


General awareness of climate change was deemed to have increased due to the level of
press coverage on climate change issues during the course of the project;



Although awareness had generally increased, many of the visitors were not aware of, or
had low understanding of some aspects of climate change. For example, some false
perceptions about climate change gleaned from the media (and in particular the “Great
Global Warming Swindle” documentary on Channel 4) were noted, and many visitors
thought that there was still a debate in the scientific community over whether climate
change was happening and was caused by humans.

A further challenge in attracting people to the Dome was the unpredictable weather conditions.
There were occasions, for example, where the Dome was in an outside location on rainy days,
and other occasions where it was in a shopping centre on very warm, sunny days.
Once visitors were inside the Dome, however, anecdotal evidence suggests that people were
interested in the exhibits and took on board the messages. Early evaluation showed that, initially,
some of the information boards contained too much text; however this was subsequently reduced
to ensure people remained interested.
It was thought that the most successful elements of the Dome were the interactive quiz and
having staff there to answer questions and talk to people. The pledge cards – in which signatories
pledged to undertake a series of actions such as turning the thermostat down, washing at 30
degrees…- were also popular.
The fact that they had to use an electricity generator did raise questions from the public as it was
pointed out that the Dome was actually emitting carbon. The DVD also didn‟t work as well as
expected as people did not have the time to watch it all. It worked better in schools where there
was a „captive‟ audience.

Evaluation
It was originally intended that the research conducted by Sale Owen in 2006/06 would serve as
the baseline. This research consisted of focus groups with North East residents and a survey of a
sample of the North East population. Given the fact that the mid-term and final evaluations do
not survey the general population but focus on those who have visited the Dome, the value of the
Sale Owen research as a baseline is questionable.
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A mid-term evaluation was undertaken at a small number of events. On-street interviews after
people came out the Dome asked visitors about their awareness, knowledge and attitudes of
climate change prior to going in and after the visit. This information could potentially be used
both as a baseline and follow-up specifically targeted at those who received the intervention
although some caution should be taken with the reliability of the data to the self-reported nature
of the baseline element after the event. In total, 202 visitors were interviewed in the mid-term
evaluation (92 male and 110 female).
The final evaluation is yet to be completed. It will involve a survey of those who have filled in the
pledge cards that were handed out at the Dome, as people were asked to give names and
addresses on the cards. This will also provide valuable information on the wider behaviour change
impacts of the project. There is, however, a potential for results to be skewed given that this
survey would only cover those who have pledged to take action. Carbon Neutral North East are
aware of this problem, and are planning to conduct further interviews with visitors both before
they enter the Dome and as they leave in the final month of the project (which runs until the end
of March 2008).
The evaluations (both the mid-term survey of visitors to the Dome and the upcoming final
evaluation) measured awareness, knowledge and understanding of, as well as attitudes towards
climate change. The 5 Defra questions were included in the surveys.
On the whole, Carbon Neutral North East found the evaluation to be useful to them (particularly
the mid-term evaluation) as it allowed them to make minor adjustments to materials. In terms of
assessing awareness and attitudes, as well as any changes, however, it only really confirmed
what they already knew.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
Overall, while it was felt that the Climate Change Dome had been a success, major changes in
awareness of climate change as an issue and attitudes towards it were not generally achieved,
largely due to the profile of visitors to the Dome. For example, in the mid-term evaluation, 93%
of respondents already believed that climate change was occurring prior to entering the Dome,
while 67% already agreed that it was a result of human behaviour. In addition, over 60% said
they were already either very concerned or quite concerned about climate change, while 80%
thought that they as individuals could make a difference in reducing their impact on climate
change.
Despite these high levels of awareness and positive attitudes amongst visitors to the Dome, it
was seen to have had some success in increasing knowledge about certain aspects of climate
change and potential solutions, solidifying positive attitudes and motivating people to carry out
further actions (in the mid-term evaluation 78% said they knew more about what they could do
as a result of visiting the Dome, while 65% said they were now more motivated to act).
It was thought to be unlikely that a one-off, short intervention such as the Dome (where the
majority of visitors stayed for less than 10 minutes) would have had a major impact on attitudes
on its own, but was just one valuable part of a wider campaign to raise awareness and change
attitudes.
The aspects of the Dome with the most impact were thought to be engagement with the staff and
the interactive games, although the information boards were also popular. The pledge card
element was also seen as a vital part of the work as it was felt that the logical next step once
people have been educated about climate change is to help them make the necessary changes.
CNNE estimate that if people actually took the actions pledged, approximately 1,000 tonnes of
CO2 per year would be saved.
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One element that was not so successful, however, was the video and animation screens. Part of
the reason for this was that the video was too long (over 9 minutes) and people tended not to
remain in the Dome long enough to watch it in its entirety.

The Future
Plans for the future
The project was due to finish at the end of March (using sponsorship funding from Scottish Power
to keep it going until then), while the evaluation research is likely to be completed at the end of
April.
After this, the project manager will return from his secondment to Newcastle City Council, and
the project in its current form will come to an end. They are hoping to find other organizations
which may be able to take over the Climate Dome and continue the work. According to the
project manager, however, they may find this difficult because, as a charity they are obliged to
sell any equipment for the best price they can get rather than giving it away.

Lessons learnt
The most important thing that was learnt from carrying out this project was that face-to-face
interaction with members of the public is particularly powerful. Initially they had envisaged that
people would simply enter the Dome and look around and interact with the various exhibits
independently. From early on, however, they discovered that the impact could by much greater
by engaging with people and talking through the various issues.
They also found that it is very difficult to convince those who staunchly believe that climate
change is a myth, or has nothing to do with them, or to even get them to engage with the issue.

Feedback to Defra
While there was sometimes a delay in responses to change requests (CCF7s), overall they felt the
relationship with Defra was good. It was felt, however, that the reporting could be more
straightforward as CNNE found it difficult to report back exactly according to the original budget.
It was also felt that stronger branding of the CCF would have been beneficial as it would have
provided extra recognition and credibility.
It was suggested that a funding stream allowing awareness raising and behaviour change
together would make more sense. The project manager regularly alluded to the fact that the
pledge card element was something that empowered people, and kept them interested. He felt
that simply raising awareness was not enough as it did not necessarily give people the “agency”
to make a difference.
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Constructing Excellence
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
Constructing Excellence (CE) is a construction industry improvement body that aims to promote
sustainability in construction. Their members have told them that one of the main barriers to
sustainable construction is a lack of demand from the consumer. This project therefore aimed at
raising awareness of, and changing attitudes towards climate change in order to stimulate
demand for sustainable homes and buildings.
The project was based in West Suffolk and targeted small, rural and semi-rural communities as
there was hope that the project would benefit from involving whole, close-knit communities. This
was also an opportunity to tie in with the Suffolk – Creating the Greenest County project led by
Suffolk County Council.

Partners
The project was carried out in partnership with climate change and energy efficiency consultants
and local authorities in the West Suffolk area. Managing this partnership was seen as one of the
most challenging aspects of this project. Initially, the roles of each partner had not been clearly
defined. As a result, the project manager at Constructing Excellence spent much time dealing
with organisational issues and managing the different expectations of each group.
However, partnering with the various organisations quoted above was vital to the project as
Constructing Excellence would not have been able to run the project single-handedly due to
resource constraints. In addition, working alongside local authorities lent the project some
credibility in communities where most people would not have heard of Constructing Excellence.

Staffing
The project was led by a project manager at Constructing Excellence, while the consultants were
responsible for the delivery of the workshops (see below). The role of the local authorities
involved was to facilitate contacts with local groups. Initially, Constructing Excellence was under
the impression that the local authorities had already established contacts with a large number of
local groups and businesses. However, this was not the case and the project manager was
required to spend a great deal of time on the telephone making those contacts. This was another
particularly time-consuming task which had not originally been envisaged.
Once contact had been made with local community groups, it became the role of the group leader
to organise and host the workshops.

Funding
The project received £80,500 in funding from the CCF, with a further £97,000 acquired in match
funding from other sources. Around 27% of the Defra funding was devoted to the design and
production of promotion materials, 50% was allocated to organising and running the workshops
while another 20% was spent on project management.

Although funds were not specifically

allocated to the evaluation, around 2% of the budget was spent on the production of the final
report.

Raising Awareness
The approach
The Climate Change Now! project aimed to raise awareness of climate change issues through
direct contact with the public and local businesses via workshops and leaflets. The aim was to
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conduct approximately 50 workshops, exposing people to experts in the field of climate change
and energy efficiency.

The workshops consisted of a power point presentation with visual aids and break out groups to
discuss climate change and the potential solutions. Take home bags containing useful
information, much of it from the Energy Saving Trust along with energy saving light bulbs other
environmental products were also handed out.
For the community element of this work, workshops were generally conducted through existing
community groups such as the Scouts, the Women‟s Institute, elderly/retired people‟s social
groups, mothers‟ groups, housing associations, local green groups etc. They also conducted a
small number of open meetings. In addition workshops were held with local businesses either
focusing on a large company or a particular industry such as tourism.
There was also a plan to send out leaflets to local people along with a free local magazine,
although this part of the project was somewhat delayed. The aim of this leafleting campaign is to
send out a very simple message about climate change and encourage people to seek further
information from the Suffolk – Creating the Greenest County website.
Some PR was also carried out to try and raise the profile of the project and increase attendance
at workshops. This involved a local radio interview and a press release which was covered in local
newspapers and magazines.

Target Audience
The project was aimed at both the general public and businesses in the West Suffolk region.
For the general public, the rationale was to try and target groups of people such as the elderly
who are believe to face a particular lack of exposure to information about climate change. It was
felt that much of the media coverage assumes understanding of the terms and the science behind
climate change.

As a result, one objective of this project was to lay out the issues in a very

simple and clear way to local groups.
Engagement with local businesses was felt to be important too as the business case for dealing
with climate change had not yet been made in a convincing way. This project set out to address
this gap in understanding and to encourage businesses to consider the contribution they were
making to climate change.

Messages
In general, the messages this project aimed to get across focused on increasing understanding of
the basic science behind climate change and what can be done about it. The workshops dealt with
a number of specific questions, including:


Is the climate changing?



Does it matter?



What are the problems?



What are the solutions?



What can I do?



Our future?

Successes and challenges
The project organised 50 workshops in total. Forty of these were with local community groups
and the general public, while the other 10 were held for businesses. In total, 777 people (660
members of the general public, and 117 staff members from local businesses) attended the
workshops.
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Whilst the numbers attracted from the general public matched the expectations of CE, the
numbers attending workshops targeted at businesses were lower than they had hoped. CE found
it fairly difficult to engage businesses as climate change was not yet a real consideration in the
local business community. This may also reflect the fact that they had fairly limited contacts and
resorted to cold calling businesses to invite them to the workshops.

It was easier to engage

businesses when there were staff members, particularly senior staff who were personally
concerned about climate change.

Attracting households was slightly easier as invitations were

made via the local community groups.
CE originally planned to conduct the workshops over a 3 month period. This proved to be too
challenging, however, due to the volume of work involved – notably in terms of establishing
relationships with local groups and managing the roles of the project partners (time consuming
work that had not originally been envisaged). The workshops were therefore spread out over a
whole year.
One significant achievement of the project was the wide range of different community groups that
got involved with the project. Within the workshops it was felt that the most successful elements
were the visual aids (e.g. pictures in the presentations) and also the break out groups which
allowed people to discuss and debate, and encouraged people to think a bit more about the
issues.

Evaluation
The evaluation was based on recorded data from a show of hands at the start and end of sessions
to show agreement with a range of statements. These statements were:


I understand Climate Change



I understand the impact of climate change on West Suffolk



I am concerned about climate change



I know what I can do about climate change



I feel able to make a difference

In addition they collected feedback forms from those who attended the workshops which asked
about how useful the session was, and the 3 main learning points people have taken away. CE
also conducted a follow-up survey, distributed by the hosts at some stage after the workshop.
This survey focused on what people have done as a result of attending the workshop, and
whether attitudes that were changed during the workshop had remained. Only 25 questionnaires
have so far been returned, reflecting the fact that CE had no control over how the leaders of each
community group encouraged response.
Asking the evaluation questions during workshops was seen as a fun and useful exercise, as it
allowed them to get a feel for the level at which the workshops should be pitched, and how well
each session had done in terms of achieving its aims. However, the evaluation was not thought to
be particularly useful to Constructing Excellence as an organization, and if it had not been a
requirement of the CCF, they would not have spent so much time on it. It was felt, however, that
the feedback forms collected after the pilot workshops were useful to adjust the contents of the
remaining workshops.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
While analysis of the results is yet to be completed, CE believes that the workshops were largely
successful in changing attitudes and increasing awareness and understanding. In virtually all the
workshops, agreement with each statement (see above) had increased by the end of the session.
It is difficult to know whether these changes in attitude have persisted beyond the workshops,
however, due to the extremely low response rate to the follow-up survey.
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Anecdotal evidence, from talking with contacts in the local groups and local authorities did
suggest that another outcome of the work was the increased interest in climate change issues in
a number of the communities. In some areas, it has become a big talking point, with many
people engaged in debate and discussing the causes and solutions. In one area, the workshop
spurred one school to take action independently and in another, a green action group was set up
following the workshop.
In general, it was felt that the legacy of the project is a greater level of understanding about what
climate change is. This means that those who were involved can now view media reports and talk
to others about climate change in a much more informed way, and hopefully change their
behaviour.

The future
Plans for the future
The series of workshops are now over.

CE is however still in the process of sending out the

leaflets. The leaflet will then be handed over to the „Creating the greenest county‟ campaign and
will remain on their website available for them to use. Constructing Excellence will also stay in
touch with this campaign, but their work on this project will finish, with no plans to replicate it
elsewhere.

Lessons learnt
One of the lessons learnt is that the quality of engagement is often greater in small groups. When
CE set up this project, they originally envisaged that the workshops would attract big halls full of
people. However, they found that the smaller sessions (e.g. less than 10 people) often meant
that people were more willing to participate actively in the sessions and therefore got more out of
it.
They also found that working in villages with a sense of community can create a real buzz and
lead to whole communities getting involved.

Feedback to Defra
It was felt that Defra was quite distant throughout the course of the project, and they got the
impression that they wanted to be hands off. The project manager thought that it may have been
useful to have had more contact although she was not particularly concerned by this.
It was felt that any future funds should combine awareness raising activity with behaviour
change, as simply raising awareness can be pointless and potentially counter-productive if people
are not given ideas about what to do.
In terms of the evaluation, it was generally seen as difficult to capture changes in attitudes
through tick boxes and shows of hands as attitudes are generally complex matters that can only
be understood through qualitative discussions.
Overall, however, the Climate Challenge Fund was seen as a very valuable initiative that has
helped Constructing Excellence to reach out to new people in new areas on issues of climate
change.
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CTC
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
As a cycling organisation with a fairly pro-environmental message, CTC was keen to promote
awareness and understanding of climate change to the cycling community and establish and
cement the link between cycling and tackling climate change. It was felt that despite the potential
environmental benefits of an uptake in cycling, this was an angle that had not been explored
previously in any attempts to increase awareness of climate change and changing attitudes
towards it. Given that cyclists were generally fairly „green‟ already, it was thought that by taking
this approach, it would provide further motivation to keep people cycling, and perhaps attract
new cyclists.

Partners
The project was mainly the work of CTC, although they also worked alongside a film director/film
crew for the making of the film that formed the major component of this project (see below).
There were some initial difficulties in this relationship which led to the director being replaced, as
the film being proposed was not deemed adequate. The relationship with the replacement
director, however, was much improved and the film produced to CTC‟s standards and
expectations.

Staffing
The project was led by a project manager within CTC, with the majority of the work conducted inhouse – with the exception of the filming of the advert/DVD.

Funding
The Cycle Hero project received £296,000 of funding from the CCF, with a further £280,000
secured in match funding from other sources, including the CTCs own internal resources.

The

film production and distribution as well as the DVD production and the production of other
materials and development of the website accounted for three-quarters of the Defra funding.
Around 6% of the funding was spent on events and workshops and another 15% on project
management. Around 2% of the funding was spent on PR coverage. It is likely that the cost of
the evaluation was covered by the match funding as it does not appear as an explicit item in the
CCF6 form.

Raising Awareness
The approach
CTC developed and filmed a 1 minute cinema advert designed to promote cycling as one solution
to climate change. Following filming, they decided to use the extra footage that they had to
create a DVD with an extended version of the advert along with other filmed material such as old
adverts, celebrity endorsements etc. The DVD was then distributed to their local groups who were
asked to hold events and bike rides, as well as to other cycling organisations and other
organisations including schools. The DVD was also taken to a range of promotional events (both
cycling events and other environmental events such as the NEF‟s Climate Challenge show –
another CCF funded project), while a Cycle Hero website (http://www.cyclehero.com/) was
developed hosting the film and other information about cycling. To enable interaction a film
competition was held on the website to encourage people to send in their own cycling films. The
film was also distributed on the internet using sites such as You Tube and My Space, while a PR
campaign was conducted to increase awareness of the project and drive traffic to the website.
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Target audience
The project was originally intended to be aimed at female cyclists, although this was changed to
all cyclists, as Defra advised them it was too specific. The primary audience was the CTC
membership, but also the wider cycling community with non-cyclists seen as the secondary focus.
This was despite the fact that a major component of the work was a cinema advert that would
most likely be seen by a very large number of non-cyclists.

Messages
The message running throughout the project was that cycling was good for the environment,
could be part of the fight against climate change, that it was good fun and good for you. It was
based on the idea of a “Cycle Hero” who leads a group of cyclists out of a dirty, traffic filled city
and into the countryside with messages about how cycling is a way to combat climate change.
The aim of the message was to provide a “pat on the back to cyclists” and to reinforce in them
the idea that by cycling they were helping the fight against climate change. The film showed both
tangible benefits on a personal and global level.
This particular message was chosen as they felt that cyclists are a fairly green population, but do
not necessarily chose to cycle for environmental reasons. The CTC had seen the climate change
communication guidance and were aware that messages that were visual and fun, and that made
people feel they could make a difference would be more likely to be successful.

Successes and challenges
For the cinema advert, a bigger than expected reach of 5 million viewers was achieved – they had
originally envisaged reaching 1.7 million. This was largely due to the fact that, when they put out
the ad in Carlton Cinemas, rather than paying to be attached to specific films (which they could
not afford) Cycle Hero was used as a „filler advert‟ for 6 weeks. As Carlton Cinemas cannot
schedule directly competing adverts one after the other a cycling advert proved to be ideal to
split such adverts up. As a result it was shown more times than expected. This was seen as a
particularly cost effective approach as it was all achieved on a budget of £75,000.
The production of the DVD was seen as a major success, partly due to the fact that it was
additional to what they had aimed to do. In total, 10,000 copies were printed with the vast
majority of them now having been distributed. One of the measures of this success for CTC was
that word spread about the DVD and they received a large amount of requests for it, including
from local councils to use in transport communications. It was also requested by other groups,
including other CCF projects and schools, where it was distributed by the Local Authority School
Travel Plan Advisory Network.
CTC were extremely pleased with how much this project and the message itself was taken on
board by other groups, the cycling community at large, and the media. The Cycle Hero project
had a presence (showing film, handing out DVD and materials) at over 20 national events,
including Tour de France, Tour of Britain, London and York Cycle Shows etc, while 44 local CTC
groups staged events, with a further 250 staging „climate change rides‟.
Press coverage (which was seen as a success in itself and also a driver of success in other areas
of the project) was much better than expected. Cycle Hero was covered on the BBC website
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/magazine/6900694.stm - extensive comments afterwards), 2 Radio
4 broadcasts, 3 local BBC stations, plus one other radio station. Press articles were also recorded
in 43 publications, with a combined circulation of over 1.5 million. This was largely due to focused
press releases, a press launch in Trafalgar Square and publicity stunts such as a car amnesty
day.
There was also some success on the internet, with a great deal of positive feedback on web
forums and site ratings for the film. However, traffic to the website (50,000 unique visitors) was
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lower than expected. This was partly thought to be because the website adds relatively little to
the message promoted through the cinema advert or the DVD.

Evaluation
CTC conducted their own evaluation, using Defra‟s questions and some extra ones of their own. It
involved a survey which was sent out to their members and also hosted on the website. The
baseline was conducted in January 2007, and the follow-up in December 2007, with both surveys
achieving a sample size of approximately 1,500. Given the profile of respondents to this survey
(i.e. CTC members), the evaluation did not really consider any changes in awareness or attitudes
amongst the main audience of this project – i.e. the 5 million cinema-goers that would have seen
the advert. It was also unable to assess the impact of presence at a range of events.
The evaluation did not cover the whole audience of this project due to resource restrictions, as
well as practical constraints. While CTC would like to have surveyed people who saw the advert at
cinema, or who engaged with them at events, they did not have the funds to do this, nor were
they able to envisage a way in which this would be feasible.
Despite the limitations of the evaluation (which were recognized), it was seen as a valuable
exercise as it helped the CTC gain a greater understanding of their members and their
environmental concerns, and showed how informed their members were.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
The evaluation showed that awareness had not actually improved, and on some key Defra
questions, agreement with the statements had actually gone down. However, as highlighted
earlier, there were serious limitations to the evaluation and it was not possible to know the effect
the project had on the wider cinema audiences and on others who may have seen the campaign.
In addition, there was also a sense that the survey data, particularly for the Defra questions, did
not accurately reflect the impact of the project. It was felt that, given that CTC members and
cyclists in general, tend to be fairly aware of environmental issues and tend to have „greener‟
attitudes than the general population, it was always unlikely that responses to the Defra
questions would show significant change.
The value of the project was perceived to be in the „solidifying‟ of those attitudes and the clear
linking of climate change mitigation with cycling amongst the cycling community. In this respect,
Cycle Hero was thought to have been extremely successful, with informal and anecdotal evidence
supporting these claims. One outcome highlighted, for example, was the clear interest shown in
the message amongst cycling groups and the wider cycling community. The viral nature of the
campaign on the internet and the fact that they received requests for the DVD from a wide
variety of organizations (including organizations based abroad) that had never previously
engaged with the CTC were also thought to be demonstrations of this value. Questions on how
respondents felt CTC had performed in the project did, however, lead to very positive responses,
which were felt to be a good indicator of the success of the project.
CTC was aware that to a certain extent, the project did not achieve the Defra brief of changing
attitudes and raising awareness. However, it was thought that the reliance on survey data did
not allow for the full value of the project to be accounted for. It was thought that more qualitative
research with the cycling community, and cycling groups in particular would have proved this
value, while further research with the wider audience may have shown increasing awareness and
changing attitudes amongst non-members.
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The future
Plans for the future
The project will continue to a certain extent, in that CTC will continue to use the brand, the DVD
and the materials produced. For example, they have secured lottery funding to set up social
inclusion and cycling projects in deprived areas and they intend to use the materials there. The
film is also still being watched all round the world on the internet, with requests for the DVD still
incoming. The staff involved with the project have now left, however, and therefore, the project
will not formally continue in the same form.

Lessons learnt
One of the main learning points from this project was thought to have been about the power of
film. CTC discovered how it is possible to create a real buzz around a visual, fun, inspiring
message, and this was an approach that they were now likely to continue with. They also learnt
about the power of viral networking and the use of websites like You Tube, which were again
fairly new approaches for CTC which may be used again in the future.
The project has also led the CTC to question their current positioning as a cycling organisation
with secondary environmental aims (e.g. they currently promote cycling holidays abroad, not
considering the environmental cost of flights abroad). They are now considering whether the
focus should be much more on their environmental side, given the clear environmental concerns
and „green‟ attitudes of their members.

Feedback to Defra
Overall, CTC felt they had a very good relationship with Defra. The support, particularly when
they ran into problems with the film director, was highlighted as a very positive aspect.
It was also felt that the funding was very valuable and should continue. It was suggested,
however, that the project was somewhat constrained by the insistence that it could only be about
attitudes and awareness and not behaviour change. It was felt that, given the interest in the
project amongst the cycling community, the project could have been pushed further and may
have had great success in encouraging further uptake of cycling. They had considered, for
example, having a tool on the website where people can log their cycling miles and potentially
use this to offset emissions in other areas of their lives to encourage a shift from the car to
cycling.
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Horizon South West
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The „Marketing & Climate Change: Understanding your impacts, realising new opportunities,
influencing buyer behaviour‟ project was developed by Horizon South West (HSW), a network of
over 45 environmental business support organisations in the South West. Established in 1998,
the network is dedicated to maximising the effectiveness of environmental business support,
advice and guidance towards a low carbon, resource efficient and sustainable region.
The network identified a need to engage into a dialogue with marketers. Previous research had
shown that marketers did not feel climate change was a subject they could engage with as they
did not understand it well enough. Also, whilst marketers have a certain power in the market
place, they have much less influence within their own organization.

Yet, marketers are ideal

communicators and their role as „influencers‟ could usefully be harnessed in the field of climate
change.
This project therefore set out to find out what type of resources and training marketers need to
be able to either communicate climate change effectively and/or to consider climate change
within the context of their business activity. The rationale was that by engaging marketers in this
area, the potential knock-on effect could be significant as their sphere of influence is relatively
large.

Partners
A number of partners were involved in the project. The fact that Horizon South West is a network
of environmental business support organizations facilitated the process of approaching potential
partners. The two major partners included:



The South West Climate Change Impact Partnership (SWCCIP): they provided some of
the materials and gave presentations at the events. The involvement of this partner in
the project gave credibility to the scientific facts presented at the events.



CIM South West: the contribution of the CIM to this project was threefold. Firstly, the
CIM actively promoted the events to its members and attendance to the events was
rewarded with CPD points. Secondly, the CIM is to play a major role in disseminating
the case studies to educational institutions and lastly, findings from the case studies will
be presented at the South West CIM conference in April 2008. Again, the involvement of
this partner has given credibility to this project.

Other partners involved include the Business Link, Government Office South West and the
Institute of Directors.

Staffing
Whilst the project was administered by Horizon South West, the events in Year 1 were delivered
by a variety of people including Horizon South West staff, SWCCIP staff, marketing professionals
and external speakers with a background in climate change.
The Year 2 workshops were delivered by Horizon South West staff and marketing professionals.

Funding
In Year 1, HSW received £34,575 from the CCF and a further £11,825 of match funding from the
various partners – some of this match funding was „in kind‟ contributions by the SWCCIP for
example. Year 2 funding from the CCF was conditional on the outcomes of the Year 1 workshops.
Having demonstrated positive outcomes at the end of Year 1, HSW received a further £52,860
from the CCF for the Year 2 workshops.
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In Year 1, project management and partnership development costs accounted for 40% of the
funding received through the CCF. Project delivery accounted for a third of the funding and the
RD element of the project, 10%. Around 12% of the funding was devoted to the evaluation.
In Year 2, the balance of funding shifted away from project management and partnership
development (30% of costs) to project delivery (55% of costs). The same proportion of funding
was devoted to R&D as in Year 1 (9%) but less is to be spent on the project review (5%).

Raising awareness
The approach
Year 1
The approach in Year 1 was to provide information about climate change and to get feedback
from marketers with a view to develop further the materials for Year 2.
Year 1 activities included five events aimed at businesses. Three of these events consisted of a
two-hour session in the evening whilst the last two events were half-day workshops.

All five

events included presentations, videos of businesses that had taken steps to adapt to climate
change and discussions around the topics presented.

Around 20-30 people attended each

workshop.
Year 2
It was originally envisaged that five more events with businesses would be held in Year 2,
incorporating any lessons from Year 1.

However, feedback from Year 1 events led to a re-

engineering of Year 2 activities (see Evaluation section for details).

In Year 2, 11 businesses

were selected to attend a course of 4 workshops over a period of 6 months. The objective was to
work intensively with fewer companies than in Year 1 to produce case studies that could be
distributed as training materials to marketing students and to businesses wishing to know more
about what can be done to mitigate/adapt to climate change.

The regional CIM conference in

April will also provide a platform to disseminate findings from the case studies.
The selected companies committed to 4 workshops and were also required to do some work on
the issues raised at the workshops in-between the workshops.

They also had to pay a small

commitment fee. Benefits for participants included CPD point and capacity building on the issue
of climate change in their organisation.
These workshops were half-day events (full days for the last two) and consisted of:


a learning element, where new information was provided;



a sharing element, where participants had the opportunity to share achievements, issues
etc…; and



a time devoted to experimenting with new ways to operate and different sorts of
materials.

It was felt that this method - action learning - was the best approach to help businesses make
permanent changes in the way they operate.
In addition to the workshops, HSW also set up „buddy groups‟ for participating businesses to have
an ongoing dialogue and a dedicated website where they could find all the materials from
trainers, a forum to share experiences and toolkits.
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Target audience
Year 1
In Year 1, the target audience consisted of CIM members. Participants to the events worked for
businesses in a variety of sectors, including the public and education sectors. There were also
representatives of both large and SME businesses.
Year 2
In Year 2, the participants to the workshop were selected from a list of people who had attended
one of the events in Year 1 and expressed an interest in going further and from a list of CIM
members to whom these workshops had been promoted. Participants were selected following a
telephone interview with a view to include people working in various sectors and in businesses of
different sizes.

The interview also aimed to establish where potential participants were at in

terms of thinking about climate change – it was felt that it would work better if there was a mix
of „newcomers‟ and people with a deeper understanding of the issue.

It was also felt it was

important that participants had some decision-making power in their organisation.

Messages
Year 1
The five events in Year 1 sought to raise awareness about climate change and its impact and to
show how businesses in the region were adapting to climate change.

The sessions started by

describing the impact of climate change at the global level before narrowing down to what is
happening in the South West. This was then backed up by local case studies giving example of
businesses that had turned this as a business opportunity (e.g. Otter Farm growing olives and
making English olive oil).
The title of the events „Climate change: understanding the threats and discovering the
opportunities‟ tried to both raise awareness about an unpalatable reality but also to try and keep
the message positive.

The awareness raising was both in terms of climate change potentially

having an impact on what marketers do (in terms of the products they sell for example) and in
terms of marketers‟ potential impact on climate change (by doing things differently, for example).
Year 2
In Year 2, the focus was on the interaction between marketing and climate change. Proposed
activities included considering:



how the activities of marketers are affected when taking climate change issues into
account (e.g. impact on new product development, distribution, pricing, types of
marketing activities);



how marketers can impact on the organisation's approach by communicating climate
change issues internally;



how marketers can impact on the organisation by raising awareness of climate change
issues amongst their stakeholders and;



how environmental organisations can become more competitive by making maximum
use of marketing to get their message across.

The workshops offered information and toolkits to businesses as well as a space for businesses to
consider what they could do to adapt to or to mitigate against climate change.

Successes and challenges
Year 1
Year 1 did not present particular challenges as recruitment to the workshops was greatly
enhanced by the CIM widely promoting the events to their members. A small challenge arose
when the delivery team realised that awareness of climate change was actually higher than what
was originally envisaged – the events took place after the publication of the Stern report.
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However, participants to the workshops still rated the workshop as being useful/very useful as
the events provided scientific facts to back up this awareness.
Year 2
In Year 2, recruitment for the workshops was easier than HSW expected.

More than 35

businesses expressed an interest for a dozen places. The main challenge was for participants to
find ways to communicate the impact of climate change effectively, both within their organisation
and to their customers.

Whilst they were very enthusiastic and fired up in the first two

workshops, most participants were reportedly struggling to put the chosen message across by the
third workshop.

Peer support as well as the space created by the workshops helped them

overcome these difficulties and to move forward by the time of the fourth and last workshop.
It is interesting to note that a number of participants moved forward by looking at the issue they
were stuck with in an entirely new way. For example, one participant that worked for a branch of
a very large organisation admitted she could not effect change within the organisation itself but
that instead, she could have an influence on the supply chain.

Evaluation
Method
Year 1
The evaluation took place at the end of Year 1 as HSW had to prove to Defra the approach was
working in order to get Year 2 funding.

The evaluation consisted of a self-completion

questionnaire including a mix of quantitative and qualitative questions on:



how well informed they felt they were about climate change both before and after the
event;



the quality of the presentations;



what were the key themes they would take away from the sessions;



whether there was particular information they considered of particular value to their own
working situation; and



whether there was any additional information not yet discussed they considered very
important.

The five standard Defra questions were not asked as HSW received them after the events had
started.
In total, 102 of the 139 participants to the events (72%) completed a questionnaire.
There was also a follow-up evaluation in March 2007 to identify whether the awareness and
attitudinal impacts experienced at the time of the events had endured over this longer period.
This part of the evaluation was conducted over the phone by an external consultant.

The

questionnaire was purely qualitative and a total of 11 participants were re-contacted.
Year 2
There will not be a formal evaluation for Year 2.

HSW will undertake a financial audit and

produce a report for Defra detailing the Year 2 outputs (workshops and conference) and
outcomes (i.e. the case studies as training materials). But there will not be an estimate of how
many marketers/students the case studies will have reached by the end of the project nor of the
impact of the case studies on those who use them, mainly because the dissemination is expected
to happen after the project ends.
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Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
Year 1
Overall, the feedback was very positive throughout and remained positive overtime. The majority
of participants were impressed with the quality of the event (83% rated the presentational quality
as good or excellent). In terms of awareness, three-quarters felt they were already reasonably or
very well informed before attending the event.

Despite this, 79% said that the presentations

changed their understanding of climate changed and 78% said it had affected how they felt about
climate change in relation to their business.
One major outcome was the request for further information and training.

Participants to the

events wanted to know more about how they could link this information to their own business
case. It is generally easier to absorb, retain and act on information when it is presented in a
practical context, with real life example on how information shapes action. Feedback from the
workshop emphasised the need for positive messages related to climate change, i.e. participants
wanted specific guidance on the actions they could and should take within their own organisations
and wanted advice on how to communicate climate change effectively.
The feedback from Year 1 was instrumental in changing the activities planned in Year 2. Instead
of providing more events in Year 2, the project team felt it would be more useful to develop case
studies that would be widely disseminated to provide practical examples of how climate change
was being dealt with by businesses. Although this went beyond awareness raising, which is the
focus of the CCF, it was important not to ignore participants‟ plea for further guidance as there
was a risk that businesses originally engaged would „switch off‟ if they were not given what they
had asked for. Although the focus of Year 2 became behaviour change – through case studies
showing what can be done by businesses – there was still an element of awareness raising as the
dissemination of the case studies will reach a far greater number of businesses and marketers
than those involved in the Year 1 events.
Year 2
Outcomes for Year 2 include the production of case studies detailing the experiences of
businesses that attended the series of 4 workshops. All the businesses involved in the workshops
were successful in terms of finding practical examples on how to shift their behaviour to take into
account climate change in the context of their business activity.
The degree of success varied according to the size of the organisation and its starting point. It
was generally easier for smaller organisations to make greater changes than for larger ones.
Again, participants who worked in organisations where there was little environmental practice
originally, found it harder to put the message across than those who had already gone some way
to address this issue. However, all participants to the workshop had achieved something by the
end of the workshops. This ranged from:



a complete change in their product range to reflect the fact that the climate is changing;



adding a new product to the range to pre-empt demand in future;



showing the „Inconvenient Truth‟ to all employees.

Interestingly, the initiative taken by some businesses did not always have an impact on their
target audience.

For example, one business had started to tell its customers the tonnage of

„avoided‟ landfill waste due to using this business‟ services. Whilst customers did not make much
of this information, their bank was really interested as they believe this is what investors will
increasingly be looking for in the near future.
Also, it is difficult to judge whether changes made during the project within organisation will
„stick‟. Although the workshops have allowed all the businesses involved to effect some change in
their organisation, the changes have very much been individual-led but may not yet be
embedded in the fabric of the organisation.
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The future
Plans for the future
The project has raised so much enthusiasm amongst businesses in the region that HSW have set
up a second group of 12 businesses who are willing to go through the same process as those in
Year 2 of the project. This group will be funded through the SWCCIP and the commitment fee
paid by businesses.
The project team would like the businesses involved in these groups to become champions
promoting their activities to other businesses.

They would also like to see other business

organisations (e.g. the CBI, Chambers of Commerce…) getting involved as this would increase the
leverage of the project.
In theory, there is no reason why this project could not be replicated elsewhere in the UK. The
CIM, which has backed the project from the start, has regional branches and could act as a
conduit to introducing the „formula‟ elsewhere.

Lessons learnt
The project team identified a number of lessons learnt with this particular project, including, in no
particular order:



the fact that the development time involved to put together events materials and
materials for workshops took much more time than expected (and therefore, accounted
for a greater part of the budget than anticipated). Some of these additional costs were
recouped with lower costs for venues and lower travel costs (by using conference calls
instead of face-to-face meetings);



the help and support of partners was invaluable. Not only did they provide access to the
target audience (CIM) but they also provided very up-to-date materials (SWCCIP).



the project team somewhat felt limited by the (relatively) short length of the
programme.

A longer programme would have made it possible to introduce more

creativity and innovation in the workshops, which could have led to more radical changes
in marketing models.


in terms of messages, the project team emphasised the need to stay positive to provide
people with facts that can be put in the context of possible actions.



Encouraging businesses to take small steps is key to starting the process of behaviour
change. Tailored support and providing a safe place to make mistakes and learn about
them are also an important part of the process.



The project team has found it difficult to separate awareness raising from behaviour
change. They learnt that businesses want to be helped to take action once they know
about climate change and its impact, hence the change of tack in Year 2.

Feedback to Defra
HSW was impressed with Defra‟s approach to get to know the various projects.

They also

enjoyed the seminar with the other projects but had suggestions on how this could have,
perhaps, been more useful. For example, HSW would have liked to receive information on all the
projects before the event so that they could book „slots‟ at the event with the other projects
dealing with businesses to discuss approaches. HSW would have liked to network with other CCF
projects but in the end, did not have time to do so.
HSW also felt that some information provided by Defra – notably the evaluation questions – came
relatively late in the process.
In terms of how the process could have been improved, the project team felt that Defra could
perhaps have been more pro-active in promoting the work done by CCF projects to their various
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target audiences. In the case of this particular project, HSW felt that it would have given them
more kudos if Defra had promoted the project to the business community, especially in terms of
finding new funding for future activities.
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Devon Development Education
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
Play it Cool Devon was set up by Devon Development Education, an educational charity that aims
to help schools educate pupils on global issues. Staff members were personally interested in
climate change, and so they made the decision to do something to raise awareness through
global citizenship lessons in schools. They knew from their previous work in schools that pupils
tend to be very interested in environmental issues, but felt completely powerless to make a
difference (this was confirmed by the baseline survey), and they wanted to tackle this attitude
and empower pupils, teachers and the wider community.

Partners
They worked with a range of other people and groups, including councils, church groups,
transition towns, the Wildlife Trust, the Eden Project, Surfers Against Sewage, inviting them along
to community meetings, events, workshops, classroom sessions etc, using some of their
resources, and on occasion getting them to run events. Much of this outside support was donated
voluntarily and was seen as a major success factor in the project. Knowing most of the people
involved already, and having established relations both with the organisations but also
personally/socially with the individuals involved was felt to be instrumental in the success of this
project.

Staffing
The project was run by 3 staff members, with support from a range of organisations, as outlined
above.

Funding
Play it Cool Devon received a total of £75,667 in funding from the CCF, with a further £3,350 of
match funding acquired from other fundraising activities. Project co-ordination and management
accounted for 85% of the Defra funding, whilst 11% of the funding was devoted to the delivery of
training sessions and other events. The rest of the funding is accounted for by the end of project
conference and the production of leaflet for distribution at events.

No money was specifically

earmarked for evaluation.

Raising Awareness
The approach
They aimed to use existing links with schools and also develop new ones to reach teachers, pupils
to be climate change educators. In addition they aimed to engage with pupils and the local
community through:


Training sessions for teachers about how to teach climate change issues (using
presentations, a quiz, DVDs, workshops and information on activities they can do in
schools etc);



Training sessions for pupil climate change educators from primary and secondary schools
– teaching them about the issues and how to communicate climate change to other
children/young people (again through workshops, presentations, activities, handouts,
discussions etc);



A major conference for teams of pupil climate change educators;



Engagement with pupils in classroom sessions (often where those taught to be pupil
climate change educators would lead the teaching) including drama from the “White
Rabbit” theatre group
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Community meetings to talk about climate change, often with respected guest speakers
(e.g. scientists from Met Office, Eden Project etc, MPs, councillors, activists)



Engagement with the public at events, such as local festivals (including banners and
materials made by pupils in school engagement activities, plus activities, games etc.)

It was felt that the peer education element of the project (which was recommended by David
Weatherly of the Devon Curriculum Services Advisor for Sustainable Development), was the most
innovative aspect. Not only did it have a multiplier effect but it was also more empowering than
if it had been done by teachers. The theory was that once pupils realise that they can do
something about climate change they can become very active. When they are actually teaching
other people about climate change, this sense of empowerment can become even stronger.

Target Audience
The main target audiences were teachers and pupils, while the local communities surrounding the
targeted schools were also engaged. Pupils were targeted both directly through classroom and
assembly engagement and also through teachers and other pupils who were trained to teach
about climate change. This focus on reaching pupils was largely due to the fact that they
displayed a real sense of powerlessness to act on climate change, despite being very aware of it.
While awareness was high, understanding was not and it was felt that this ought to be tackled to
empower pupils to take action.

Messages
There was a very simple overall message running through all the Play it Cool Devon activities,
particularly with the pupils - that climate change is happening and that they could do something
about it. It aimed to be both inspirational, particularly for those who felt powerless to act and also
educational, dispelling myths about climate change and giving facts to enable people to construct
arguments and talk with confidence about the issues.
While the project did not go into specifics to encourage people to change behaviour, it was felt
that it would be useless, and potentially counter-productive if it did not talk about the types of
things people could do to tackle climate change.

Successes and challenges
Overall Play It Cool Devon felt the project had been successful meeting its objectives. After an
initially fairly slow start, many schools took on the project very enthusiastically, and as such, the
project was able to reach out to a wide range of people including:


72 teachers through 4 teacher training sessions (82 including those attending pupil
workshops/conference)



22 schools and 260 pupils through 4 pupil climate change educator workshops and 2
conferences reaching



1,037 pupils reached through classroom and extracurricular events (e.g. White Rabbit
Theatre)



399 people though 8 meetings/family events



Plus more reached through presence at local festival and adults at children‟s events

The project exceeded its original aim of training 50 teachers and 150 pupils, while other school
activities, in general have reached the number they had hoped for. Community meetings did not
reach quite as many people as they had hoped for.
One of the most successful aspects of the project appeared to be getting the pupils involved in
peer education. As the project went on, it seemed to become “cool” to care about climate change.
This was demonstrated by the fact that at the start of the project, the numbers wanting to
volunteer to be pupil climate change educators were not particularly high, but by the end a great
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deal more wanted to be involved. This was largely put down to the momentum created by the
project and all those involved with it, but also because of the effect of learning about climate
change from other young people.
A number of challenges were faced in the running of the project, notably the change in timetable
due to a delay in the decision on funding from Defra. The original plan had been to use the last
month or two of the 2005/2006 school year to make contact with schools and get everything in
place for September 2006. The delay meant that this was not possible, however, and this led to
the project being fairly slow in starting once the new school year began. They had also originally
planned for the project to run until March, but were informed by Defra that it had to finish in
February. This meant that the window for conducting project activities was significantly smaller
than that in the planned timetable, which proved particularly problematic in projects engaging
schools as such projects have to fit around an already very busy school calendar.
At first it was difficult getting many schools on board, particularly the ones they had not had
contact with previously. Once they were known, however, and their reputation began to spread,
the response became very positive. It was more difficult, however to reach the community in
general. This was largely attributed to difficulties in getting press coverage.

Evaluation
The evaluation, conducted independently by Play it Cool Devon, involved a baseline and follow-up
survey, sent to schools in the North Devon area. Part of the evaluation involved sending
questionnaires to schools that had not received interventions, or work with Play It Cool. These
schools included some that had done a great deal on climate change independently and others
that had done little or nothing. The baseline survey was sent to year 5 and year 8 pupils as these
were the year groups being targeted, while the follow-up survey took responses from years 5, 6,
8 and 9 (it was the following academic year, and so the interventions had been conducted with 2
year groups in both primary and secondary schools).
Surveys were self-completion, delivered to and collected from schools. The baseline achieved
3,000 respondents, while for the follow-up they are expecting 5,000 questionnaires.
The survey did include some of the Defra questions (not all as the initial surveys had already
been sent out when further questions were added) but Play It Cool Devon did not find them very
useful. The pupils struggled to answer some of the questions, particularly the ones about whether
climate change was entirely a result of human behaviour or entirely a natural occurrence. Given
that the pupils had learnt that there is some natural element of climate change these questions
did not make sense to them, and many wrote full explained responses rather than ticking a
number for level of agreement.
The evaluation did not measure any changes in attitudes or awareness in the wider community.
They did try to do a street survey of people but it did not work as it was very difficult to get the
required sample size.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
One major outcome highlighted by project staff, was that there is now a much higher awareness
about climate change in schools. Many schools had not fully dealt with the issue of climate
change previously, and it was felt that this project showed them how successful they could be at
doing so. This claim was supported by the fact that as the project went on, ever increasing
numbers of teachers came on board, while many schools reported that they were doing activities
and lessons related to climate change that they simply would not have considered previously.
While the evaluation is not yet complete, anecdotal evidence seems to indicate that the attitudes
of teachers have changed, with many becoming much more positive and confident about teaching
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climate change issues. There is also a clear sense that awareness and attitudes have shifted
amongst the pupils involved, particularly the pupil climate change educators, with many now
feeling much more empowered to do something about climate change.
It was felt to be very difficult to attribute any changes in attitudes and awareness amongst the
general community to the project. It was thought, however, that the interest from the community
in meetings involving respected scientists (e.g. the lead scientist from the Eden Project) and the
desire of local politicians to be involved was an indication of a general rise in awareness and
„greener‟ attitudes amongst the population.
Overall, it was felt that the main legacy of Play it Cool Devon will be a boost in awareness and
understanding of climate change, with a particularly lasting impact on those pupils trained to be
climate change educators, as it gave them a real sense of empowerment (some of them have
even made policy suggestions to local politicians).
The project manager also believe the project has added colour and given a positive and hopeful
flavour to climate change communications in the area, but that the increased buzz and awareness
“could be a bit like a torch that‟s about to go out.” Further sustained action is needed so as not to
lose all the good work achieved so far.

The Future
Plans for the future
The project has effectively come to an end with the end of the funding. Devon Development
Education will continue with their work, but this individual project and all its resources cannot
continue (e.g. they do not have the funds to continue renting the office).
One school, however, is very keen to house the resources as they are setting up a sustainable
schools network and would like to work with the Play it Cool Devon team on this. The team will
therefore continue looking for funds so that they can move to the school and continue the work in
some form. They would not continue doing exactly what they have done throughout the CCF
funded work (i.e. solely concentrating on attitudes and awareness) but they would also work with
schools on the next steps (i.e. behaviour change).
The team is keen to continue with this work as they have built good working relationships with a
number of schools. There is also clear evidence from the schools of wanting to do more, now that
they are familiar with the Play it Cool Devon work.

Lessons learnt
A number of lessons were learnt through the course of this project, most notably that convincing
the public to take real action on climate change is very long-term work that needs sustained
action from a variety of organisations and people. In order for an idea to take off, there needs to
be a number of initiatives/projects reinforcing each other, and one project in isolation can only
have limited impact.
The project also found that when targeting young people, it is good to have someone “cool” or
respected involved in the project, as this makes others take note. They felt that peer education
was particularly useful for this purpose.
If they were doing the project again they would establish better relationships with the local media
to get better press coverage which would help getting more of the general public along to
community meetings.
Another big learning point for them was that it can be very difficult to measure whether attitudes
have changed. It was felt that the questions should perhaps be tailored to the audience.
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Feedback to Defra
The project staff felt that the CCF was not run as efficiently as it could have been, and that a
number of obstacles and challenges were created by the methods employed. It was felt, for
example, that the reporting forms have to be done very often and consequently reporting has
taken quite a lot of time.
In addition, the specific planning required was considered to be somewhat unrealistic. It was
necessary, for example, to specify dates for activities before they could find out from the schools
what dates would be most appropriate. In addition, it was not always possible to predict
sufficiently in advance when a date for a meeting would have to be changed. The fact that the
start of the project was delayed by Defra while Play it Cool Devon were obliged to stick to strict
timetables, was also highlighted as a frustrating factor for the project staff.
Overall, however, they thought that the fund was a valuable and very worthwhile initiative that
stimulated a wide variety of approaches to raising awareness and changing attitudes.
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National Energy Foundation
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The National Energy Foundation (NEF) is a charity that works with the public and businesses on
issues surrounding climate change and energy efficiency. The aim of their project was to educate
the public about climate change while they were shopping, in order to positively change their
attitudes. It was felt that people are generally fairly relaxed and happy whilst shopping, and
would therefore be more receptive to considering challenging issues such as climate change.

Partners
The NEF worked closely on the first stage of this project with ABC Media who produced the
adverts for the Co-op store radio. Another partner for the second stage of the project was the
Centre:MK (shopping centre).
The relationship with ABC Media was challenging, partly due to the very different working cultures
of the two organizations. The Centre:MK, on the other hand, were thought to be excellent
partners as they were very pro-active and helpful in arranging all the activities in the centre, and
the working relationship was very good.

Staffing
In addition to the members of staff at NEF involved in running the project, they also worked with
a volunteer statistician who wanted to help them out with the evaluation. A number of volunteers
also helped out with surveying shoppers at the Co-op stores and Centre:MK.

Funding
NEF received £184,500 in funding from the CCF, with a further £101,000 in match funding. The
majority of the match funding came in the form of in-kind donations to the value of £60,500 from
ABC Media and £27,500 from the Centre:MK. The Defra funding covered project management,
the Co-op campaign (leaflets, preparation time) and the activities undertaken in the Centre:MK.
About 8% of the Defra funding was devoted to a survey of shoppers and the wider evaluation and
dissemination of the project.

Raising awareness
The approach
The first phase of the project consisted of placing leaflets in all the Co-op stores in the UK and the
production of a radio advert, in order to reach shoppers with brief, simple messages about
climate change. The advert was played in all Co-op stores approximately every 10 minutes. Both
the leaflet and advert also directed shoppers to a website (www.nef.org.uk/climatechallenge/)
that was set up with further information on climate change, and a section asking people to “join
the climate challenge” by leaving their name on the website.
In the second phase of the project, the NEF worked with the Centre:MK to raise awareness
amongst shoppers in the centre. They held an awareness week where the “do you care enough
about climate change” branding was very visible throughout the centre from banners and posters.
They also worked with the individual shops and convinced 60 of them (out of 200) to display
posters and cards also displaying this branding.
The week culminated in the Climate Challenge Show in the exhibition centre of the shopping
centre (in the central concourse, onto which most shops open). The show involved the entire
1400m2 being filled with a wide variety of exhibitors (around 40), raising awareness of climate
change, promoting/selling sustainable products or services, promoting sustainable behaviours
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etc. The exhibitors were extremely varied and included some other CCF projects such as the
CTC‟s Cycle Hero project and Carbon Neutral North East‟s Climate Dome. The “do you care
enough…” cards were also available at the show and were handed out for people to fill in their
name and “join the climate challenge”. This appeared to be simply a stimulus to get people
involved (a kind of pledge card, without pledging to do something specific), although no contact
details were taken to allow the NEF to stay in touch with people.
Throughout the awareness week, a PR campaign was also conducted in the shopping centre in
order to reach out to a wider number of people and also to promote the Climate Challenge show
and encourage people to attend.

Target Audience
The project was aimed at the public in general, but more specifically people who shop at the Coop and the Centre:MK. The Centre:MK is one of the biggest shopping centres in the country and
so gets a wide range of people, although around 60% are from the ABC1 social classes.
It was felt that the public in general needed educating more about climate change, and that the
locations chosen for the project would allow them to reach a large cross-section of the population.

Messages
The project set out to convey what climate change exactly is, how it affects us all and what
people can do to make a difference. In the Co-op campaign the message remained very simple
as it was just something that shoppers might hear briefly in the store, or that they might briefly
look at while glancing at leaflets. These adverts, therefore, focused on giving minimal information
about climate change and what can be done about it and asked people to go to the website to get
more information and to sign up to the campaign.
At the Centre:MK, the overall message was similar, although the presence of a very wide variety
of exhibitors meant that specific messages varied from stall to stall. Some, for example promoted
cycling (CTC) while others simply tried to raise awareness of the science and the type of things
that can be done about climate change (Carbon Neutral North East‟s Climate Dome).
Materials were available throughout the awareness week and at the Climate Challenge Show, that
included facts about climate change to educate people and convince them that they should care.

Successes and Challenges
In the first phase, 750,000 leaflets were delivered to 1,542 Co-op stores, and it is estimated that
anywhere between 350,000 and 1.1m people heard the radio advert. While it was fairly
challenging working with ABC Media to produce and book the advert, the NEF felt that it was
worthwhile as they were able to reach so many people.
During the awareness week, posters and cards were displayed in 60 shops (although they had no
estimation of numbers that went into those shops) and it was estimated that 30,000 visited the
Climate Challenge Show (based on the number of people entering the shopping centre and what
the Centre:MK knows about how people move through it). These figures were greater than
expected as they originally anticipated around 20,000 visitors. In addition, 30,000 “do you care
enough” cards were also distributed both during the awareness week and at the show.
Simply filling the exhibition centre with so many varied stalls was perceived as a success by the
NEF. It was thought to be particularly important that the exhibitors covered a range of
activities/issues in order to show how many people and organisations were involved in combating
climate change as this creates a buzz and makes people realise how much is already being done.
One challenge involved getting people to sign up to the campaign. As stated earlier, the NEF did
not collect contact details as they felt this would discourage people from joining up. However,
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this meant that they missed a big opportunity to engage further with a wide range of people. In
the original proposal to Defra, NEF claimed they would try to get 100,000 people to sign up. The
project manager (who was not responsible for the original bid) felt that this target was
unrealistic. In total 16,500 people did sign up (4,000 leaflets from the Co-op campaign, 2,000 on
the website around the co-op campaign, 4,000 leaflets from the awareness week/show, 6,500 on
the website after the show).
The significant media coverage achieved was thought to be a major success factor. The project
was featured on the BBC Working Lunch programme (500,000 viewers) and in other local media
adding another 100,000 people to the overall reach of the project.

Evaluation
The evaluation was devised and carried out by NEF, with a volunteer statistician employed to
analyse the results.
For the Co-op campaign, a survey (including the Defra questions) was carried out face-to-face at
Co-op stores around Milton Keynes both before and during the campaign. Altogether, around 150
persons were interviewed for both the baseline and follow-up surveys.

Shoppers were

approached on leaving the store and asked to answer the questions. It was thought that, during
the campaign, the majority would have heard the advert given that it is played so regularly. The
demographic profile of people who shop at the stores where the surveys were undertaken was
representative of the Co-op stores nationally.
For the MK:Centre campaign, a baseline survey was carried out a few months prior to the
awareness week, while the follow-up took place in the weeks following the Climate Challenge
Show. Again, surveys were face-to-face, using the Defra questions and were completed in the
shopping centre, with response rates of over 1,000 for both. It was acknowledged that not all of
the people interviewed would have attended the Climate Challenge Show but it was felt that
conducting the research a week or so after the event would be more likely to achieve unbiased
results than surveying people as they left the Climate Challenge Show.
They would like to have measured the impact of the PR campaign as media coverage meant that
they had reached a further 600,000 people but were not able to do so and therefore do not know
about the impact of this coverage.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
Overall, the project appears to have been fairly effective, with increases in awareness and
understanding as well as changes in attitudes. The evaluation was yet to be completed for the
Centre:MK stage of the research, however, research from the Co-op campaign does appear to
support this claim. From the survey of shoppers in the Centre:MK, preliminary results that were
available from the data collected, did appear to show changes in attitudes and awareness, with
higher reported levels of understanding and knowledge about the type of things people can do to
tackle climate change. However, it is difficult to attribute those changes to the project alone.
Despite this, the focus of the evaluation seems to have been more on the number of people
reached and the range of organisations that had become involved than on the actual changes in
attitudes and awareness recorded.

The future
Plans for the future
While the project itself has come to an end with no more directly related activities currently
planned, the work will continue in some form. The website, for example, will remain active and
will continue to ask people to sign up to the campaign.
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The NEF would like to develop a stage 2 of the “do you care enough…” campaign, and the brand
has been designed to allow such a development to take place.

They feel the next step is

behaviour change as it seems a bit pointless to raise awareness without following it up with real,
tangible actions that people can do. The project manager, personally, would like to hold another
exhibition that focuses much more on actions that people can take, and she felt that they were in
a strong position to continue this as they now had good relationships with the shops and all the
exhibitors (many of whom have already asked for another event).

Lessons learnt
It was felt that reaching out to people while they are shopping is an effective approach that could
be replicated elsewhere, as people are very open to new ideas when they are doing something
they like.
NEF also learnt about how difficult it was to measure changes in attitudes and awareness and
attribute them back to a specific intervention.
Another big learning point was about choosing partners – they realised that it is not easy just to
work with anyone and it is very important to choose partners carefully to ensure that they have
the same expectations and similar working practices.

Feedback to Defra
It was felt that the relationship with other CCF projects was very good and they made lots of
contacts at the workshop. The project manager also suggested that it would be beneficial to have
a final workshop or future learning event so that all the different organisations can get together
and learn from each other.
The relationship with Defra was also very good, and the advice and help received was particularly
appreciated. It was felt, however, that there was too much paperwork involved, and that the
standard reporting systems (particularly CCF8) did not allow them to get across what the project
had actually achieved. It was felt that more qualitative explanations, where they could talk
through what they have achieved or write it down in a way that reflected how the project worked
would be much more useful.
In terms of future funds, it was felt that the public are ready to be really encouraged to take
action and that projects should be allowed to encourage behaviour change. Much good work has
been done, but it was felt that without pushing changes in behaviour, the opportunity for real
gains could be lost.
The project manager felt that they struggled somewhat with coming up with an evaluation plan,
and there were certain aspects of it that were not fully considered. More support from Defra right
from the start to design the evaluation would have been appreciated.
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WMnet
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
WMnet is one of the ten Regional Broadband Consortia in England, set up to facilitate the
development of the regional learning network and giving all 2,500 schools in the region affordable
and reliable broadband connectivity. As part of this, one of the organisation‟s principal activities is
the development of teaching resources available online.
WMnet were already doing some work on climate change resources for teachers as they felt it
was an activity that falls within their educational remit. They wanted to build on this work, and
since the funding was running out, they applied for funding from Defra to develop it further.
Earlier research they did showed that many teachers did not feel comfortable teaching climate
change issues, and that it was often overlooked in schools. Some teachers felt climate change
was not a confirmed fact and that as such, it should not be taught as fact. For others, it was
simply that they did not know enough about it, or understand it sufficiently to be able to teach it.
WMnet felt that it was important to raise awareness amongst teachers and to tackle these
attitudes to ensure that students were educated about climate change.

Partners
They worked with a range of partners, including graphic designers for the materials and other
companies and organizations such as I-board and Crystal to develop the resources. One
organization, Tide - a sustainability education organization - also ran one part of the project, the
Climate Exchange, which included a workshop with teachers on collaborative learning on climate
change. This was because they felt that it would be very valuable to have an organization with a
real sustainability background involved in such an initiative.

Staffing
In addition to the support from external consultancies and other organizations, the Climate
Change Resources programme had 5 staff, although most were not working on the project fulltime.

Funding
WMnet received £190,000 in funding from the CCF for this project and secured a further £55,000
in additional funds from WMnet's budget, made available by the West Midlands local authorities.
Some changes occurred to the budget during the course of the project – most notably a shift of
funds from promotional activities such as attending road shows to developing more resources.
Indeed, the bulk of the Defra funding was spent on developing resources, whilst the funding
devoted to roadshows and the development of a roadshows pack accounted for around 14% of
the total Defra funding. Evaluation costs amounted to around 5% of the total Defra funding.

Raising awareness
The approach
The project involved the development of an online portal with a wide range of resources on
climate change lessons for teachers, and accompanying work to promote it. Promotional work
included attending conferences and workshops (with a portable stand and promotional materials
such as leaflets), mailings to schools (2,500 within their catchment area), newsletters etc. They
discovered that communication could not all be electronic as it is often just ignored, so they also
sent out letters.
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Part of this project, the Climate Exchange initiative consisted of a number of face-to-face
workshops to engage teachers who were interested, help them learn about how to teach climate
change issues and to facilitate collaborative learning between schools.

Target audience
The primary audience was teachers, but as a result of working with them the project was also
aimed at raising awareness amongst schoolchildren and other learners. It was also hoped that
they would then go on and influence parents and other family members. The focus was on the
West Midlands as that is where WMnet works, but the resources are used nationally, and details
are passed on to other organisations/Local Education Authorities around the country.

Messages
The idea was to increase teachers‟ awareness of climate change and tackle the resistance to
teaching it by showing that it was legitimate, could be done and that there were lots of resources
to support teachers. It also aimed to educate children and other learners about climate change
and change their attitudes by helping teachers to create fun, interesting and informative lessons
with stimulating resources.

Successes and challenges
The monitoring of the portal was not very sophisticated and it is difficult to know precisely how
many teachers have used the resources, but the number was lower than expected. It is not
believed to be due to any flaw in the resources, but it appears that take up of this type of
resources tends to be fairly low. Simple resources on numeracy and literacy are used widely in
primary schools, but ambitious, complex lessons based around resources such as these require
much greater preparation time from the teachers and are therefore not so popular. This is
exacerbated by the fact that climate change does not fit neatly into any of the examination
requirements in secondary schools. This was less of an issue in primary schools, however, where
examination demands are less and where, according to the project manager, teachers tend to be
more open to new ideas as they are not specialists in a chosen subject.
One of the big challenges faced was in getting the project up and running in time for the start of
the school term in September 2006. The funding situation remained unclear until June 2006,
which didn‟t give them enough time to get everything in place to get the resources out for
September. Ideally, they would have liked to have employed a full-time administrator right from
the start to get everything organized, but that was not really possible given the delay in the
funding decision.

Evaluation
The evaluation was devised, carried out and analysed by Lancaster University and involved
quantitative surveys (paper questionnaires) and qualitative methods including focus groups of
teachers, pupils, lesson observations throughout the course of the project. Website data was also
monitored for outputs, and the resources evaluated against educational objectives. They would
like to have had more accurate figures of the numbers of teachers using the resources on the web
portal. Indeed, the website only captured people who reached the resources via the homepage
but not people who arrived at the page – e.g. through Google – in a different way.
The evaluation was specifically targeted at teachers and pupils who had used the resources (but
not parents or other family members who may have been influenced in turn by the kids). The
project leader considered the sample sizes to be relatively small, with no more than 100 schools
surveyed. This was partly due to the fact that there was not a huge take-up of resources and
partly because they do not like to bombard schools with questionnaires. As a result, not all
schools that had used resources were surveyed.
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The project manager pointed out that Lancaster University is much more focused on the
educational aspect (how useful the lessons are, how children learn from them etc) than on
awareness raising per se. As a result, the findings from the evaluation may not necessarily fit
with what Defra are looking for. This educational focus is however important to WMnet as their
primary goal is improving educational resources.
Despite these difficulties, the use of the five questions supplied by Defra in the evaluation surveys
has enabled part of the evaluation to consider changes in attitudes and awareness, in comparison
with the baseline survey carried out at the beginning of the project.
The evaluation was helpful to them as ongoing feedback allowed them to make ongoing
adjustments to the resources.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
Preliminary results from the evaluation show that attitudes appear to have shifted amongst
teachers that did use the resources and pupils who were exposed to them. WMnet felt however,
that it was very difficult to attribute any changes to the project given all the other “noise” about
climate change. One of the big impacts attributed to the project is that teachers are now more
willing to teach about climate change. It was also found that both teachers and pupils were more
open to discussion about, and feel more knowledgeable about climate change.
The resources for the younger children were more difficult to develop, but the project manager
believes the impact may have been greater in primary schools, largely because there is less
resistance from primary teachers in teaching about climate change (see above).
Challenges included overcoming resistance from teachers and also, making it relevant to the
secondary education curriculum. The take-up of digital resources in secondary schools was
particularly low.

With hindsight, the project manager thinks it might have worked better had

they approached the issue from the schools‟ perspective (and what they wanted) rather than
purely from what WMnet‟s aims were.
In terms of achievement, WMnet believes that as a result of using the climate change resources,
pupils will take away a powerful experience that will affect their attitudes. The resources will also
exist and continue to be used for some time, and hopefully, be developed further.

For the

organisation, the project contributed to building up links with new people and organisations.

The future
Plans for the future
WMnet are hoping to find new funds to continue this work and continue employing the staff who
look after it. The resources will remain there but they want to find ways to take it forward. They
are meeting with Tide to work out how this could be done.

Lessons learnt
They learnt that it would probably work better to start from what schools need, rather than what
they – WMnet - want to do. One risk, however, is that schools may not be willing to do anything
on subjects such as climate change. They also learnt how to use the media and events to get the
attention of schools – which ones to use, how to use them etc.
Another issue was that some of the methods used to promote the resources did not work very
well.

For example, some roadshows did not attract many teachers but the cost was relatively

high. The blog did not work well with teachers either and they would probably not develop one
again in future.
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Feedback to Defra
WMnet felt that the relationship with Defra was good and appreciated the advice and support
provided. The reporting felt a bit onerous but given the size of their funding, it was felt such
reporting was perfectly justified.
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Greenhouse Britain
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The Greenhouse Britain project involved a team of artists creating two scale models of Britain, which toured
exhibitions in England. The artwork demonstrated the impacts of climate change and sea level rises (illustrated
by coloured light on the model), and the consequent effects on Britain with and without adaption.
The original plan was to construct one large model of Britain, as well as some two-dimensional works, and to
exhibit these in Liverpool during the 2008 City of Culture celebrations. Due to the CCF timescales this was not
feasible and negotiations between the project team and Defra led to the construction of two models to be
displayed at exhibitions in a variety of locations. This meant additional work for the project team in terms of
arranging the logistics for touring. Due to the timescales they then had some difficulties in finding venues. The
changes also meant that their audience was different from the one they had originally aimed to reach.

Partners
Greenhouse Britain worked with a number of research institutions to investigate the impacts of climate change,
as well as the potential for adaptation. The needs of the project led to new research being initiated at the
research institutions. For example, Tyndall Centre started some new work to provide the project with
information about the effects of storm surges. In addition, the project team also worked with arts venues.
The Greenhouse Britain team are used to working with a number of partners, and they feel that this comes as
part of the job. About half of the partners on this project were new to them, while the other half they had
worked with previously. They enjoyed the experience of partnership working.

Staffing
The main artists working on the project were the Harrisons (Helen Mayer Harrison and Newton Harrison), who
are based in the US. Chris Fremantle and David Haley, together with the project partners mentioned above,
are based in the UK.

Funding
Much of the funding went into research, including scientific research by the project partners and artwork design
by the project team (for example, the Harrisons had not previously included audio-visual elements in their
work, so this required some research). Much of the funding was therefore spent on staff time – including four
visits by the Harrisons to the UK.
The Greenhouse Britain project team felt the venues were good value for money. Once the core education
material had been developed by the project team, staff at the venues were able to set up their own education
programmes on that basis, meaning that the project team‟s resources were not required for this task.
The project team felt that they could have avoided some of the costs associated with the project, had Defra
allowed them more flexibility with the timescales and let them follow their original plan, extending beyond the
period of CCF funding. Changing the project plan led to changes in project activities and re-working of the
timetable, all of which led to higher costs.

Raising awareness
The approach
The project aimed not to raise awareness, but to “shift awareness” (or change people‟s way of thinking about
climate change) through art. As well as the model of Britain, the project used other visual material such as
plans, maps, and poetic text. They also had interpretation sheets to introduce people to the exhibition, and
they did presentations at the venues – they felt it was essential to have a trained person at each venue to
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answer the audience‟s questions. Each exhibition venue had its own education strategy and developed its own
education pack.
The idea for the artwork was already in existence before the CCF funding became available, rather than being
developed in response to the CCF brief. It was based on Greenhouse Europe, a previous artwork by the
Harrisons. They decided to base their project on a work of art because their approach to engaging people is
through art. The project team feel that “art keeps the narrative of climate change plastic”.
They hope (and refer to some feedback which suggested) that their approach has provoked people to “be
proactive” in their approach to climate change. They want people to “realise their creative participation”, rather
than being passive recipients of knowledge.
The team also felt that the venues facilitated social learning to some extent, because they developed their
own, wider audiences. In addition, in some locations the project led to other, spin-off projects, such as
Greenhouse Shrewsbury, which focused on local artists and schools.

Target audience
The Greenhouse Britain project team believe that they reached a wider audience than originally expected. The
target audience was mixed, including people from art institutions and higher education, as well as anyone
attending the exhibitions. They believe that they equalled their CCF target audience reach within the set
timescale, and have since exceeded this target.
Segmentation of the target audience was carried out by the venues, in liaison with the project team. These
segments were based on groups such as schools or local communities. The Harrisons‟ existing fan base tended
to either dislike or be unsure about this work of art, because it was different to their usual style (the project
team pointed out that art fans can be very critical).

Messages
Although art usually involves some degree of interpretation, the project team believe that in the case of an
artwork like this there is little potential for interpretation, because the information provided is very specific and
based on science.
The message they aimed to get across is summarised in the project by-line: “Losing ground, gaining wisdom”.
They look at sea level rise as a question of not „if‟ but „when‟ and their message is to do with thinking about
how we might respond, and more specifically “how we might respond virtuously”. The project team feel that
this is extremely important.
The project aimed, through illustrating patterns of sea level rise, to pose questions about what will happen to
environmental refugees, and what will happen with population migration within the UK. It aimed to get people
thinking about issues such as new forms of farming, preserving water, housing movements, and so on. The
project team wanted to give people something to react „against‟ or „with‟, “to become proactive in their own
futures” because “through the creative process people can take charge of their own lives.”

Successes and challenges
The project team feel that Greenhouse Britain went beyond awareness raising, “ticking the boxes” for CCF and
then some. In their view, the project was not about raising awareness (which they feel is not enough and,
given the public‟s high level of awareness, not even necessary), but about “proactive participation, not just by
individuals but also by large institutions and government agencies”.
In terms of successes, the team felt that taking the exhibition to City Hall in London had helped to draw
people‟s attention to it: they had to wait for Boris Johnson‟s permission to set up the exhibition, and there was
a time delay, leading to public as well as media interest – for example The Guardian among others.
When asked about challenges the project had faced in engaging its target audience, an example was given of
how the project team expected it to be more difficult to engage people in Bristol, because the exhibition was at
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what they described as a “non-prestigious local art centre” or community space. In hindsight, they found that
the locals had liked the exhibition, suggesting that it was not as difficult to engage this audience as they had
expected.
When asked about what they would definitely do again, they said they would do the entire project all over
again. Effectively, they feel they are already doing it again, because they are working on similar projects. The
one thing they would do differently if they were to start again would be not to take for granted their own
expectations that they could re-negotiate the project timescale; instead, they would talk through all criteria
very carefully at the start of the project, in order to avoid having to make changes to the project plan.

Evaluation
The evaluation was outsourced to a consultant named Wallace Heim. In addition to using the Defra questions,
the project team also wanted to get feedback on the artistic impact and qualitative outcomes and specified this
when commissioning the evaluation.
The evaluation included interviews with members of the public attending the exhibition as well as exhibition
venue staff, and questionnaires at the exhibitions and on the project website. The evaluator aimed to speak to
as many attendees as possible, and reported to have achieved a response rate of 3%.
The project team felt it was “reassuring to” have the evaluation, and pointed out that evaluation is an intrinsic
part of their work anyway. They did not, however, seem entirely certain whether the evaluation results backed
up the team‟s expectations of whether the project had worked or not, and said that they “probably” did. What
they found surprising about the evaluation results was the strength of feeling of those who liked or disliked the
project.
The project team felt that the five Defra statements were irrelevant to their project, because they did not think
it was worthwhile to measure whether awareness had changed – they consider the public to be already aware.
As a result, they considered their own additional qualitative evaluation criteria to be more helpful to them. For
example, they felt that artistic impact could be measured qualitatively, as well as being inferred to some extent
from some of the tangible consequences of the project, such as the spin-off projects. They also think that this
kind of qualitative information obtained could be helpful for Defra.
Overall, the one thing that could have made the evaluation more useful for the project team was if it had been
carried out in the light of what is currently relevant, rather than being constrained by what was relevant at the
start of CCF.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
The Greenhouse Britain project team think the project was “life-changing” for some people, though were
unable to provide much evidence of this, and that it had also showed people the opportunities created by
climate change. They believe the project was cost-effective, because it did what Defra did not expect them to
do: it shifted awareness rather than raised it.
The main outcome of the project, in the project team‟s view, was to help the arts world and the environmental
activism world to “change their thinking about climate change”, and to “actively participate in the issue”. The
evidence they refer to in support of this statement is that the Greenhouse Britain exhibition led to new art
projects being initiated by people who saw the exhibition.
When asked whether the project had raised people‟s awareness above and beyond any „background change‟
which would have taken place anyway, the project team concluded that, although they hoped that these people
would eventually have got to where they now are, they felt this project did change many people‟s way of
thinking. Again, they point to other people having created their own art projects as a result of seeing
Greenhouse Britain as evidence.
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The project team feel that the project‟s success is demonstrated by the fact that the artwork was exhibited at
twice as many venues as originally planned, and by the fact that they have also taken the exhibition to two
international venues.
The only thing which they feel could have increased the effectiveness of the project was more flexibility from
Defra. They would have liked to have been trusted more, rather than being constrained by CCF requirements in
terms of timescales.

The future
Plans for the future
The project team feel that the target audience would now be “empowered” to reconsider their lifestyles and to
do something, because seeing the Greenhouse Britain exhibition has given them more confidence in being
proactive.
The legacy for the project team themselves will be for them to go on to do more projects and research, similar
to what they were doing before Greenhouse Britain. Similarly, they see the project‟s legacy in terms of new
ideas as the research initiated at the project partners‟ institutions.
The two artworks themselves will eventually settle somewhere. One is currently in New York, while the other is
in Taiwan. The project is obviously replicable in the sense that the idea and concept can be transferred
elsewhere, and a similar model created for another country – in fact, one is being developed in Taiwan at the
moment. The project team feel that the evaluation report provides enough evidence to show that the idea
works for it to be replicated elsewhere.

Lessons learned
The main point the team learned from the project, after considering the question, was that “projects involving
artists and high-up scientists can develop innovative approaches to shift awareness”. In terms of what they
had learned about how to raise awareness, they concluded that “a strategy with diverse and unexpected ways
of engaging people, sometimes using shock or new ideas, can change the way people think”, as opposed to
trying to raise awareness by providing people with new information.

Feedback to Defra
The main point on which the project wanted to give feedback to Defra was on the need to be more flexible. The
team felt that by July 2007, when the project started, awareness of climate change was already high, so they
considered the concept behind CCF to be out of date, and wanted to move away from awareness-raising. They
would also have liked more flexibility with regard to the project timescale, and they felt Defra should have
trusted them more on what they were proposing to do, because they feel the project would have been more
effective had they done so. They feel there is a need for flexible, faster thinking in terms of the real world.
They also stated that they felt Defra needed to better understand the value of qualitative data.
In terms of reporting requirements, they found the procedures unfamiliar due to the cross-discipline nature of
the project, and found that it was a learning curve both on their side and with Defra. They considered the
change form system to be exceptionally good, but found the accounting difficult to understand. In terms of
other Defra support, they mentioned that the initial workshop had been useful, and that they had networked
with some of the other projects doing similar work – Gunpowder Park and Helix Arts.
In terms of feedback to policy makers, they feel that they need to “trust artists more” to “open up ways of
thinking”, while “not trying to pre-empt issues”. Also, they again mentioned the need to be flexible. On a final
note, the project team were pleased to get such large scale funding for their project.
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International Visual Communications Association
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
IVCA is a professional body for the corporate and public sector communications industry, with a membership
that largely consists of producers of internal communications campaigns for a wide range of clients. Through
events, meetings, newsletters etc they also maintain close links with top-level communicators and those who
commission such campaigns. It was felt that, given the potential reach of their members and associates, a
campaign to raise awareness of climate change amongst these people could be extremely powerful.

Partners
Partners included the Film Council, Skillset and local authorities who helped with dissemination and promotion
of the programme.

Staffing
Apart from the activities outlined above, conducted by project partners, the IVCA was responsible for all
elements of the project. It was led from inside IVCA by Henry Hicks, and contributed to by most members of
the team.

Funding
In total, the project cost £251,000, and received £138,390 in Defra funding. It was felt that in terms of
funding, the project had gone according to plan, with no major budget overruns. The only unforeseen cost was
that of dissemination of the final report. This simply had not been budgeted for, but IVCA felt that it was
sufficiently important to fund the cost of this out of its own budget.
In general, it was thought that the project was very good value for money, especially given the audience
targeted (i.e. the fact that they were raising awareness of climate change amongst senior communicators).
When asked what element of the project was particularly cost effective, the seminar held at the stock
exchange was highlighted as an example, having cost only £5,000 but reached some of the most senior
communicators in the business world.

Raising awareness
The approach
The overall approach was to use the IVCA‟s already established means of communicating with members and
associates to raise awareness of climate change. This involved “ensuring that information about climate change
informed the full range of IVCA‟s activities and publishing programme” with regular inclusion of articles and
case studies on climate change communications campaigns in newsletters and on their website (including a
newly established climate change blog section), the distribution of a series of climate change publications and
the establishment of a climate change section in their “Business Media Handbook”. It also involved meetings,
seminars and workshops around the country, both at individual company headquarters and for wider networks
of communicators at a range of venues, to provide information about climate change and how to communicate
the issue to their audiences. Finally, the project also used the IVCA‟s two established awards ceremonies – the
IVCA Awards and the Clarion Awards to highlight climate change through the establishment of specific awards
for climate change campaigns.

Target audience
The primary audience for the project was the producers and commissioners of corporate and public sector
communications within England. It was hoped that by raising awareness of climate change amongst this group,
a much wider secondary audience would be reached, as senior communicators took on the role of
communicating climate change to their own audiences.
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In order to ensure that the project reached such an audience, the IVCA not only aimed communications
towards members and associates, but in addition constructed at digital database of 5,000 carefully targeted
senior communicators who would receive regular updates.

Messages
The projected centred around improving understanding of the science of climate change and what could be
done to solve the problem. This was both to convince communicators of the need for them to raise awareness
of climate change amongst their own audiences and to ensure that any campaigns they developed concerning
climate change were factual and effective.
It was felt that often communications on climate change can be confusing and misleading, and cause
significant cynicism and distrust amongst the general public as a result. The idea was that, provided with the
right information, the IVCA‟s members and associates, as some of the country‟s most senior communicators,
could significantly help to reduce that confusion, and overcome much of the cynicism and distrust. In order to
facilitate this, the project also promoted best practice on how to communicate climate change to a range of
audiences through workshops and case studies.

Successes and challenges
The project team were extremely proud of the programme and felt it had been a big success. All events had
been very well attended and they received very positive feedback from both events and publications. It was
felt that many very senior communicators had become engaged in the project.
One of the measures of the success of the project with which the team were most pleased was the amount,
and quality of applications for the climate change communications campaign award at the Clarion Awards
ceremony. As one of the key high profile elements of the project, it was felt that the enthusiasm shown for the
award category highlighted the strength of the project and the success it had achieved promoting the issue to
a wide range of communicators across the country.
When asked about what had had been particularly challenging about the project, the team struggled to think of
any real difficulties in engaging the target audience. The only real difficulty experienced was when the website
developers went bankrupt, and they were forced to very quickly find another company to develop the site.

Evaluation
The evaluation was conducted in-house and was based on a baseline and follow-up survey emailed to the
5,000 individuals on the project mailing list, which included members and senior communicators. Paper
versions of the surveys were also included in IVCA publications. Approximately 300 responses were received
for both surveys, with the vast majority sent by email. The surveys included an adaptation of some of the
Defra questions (question one was “Do you feel that climate change is a reality?”, while question two was “Do
you feel that climate change is a natural or man-made phenomenon?”). In addition, two focus groups were
held with 10 senior communicators, both at the beginning of the project and at the end to discuss some of the
issues in more detail.
The project team found the evaluation to be very valuable. The baseline helped to inform the content of the
project as it provided important evidence of what stage the target audience was at in terms of their awareness,
understanding and attitudes towards climate change. The follow-up survey then provided vital evidence as to
the impact of the project on the audience. It was felt, however, that funding to conduct a further follow-up
survey another year on would be useful as it would enable them to make an assessment of the longer-term
impacts of the project. They also were not able to get any evidence of some of the wider impacts of the
project, both in terms of whether the target audience changed any of their behaviours, or whether
communications developed by those who had engaged with the project had any impact on their audiences.
There was a suggestion that it was difficult to attribute changes in awareness and attitudes solely to the impact
of the project. The IVCA were still confident, however, that they should take credit for changes as there had
been a dramatic increase in the number and quality of climate change campaigns developed by their members
and others who had engaged with the project, and this was also reflected in the entries to the Clarion Awards.
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It was acknowledged that the wider increase in climate change communications, and awareness of climate
change would also have played some role.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
The project was seen to have had a big impact on the target audience. The evaluation showed that awareness
and understanding of climate changed had increased dramatically between the baseline and follow-up surveys,
while beliefs about the importance of climate change and the business opportunities for climate change
communications also showed substantial improvement.
Given that the survey only received 300 responses out of over 5,000 sent out, it could be suggested that only
those most engaged with the project, and those on whom it had most impact, would have responded. For the
IVCA, however, the main measure of the impact was the campaigns commissioned by senior communicators.
The feedback from their members showed that there had been a dramatic increase in the amount of climate
change communications they were being asked to produce. Furthermore, requests for such campaigns were
coming from a wider range of businesses and other organisations, both for internal and external purposes. For
the IVCA this had been the ultimate aim of the project – raising awareness amongst communicators so that
they would take on the role of communicating climate change to a wider audience.
The project team could think of very little that might have increased the effectiveness of the project, beyond
further funding to continue the work on a large scale.

The future
Plans for the future
To some extent the work of the project will continue, in that the IVCA will continue to include climate change
communications within its remit, and promote best practice for climate change campaigns, both through its
regular publications, and continuation of the climate change award at the Clarion Awards. There is, however,
less potential to continue the seminars and workshops element of their climate change work without specific
further finding.

Lessons learned
The main lesson learnt was that consistency and regular contact were of vital importance. It was necessary to
regularly follow up activities with further information, delivered in a consistent form (e.g. with Defra logo, and
similar messages), to maintain interest and provide reminders. Simply holding a conference or a meeting was
not enough; building interest and commitment required sustained engagement over time. While the general
approach could be replicated in many other types of project, it was suggested that the work conducted was
unique, given the unique nature of the IVCA, and therefore the model for engagement is perhaps not
replicable.

Feedback to Defra
The project team were generally very happy with how the CCF had worked for them. They felt they were not
overburdened with demands from Defra, and that the level of reporting required was reasonable. They were
also pleased that there was little interference from Defra. The main improvement that they thought could be
made to the fund would be to extend it. Having built up real momentum, it was unfortunate to have to bring
the project to an end (although they were able to continue some of the activities, as outlined earlier). It was
suggested that a „parachute fund‟ for a further year would allow activities to continue more effectively.
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Yigal Allon Educational Trust
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The original plan was to make a computer game about climate change for Key Stage 3 and 4 pupils, although
this was later narrowed down to focus only on GCSE pupils. The planned outputs were the online game itself
and some teaching materials to help teachers use the game in classrooms. The target audience included all
children of GCSE age across England.
The reason they decided to develop a computer game was because Red Redemption, the leading project
partner, are a computer games company. They had previously gained experience in making an online climate
change game for the BBC (a game where the player becomes president and makes decisions about various
national policies, as well as engaging in international talks about carbon reduction targets), and they thought it
would be interesting to build on what they learned from that and to make a similar game for a younger age
group. CCF provided an opportunity for them to partner with an educational charity (Yigal Allon Educational
Trust) and to apply for the necessary funding.
CCF gave Red Redemption access to the climate champions, who were in the target audience age group (but
who Red Redemption recognised were more interested in climate change than the average youth). The climate
champions played Climate Challenge, and people from Red Redemption then spent half an hour talking to them
about how a game could be better suited to their age group – for example, if there was anything they did not
understand, what kind of balance to look for between pictures and words, and so on.
Red Redemption also had discussions with teachers to find out what would be useful to them in a game which
is intended for use in classrooms, as opposed to being used by children at home. The teachers advised that the
Climate Challenge game was too long to be played during a lesson at school, and that the subject matter of
that game was too broad. This game therefore needed to be shorter, and the subject needed to be narrowed
down to a single topic that could be covered during one lesson – energy and transport were the two options
decided upon. As a result, the game is not about “here‟s climate change, how do you solve it?” but about a
specific problem: transport or energy, depending on which scenario the player chooses. Red Redemption would
have liked to include further alternative scenarios, such as a personal energy use scenario, but they did not
have enough time to develop any additional options.
To promote the game, they used word-or-mouth marketing and viral marketing by e-mail, as well as
promoting it through the Association for Science Education, who mentioned the game in their newsletter to
teachers. Red Redemption also contacted some local schools and arranged to visit them to talk to the teachers
about the game.
Although viral marketing had been successful in their previous experience, when they promoted Climate
Challenge to the general public, it turned out to be less successful in getting the game to schools. Red
Redemption felt that in retrospect, viral marketing was difficult for a school-based game, and could have been
more suited to promoting a game that children might play at home. They felt they should have better
researched the existing networks that teachers already have, and promoted the game through those.
The project plan was changed part of the way through, because they realised that they had set themselves
unrealistic timescales. The main issue was that they were waiting for feedback from the BBC on the Climate
Challenge game, which they felt would be useful in the development of Operation: Climate Control, but
because the launch of the BBC game was delayed, the feedback was also delayed, with a knock-on impact on
the development of this game. Operation: Climate Control was launched in July, instead of January as had
originally been planned.

Partners
Red Redemption partnered with the Yigal Allon Educational Trust and Oxford University on this project. Red
Redemption felt it was beneficial working with the Yigal Allon Educational Trust, because they had useful
contacts – for example, when planning the Operation: Climate Control launch event, someone at the Yigal Allon
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Educational Trust had a contact at the House of Lords, who helped them to hold the launch event there. On the
other hand, Red Redemption were able to provide links to Oxford University.
Red Redemption say they are an unusual company in that they have a full time science advisor. Although there
are other science games, these are usually developed by educationalists. Red Redemption, on the other hand,
are a games company specialising in educational games, and they aim to balance fun with learning.
The project partners had previously worked together. Red Redemption had previously carried out some website
work for the Yigal Allon Educational Trust, and Hannah Rowlands from Red Redemption had been a student at
Oxford University, where she had worked with the climate scientists.

Staffing
Red Redemption did much of the actual work in developing the game, while Yigal Allon Educational Trust led
the project and did most of the administration and paperwork. Oxford University provided science advice and
additional help with research. Yigal Allon Educational Trust also helped Red Redemption in organising the
Operation: Climate Control launch event – Yigal Allon Educational Trust happened to be working with another
charity at the time which aimed to bring together Muslim and Jewish children, and they suggested bringing this
charity in for the launch event, linking into a message about climate change affecting everyone regardless of
differences such as religion.

Funding
The CCF funding was almost entirely used for staff and on the development of the computer game. Some of it
went towards promotional materials such as postcards. The funding did not cover the focus groups carried out
for project development and evaluation.
Red Redemption would not have expected Defra to do any more than they did, and they also did not think that
they could have cut costs any further themselves, because they offered much of the project costs in kind. They
felt that the launch event had been particularly cost-effective, because it was basically done as a favour by a
friend of the Yigal Allon Educational Trust. The event did not cost the project partners anything, and it was
much more high-profile than they had anticipated.
If they were to do the project again, they would make more contacts with schools and keep them up
throughout the project. They also feel that in hindsight, launching the game during the summer holidays meant
that it did not have as much of an impact as it might otherwise have done, and it might have been better to
launch the game at the end of a term, promoting it as something fun to do on the last day.

Raising awareness
The approach
The online game Operation: Climate Control is the awareness-raising tool used by this project. In the game,
the player acts as the government, and makes high-level decisions about either national energy policy or
national transport policy. One of the challenges Red Redemption faced in developing the game was getting
players to read the text. The game must not be so easy that they don‟t need to read anything at all, but at the
same time too much text makes people switch off. They found that girls in general tend to play more carefully
than boys, and they are willing to read more text than boys. One of the things that Red Redemption learned
from this project is that they need to get the right balance between words and pictures in a game aimed at
children. They have had some feedback that more pictures and fewer words would have been preferable, but
these kinds of changes would have had implications for the art budget.
It was always envisaged that the game would be played by teams of two or three children per computer. The
game aims for a balance of competitive and co-operative goals – although the teams are playing against each
other, they are also given a group score, which gives the players an incentive to help each other despite being
on different teams. This element of the game demonstrates the need for co-operation in tackling climate
change. Whether the game is really played in teams it is not possible to know – although the website can
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provide information about numbers of games played, it is not possible to know how many children there are
per computer. This would be dictated by the teacher, the availability of computers in classrooms, and so on.
Technical considerations created some unexpected problems. Some schools had firewalls which prevented the
game from being run on their computers. It can be difficult to predict when and where this might happen, and
the teachers do not necessarily have the technical knowledge required to deal with these problems. Red
Redemption are hoping to develop some system whereby the game would be given some certification which
would automatically allow it through the firewall (it seems to be that the word „game‟ is what causes
problems).
Although Red Redemption did some facilitation work, the general expectation was that the game would be
played in schools independently of any facilitation or support.

Target audience
Red Redemption had carried out some initial research and found that primary schools had access to a range of
fun, educational things, but that there were less of these kinds of resources for older, GCSE-age children
online. Additional reasons for targeting this age group were that they are “the decision makers of the future”
and that there was an opportunity to tailor a game to the new GCSE 21 st century science course.
Red Redemption feel that it can be difficult to strike the right balance for this target audience: material needs
to be somewhere between the fun, simple things for young children and the serious things for „grown ups‟, and
it has to be pitched just right. The website was developed with the target audience in mind, for example, the
graphics and the characters were designed to appeal to that age group.
Although they had not carried out research specifically into the kinds of barriers that their target audience had
with regard to understanding climate change, they felt that the main thing was a lack of patience to pay
attention to the information they receive. However, they also felt that once this target audience is engaged
they become interested, but it can be difficult to engage this age group in a way that does not patronise or
bore them. The climate champions told them that they had not been taught much about climate change at
schools, and it had often been a case of these children becoming interested in climate change through other
routes.
They did not appear to have had any significant difficulties with their target audience, the only issue being that
they were trying to engage children in a school environment, which inevitably meant that they were dependent
on engaging a teacher. It was sometimes difficult to find the right teacher to get children to play the game in
the first place: teachers were not always in a position to be able to play a game at school had they wanted to,
and climate change is difficult to position in the curriculum because it overlaps different subjects and can
therefore be the responsibility of a number of teachers.

Messages
Although Red Redemption had initially been keen for the game to get through to the more personal issues to
do with climate change, they feel that the way in which the two alternative scenarios (energy and transport)
are framed on a national scale does not lend the game to personal action quite as much as they had originally
hoped. Despite this, they did find at the evaluation focus group that some of the children said they were going
to try to do things like walk to school more often. Linking climate change and personal action is something they
are building into their next project.
Red Redemption also recognise that many energy and transport decisions are made by parents, but they feel
that educating children has a role to play, because children can use pester power to change their parents‟
behaviour.

Successes and challenges
Red Redemption felt that one of their main successes has been seeing the children become animated and start
talking about the game after playing it. They felt it was an achievement to get a class of 20 to 30 teenagers,
who were at first uninterested, engaged in the game and concentrating on it for an hour. They suggested this
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may be because they were given clear goals and because of the competitive nature of the game. Another of
their success stories involved encountering a child who had never been very good at school because he spent a
lot of time playing computer games, and playing Operation: Climate Control was an instance where he could
excel in class, even helping out the other children.
Red Redemption have found that when children are asked whether they have learned anything from the game,
virtually all say that they have, but when asked what they have learned, they then tend not to be able to think
of anything specific. However, when pushed a little further and asked to think about it, they go on to say that
the game made them think about walking to school more often, encouraging their friends to do the same, and
so on. Because of the way the information in the game is framed, children seem to learn about the „solutions‟
(such as walking and cycling being better for the environment than driving) rather than learning anything new
about the science of climate change.
While Red Redemption found that schoolchildren were usually excited about the prospect of playing a game,
they were sometimes then disappointed to find that the game was about climate change. This is one of Red
Redemption‟s main challenges: how to strike a balance between making the game fun but at the same time
educational.

Evaluation
Hannah Rowlands from Red Redemption carried out the entire evaluation for this project, including the
evaluation design, measurement and data analysis. The method was essentially based on a methodology she
had previously used in an online evaluation of another project, although this evaluation mainly involved focus
groups, with some online feedback. The evaluation used the Defra statements, because this is what they had
been instructed to do and because it meant that they did not need to think up their own questions.
The evaluation report states that between July 2007 and April 2008, a total of 1,800 people had downloaded
the game from the website. During the same time period, there were 1,048 active sessions played (any
sessions with no players were not counted) of which 13% had two or more players (i.e. were not played by
individuals but in schools or other group environments). From this data it is estimated that the game had been
played in at least 150 schools or other group environments.
The evaluation report also includes the answers to the standard Defra questions given by 21 year 10 pupils
who played the game at a facilitated session. The pupils played the game in pairs and therefore also answered
the questions in pairs. They were asked the same set of questions before and after playing the game. The most
significant changes were seen with the last two statements. Before playing the game, half of the pupils agreed
or strongly agreed, and half neither agreed nor disagreed with the statement “climate change has become
more of an issue for me in the last year”. After playing the game, some responses changed from „neither agree
nor disagree‟ to „agree‟. With the last statement, “I personally can help to limit the effects of climate change”,
some of the „agree‟ responses changed to „strongly agree‟ or „neither agree nor disagree‟ after playing the
game, while some of the „neither agree nor disagree‟ responses changes to „agree‟.
Red Redemption acknowledged that the evaluation was simplistic and easy. They felt that it might have been
better to do the follow-up survey a month or so later, rather than doing it directly after the children had
finished playing the game. By the time they realised that getting children to play the game in teams meant
that the answers given to the online survey questions were given by a pair rather than by an individual, it was
too late to change the survey methodology. Ideally, they would have liked to carry out more surveys than they
did, but this was not possible due to time constraints and due to having a small team. Overall, however, they
felt that the evaluation backed up their expectations of what kind of impact the project would have.
Red Redemption found that it was difficult to measure attitudinal and behavioural change. There were two
reasons for this: they were relying on self-reported attitudes, and they were only able to ask about what the
respondents might do in the future, not about what they have done previously. In addition, something they
think would be interesting to measure (though potentially impractical because it would require so much work)
would be to gather data on how people play the game – i.e. what kinds of decisions they take – and then
compare this information to their responses to the five statements.
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In terms of learning how to carry out evaluations, they learned that children tended to be reluctant to answer
questions in front of their teachers, and tended to be more open in online surveys. They seemed more likely to
give feedback if they were able to do it anonymously online, rather than having to do it face-to-face.
Red Redemption themselves found the evaluation helpful, and say that they would have carried out some focus
group research and an online survey anyway, regardless of Defra‟s requirements, because they pride
themselves on following up their games with research. They feel that to some extent these kinds of games
tend to get made in “a vacuum”, with the developers not knowing whether the game will have the impact
expected or whether people will like it. They found it interesting to sit down with children who had played the
game and to find out what they think about it, whether they learned anything from it, and so on. This
information is valuable to the company, because it is completely different from “throwing something out there”
and seeing how people react to it.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
Red Redemption feel that Operation: Climate Control has changed children‟s awareness, because it has given
them a different perspective, in comparison to what is normally taught in schools about climate change. They
are also hopeful that the children had fun playing the game, because this could help to give them a more
positive angle on climate change, as opposed to the doom and gloom often seen on the news, and the
potentially “boring” spin schools may put on it – they also hope that the game has helped teachers to realise
they can have a bit more fun teaching about this subject at school.
They found it difficult to say whether the game has had a different impact among some children compared to
others, because they consider the impacts to vary a great deal between individuals. Overall, however, they
would expect that everyone who played it had their awareness changed to some extent, because they believe
that someone who spends an hour playing this game and talking to their friends about it cannot avoid having
their level of awareness affected by the experience. Some respondents talk about how they‟ve learned specific
things about what they can do.
Red Redemption think that using games to teach people about climate change – which is the basic idea behind
all that they do – is quite innovative. They also consider games to have huge potential to reach large audiences
and to raise awareness among many people. This is particularly the case with online games, because once they
have been developed, there are no additional costs, making it cost-effective in the long term. Operation:
Climate Control is now online and staying there, and will therefore continue to reach more people.
The game has had some knock-on impacts by leading to new, similar projects. Red Redemption have been
contacted by a teacher in Australia who has been using the game over there, and someone else is now seeking
funding to develop a similar education project from an Australian angle. Red Redemption themselves have got
further work as a result of this project, for example, they are now looking at developing a similar game for
businesses.
They seemed to have little direct experience of actual challenges in raising awareness. They pointed out that
there will always be some negative reactions (e.g. some children think that climate change has nothing to do
with them) but that these are the kinds of comments that need to be addressed, by working out why people
have negative attitudes and why the game had no impact on them. Because of their level of contact with their
target audience, however, there appears to have been limited scope for doing this. In addition, Red
Redemption pointed out that they would have liked to include some focus group research during the
development of the game, in order to „check‟ that they were going in the right direction, but this was not
possible due to lack of time – and as a result they were unaware of what those negative attitudes and
challenges would have been.
It is difficult to say whether the project added to any background change in awareness that would have
occurred among the target audience anyway. The evaluation results suggest that the game did have an impact
on the children who played it, but at the same time it is possible that, had Operation: Climate Control not been
available, the teachers might have selected a different (either more or less effective) educational resource to
use.
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Red Redemption felt that awareness raising in general is lagging behind by a few years. They consider it much
more important to focus on changing behaviour, and they feel that this is something Defra should already have
aimed to do through CCF. At the same time, they point out that although games can influence people‟s
attitudes, their scope for going further and actually changing behaviour is more limited.

The future
Plans for the future
The legacy for the target audience is the additional online resource, Operation: Climate Control, which teachers
can use, which is aimed at GCSE-age pupils, and which is fun and educational. The game itself can be used in
different situations, and it is now online where it can be picked up by anyone. Although the game was originally
designed for teenagers, different audiences are also using it.
The legacy for Red Redemption is that they have learned lessons about developing games for teenage
audiences, which will be useful to them in developing their next game (on Nintendo). They are always able to
point to their previous games and their successes, when presenting new games to publishers. Consequently,
together with their other games Operation: Climate Control helps to put Red Redemption in a strong position
as a company.
In terms of new ideas and approaches that might be developed as a result of this project, Red Redemption
hope that other companies which make software for schools will be inspired to think about games. Operation:
Climate Control could be replicated for use in other countries by translating it, which is something that Red
Redemption are talking to other companies about. In addition, Red Redemption now developing a similar game
for businesses, which might use some of the elements from Operation: Climate Control – because business
people need to know the same information, and all that would need to be changed is change the pictures and
text. Although the evaluation may not provide the kind of evidence that Red Redemption would ideally have
liked to collect, to provide evidence of the game‟s effectiveness and justify replicating it in these ways, they
feel that the simple fact that people have contacted them to ask if they can have the game and translate it
speaks for itself.

Lessons learned
The project has added to Red Redemption‟s existing knowledge base about how to make games that are fun
and that engage people, as well as teaching them something new. More specifically, they learned more about
how to make these kinds of games for teenagers – for example, using more pictures and fewer words,
balancing fun with learning, and keeping the players‟ concentration.
In addition, the experience showed that working with a small team makes things more difficult, but they also
pointed out that they enjoyed working with a small team and that CCF could not have funded a bigger team. At
the same time, they feel they should have been more realistic about the amount of time and work required:
carrying out the science research and evaluating the project were two different jobs, and should have either
been given more time or done by two different people.
The project gave Red Redemption the opportunity to do focus groups, which they felt was an interesting
addition to their usual evaluation work. They felt they gained valuable information, because while online
surveys yield large data sets, focus groups allow you to draw out more detail. With regard to whether they
learned anything about how to attribute change to the project, they feel that there is more they could have
done – such as using a control group.
They felt that being involved in CCF was a good experience overall. They found it interesting to meet other
projects, compare their backgrounds, and to see what other people were doing. It was a very positive
experience to be encouraged to talk to each other, rather than being in competition as has happened with
other funding sources. Red Redemption aimed to attend all meetings they could, and they networked with
some of the other game related projects, for example looking at each other‟s initial versions of the games. In
terms of dissemination, it was useful to meet other projects, because they could put links on each other‟s
websites.
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Feedback to Defra
Red Redemption was generally impressed with the knowledge and enthusiasm of Defra staff. They were also
very approachable. If anything needed to be changed, Red Redemption found that Defra were generally fine
about this, once the changes were explained.
Red Redemption‟s accountants did not find the reporting requirements too onerous. The quarterly reporting
was also fine and very simple, and the way the CCF forms were numbered was helpful because they could all
be kept in one folder and it was clear they were all there. They also had the impression that Defra seemed
quite happy with the reports they received on this project. Overall, the reporting requirements were simple
enough not to get in the way of actually doing the project, but at the same time it provided Defra with the
information they needed.
They particularly liked the freeness of the application process, and the way they were able to put forward any
ideas they had, rather than having to fit in a box.
The events that brought the projects together were interesting and informative – Red Redemption felt that the
events “took them out of their isolation” and showed them what everyone else was doing as part of CCF. They
enjoyed being able to see how they fitted in with everyone else and other projects. They also liked the blog site
and found this fun to update, but they thought that overall it was under-used, and now think it is a shame this
is not on the website any longer. In addition, being given access to the climate champions was useful, and they
felt inspired by the experience because the climate champions were so enthusiastic – it made them feel more
strongly that they wanted to make a game for that age group.
The only issue they raised was that when Defra organised a meeting with DfES and brought some CCF projects
along, DfES did not seem as aware as Defra about the issues around teaching children about climate change.
Red Redemption were left with the impression that although everyone at the meeting had a common aim, to
teach children about climate change, politics were getting in the way. They were disappointed that DfES were
not better aware of what was happening in this area as part of CCF.
In terms of feedback to policy, Red Redemption feel that it is very important to now move from awarenessraising to behaviour change, although they are aware that games might not be a means of achieving that
objective. They also think it would be important for government working to be more joined up, given that Defra
funded projects which worked in schools, DfES should be kept up to date with new developments.
Overall, Red Redemption thought that CCF gave them excellent opportunities, and they very much enjoyed
being part of CCF.
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London Borough of Sutton
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The objective of this project was to raise awareness and understanding of climate change among the general
public in the London Borough of Sutton. The project team at Sutton Council commissioned research to
establish current levels of awareness and knowledge, and then developed a communications campaign,
branded “Stop Climate Change” based on that information. The project aimed to communicate to locals what
the impacts of climate change meant to Sutton, as well as providing information to encourage them to take
action to mitigate climate change.

Partners
London Borough of Sutton worked with six partners on this project: Ecolocal, Smarter Travel Sutton, Sutton
Ecology Centre, Karin Andrews Jashpara, the Council‟s own communications team and Transport for London.
The project team were extremely enthusiastic about their partners. They already had strong links with several
of them, which were reinforced through the CCF project, and they were confident that they would work with
these partners again.

Staffing
The project was run by employed members of Sutton Borough Council, with the survey work outsourced to
Ecolocal, and specialists being brought in for certain events and tasks.

Funding
Sutton sought £144,201 from Defra and secured an additional £128,000 in match funding. Approximately
£30,000 was spent on media and events, £18,000 on surveys and £14,000 on the evaluation. Sutton were able
to save a sizeable amount of money on three fronts: firstly, the Sutton Guardian ran a cover page article for
them for free (it would normally have cost £6,000, not including the cost of several climate change oriented
articles inside the paper); secondly, TFL and Sutton had personnel with the required expertise to run several
events and therefore did not need to bring in outside experts; and thirdly, some events were part of larger
community events and, as such, did not require Sutton to employ or hire an events manager or PR firm.

Raising awareness
The approach
The main means of communicating the messages to the target audience was through a large communications
campaign, involving articles in two local papers – the Sutton Guardian and the Sutton Scene – leaflets,
postcards, bookmarks, a plasma screen advert at the London Borough of Sutton Civic Centre reception, an
information website and advertisements at bus stops.
The Sutton Guardian, which is the major local newspaper and has a large readership, ran a cover page article
(plus several articles and editorials on climate change). This was very effective in raising awareness, as
demonstrated by the high recall rate during the evaluation survey. The Sutton Scene, a free magazine
delivered to all households in the Borough of Sutton, carried a special climate change pullout in one edition.
Sutton received positive feedback on this, as well as additional requests for information from members of the
public.
In addition to the media campaign Sutton also ran a number of events, as well as attending events run by
other organisations, to get their messages across by handing out leaflets and freebies, including cotton bags
and recycled pencils, as well as talking to people. Events organised and/or attended included the Environment
Fair, where they had a marquee, an exhibition at the local library, workshops on climate change and a young
people‟s debate on climate change.
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They also worked together with Karin Andrews Jashpara, who ran shadow puppet theatre performances to
teach schoolchildren about climate change. Linked to this activity, they also produced activity packs for
schoolchildren, using the characters from the theatre performance.
Some of these activities are still ongoing, and those that have come to a conclusion could be resurrected. For
example, nearby boroughs have shown interest in the shadow puppet theatre.

Target audience
The project‟s three target audiences were parents and carers, homeowners, and children and young people –
which actually encompassed all residents of the Borough. Originally car owners were included as a target
audience in their own right, but because the Council were also running the “Smarter Travel Sutton” campaign,
the project team felt that this group did not require additional targeting.
Different elements of the communications campaign were aimed at different segments of the target audience.
For example, the pullout in Sutton Scene was delivered to all households in Sutton, the marquee at the
Environment Fair was visited by between 8,000 and 10,000 people, whilst the shadow puppet theatre and the
activity packs were aimed at children.

Messages
The communications campaign‟s message focused on the local impacts of climate change. The project team
wanted to dispel the image of climate change as a problem affecting distant places and having little or no
impact on local people. The messages therefore aimed to show how climate change would affect the London
Borough of Sutton. For example, the front page article in the Sutton Guardian included a computer-generated
image of a drought-hit Sutton, showing the pond (a popular local landmark) almost entirely dried out.
The campaign also aimed to get across the message that individual action can help to tackle climate change, as
well as drawing attention to the tangible personal benefits that taking action can have: better health, financial
savings and reduced pollution.
The messages were communicated in clear language, avoiding jargon and long explanations. The information
provided was combined with recommendations on where more details could be found, pointing people to the
project website and the library.

Successes and challenges
The most noticeable success was the large measured change in children‟s awareness and attitudes as a result
of the project – adults demonstrated a lesser (though still significant) change in awareness, because their
initial level of awareness had already been relatively high in comparison to the initial awareness of the children.
Although the campaign‟s chief aim was to increase awareness of climate change, rather than changing the
target audience‟s behaviour, the proportion of respondents reporting that they had changed their behaviour in
order to reduce their contribution to climate change increased from 38% to 65% during the project. A further
29% of respondents reported that they were willing to change their behaviour, despite not having made any
changes yet. However, respondents also reported increased feelings of frustration (from 11% to 71%),
potentially suggesting that the target audience wants to take more action on climate change but does not know
what or how.
The project team felt that they could not simply explain the causes and consequences of climate change,
without including some information in the campaign about what people can do about it – as a result,
communications also aimed to address this point. However, at the end of the project it had become clear that
more of this kind of information was needed: the target audience were eager to do more, and ideally the
project team would have liked to follow up the awareness-raising campaign with a behavioural change
campaign while the audience were still keen. In addition, the awareness campaign had given the project team
excellent „best practice‟ information with regard to engaging the public, which they could utilise on any followup campaign. Unfortunately, there is currently no available funding for running a behaviour change campaign
in Sutton.
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A further point worth noting here is that in a Mori poll commissioned by Sutton Council the “Stop Climate
Change” project was the second most recognised campaign in Sutton, after the “Smarter Travel Sutton”
initiative – which had a budget of £5m. The project team felt that to have achieved this level of recognition on
a much smaller budget was a great success.
The campaign was carefully planned and well organised, which kept the project team from running into any
serious difficulties. The main challenges faced by the project related to individual members of the public
denying that climate change is a problem, as a result of having been influenced by information from other
sources – Channel 4‟s The Great Global Warming Swindle was specifically singled out – but the project team
tackled this by incorporating messages into their communications which dealt with climate change myths.
In addition, some elements of the communications campaign were not as effective as the project team had
hoped they would be, and only a small proportion of the follow-up sample recalled seeing the postcards or the
posters at bus stops. The project team were, however, keen to build on the lessons learned from this project,
and the team agreed that they would not use these channels to communicate their messages in any future
campaigns.

Evaluation
The baseline and follow-up survey data were collected by Ecolocal, and the analysis and reporting were carried
out by the project team at Sutton Council. A baseline random sample of 436 residents were asked a set of
questions regarding their awareness of scientific terms, their feelings about climate change, their
understanding of the impacts of climate change, their information sources, and their willingness to take action.
The information from this survey acted not only as a baseline, but also as guidance on how to tailor the
communication campaign for the local residents. Towards the end of the communications campaign, a followup random sample of 304 (a smaller sample was obtained due to cost reasons) residents were asked the same
set of questions to assess how awareness, understanding and willingness to act had changed, as well as to
establish which information sources had influenced them in the meantime.
The evaluation also included qualitative elements. Focus groups were run with parents and schoolchildren,
approximately four months after the school activities, to assess whether the climate change lessons had stayed
with the children and whether they had passed these messages on to their parents. Events were evaluated
through feedback forms from members of the public.
The project team felt that the quantitative analysis, in particular the baseline survey, had been absolutely
essential to them, because it allowed them to tailor their messages and steer the project in the right direction.
The post-project focus groups provided much interesting and useful information which fed into the project
evaluation. With regard to event evaluation, the project team felt that its value lay more in guiding the
planning of future events, although it was less useful in assessing the impact of the project in terms of changed
awareness or willingness to act.
The only significant problem that the project team experienced in conducting their evaluation was that they
had not received Defra‟s standard questions and reporting specifications when they needed them.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
The follow-up survey showed that many of the communications campaign‟s elements were well recalled by the
target audience – for example, 36% of the respondents recalled having seen the main campaign image of the
drought-hit pond, and 23% of respondents recognised the “Stop Climate Change” logo. The feedback from the
respondents suggests that the way the project was tailored to consider climate change from a local angle was
key in achieving a positive impact on the target audience.
As already noted, the most marked changes in awareness were observed among the children who had been
involved in the school activities on climate change. The percentage of children able to explain a cause of
climate change rose from 54% to 92%, the percentage able to explain an impact rose from 50% to 79%, and
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the percentage able to explain a „solution‟ to climate change rose from 50% to 86% (based on two groups of
schoolchildren who had been involved in the activities). Focus groups with the parents of schoolchildren also
showed that the change in the children‟s awareness had in some cases had an impact on the parents‟
behaviour through pester power.
Among the adult population, awareness of a number of terms such as „climate change‟ and „carbon emissions‟,
though already high, had increased further during the project, as had the target audience‟s perceptions of how
much of an impact climate change would have on their lives in future. The evaluation also demonstrated that
feelings of fear (from 22% to 76%), worry (from 56% to 100%) and concern (61% to 88%) had increased
during the project, while feelings of confusion (from 83% to 24%) had decreased – suggesting an improved
understanding of climate change among the target audience.
People in lower socio-economic groups demonstrated a more noticeable increase in their awareness of climate
change. Many of those in higher socio-economic groups already felt quite aware (and some felt that the
campaign should have focused more on what they can do, rather than simple awareness-raising), although
many of those who had thought they knew all about climate change still learned something from the project.
The evaluation surveys also asked respondents who they had recently heard talking about climate change, in
order to assess whether any observed changes in awareness could be attributed to the communication
campaign run by the London Borough of Sutton. The percentage of people who mentioned Sutton Council
increased by 29% (from 25% to 59%), and the percentage of people who mentioned children – reflecting
related activities in schools – increased by 21% (from 17% to 38%). Compared to, for example, the figures for
government (increase of 16%, from 72% to 88%) and charities (increase of 7%, from 21% to 28%) this
suggests that the information provided by Sutton Council has had more of an impact on local people‟s
awareness than information from other source. (The only other information source showing more than a 20%
increase is „celebrities‟.)
Similarly, when asked specifically where respondents had heard about climate change recently, sources such
as local papers, fairs and events showed a greater increase than sources such as national papers and
television, providing further evidence for the effectiveness of the communications campaign.

The future
Plans for the future
The project has effectively come to an end – it has achieved its objectives. Some elements of the project are
still ongoing, for example, the shadow puppet theatre performances are being taken to neighbouring boroughs,
and the project team are eager to share the lessons learned with other, similar projects.
The project team have looked into other sources of funding, because they strongly feel that a behaviour
change campaign is now needed to build on the successes of the awareness-raising campaign, while the public
are keen to take further action. Unfortunately no further funding is currently available, and the team expressed
dismay at the situation.

Lessons learned
The lessons learned can be divided into two categories: firstly, „best practice‟ lessons on how to engage the
public and communicate with them. These include the need for a local focus, a requirement to cut out or
explain jargon, the importance of a baseline survey, and the need to be flexible in response to the results of
that survey. In addition, future projects should “piggyback” on existing schemes and groups, rather than trying
to reinvent the wheel – the team found that the most effective and cost-effective elements of their project
were those that utilised existing community groups and events for delivery.
The second category includes lessons about the urgent need to follow awareness-raising campaigns such as
“Stop Climate Change” with behaviour change projects, to build upon the increased awareness. One area
identified as part of this project was the need for projects teaching people how to adapt their homes to be
more environmentally friendly – this is still perceived as a fringe environmental issue by most people, which is
something that needs to be addressed.
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Feedback to Defra
In terms of feedback to Defra on the running of this project, the team felt that receiving all necessary forms at
the beginning of the project would have helped them to rationalise their reporting. They also found the change
forms very onerous, because their flexibility in tailoring their project in response to the results of the baseline
survey was hindered by the constant need to obtain approval for any changes. They did not feel that any
additional assistance (such as standard communications) was needed, because one of the strengths of this
project was its local focus and related messages. The team would also have appreciated feedback from Defra
on their project.
The more substantive feedback concerned the need to follow awareness-raising projects with behaviour change
projects, not leaving people without assistance once they are prepared to change their behaviour. The team
suggested that an alternative funding format could start with awareness-raising projects, and then move on to
further funding for any projects which had demonstrated successful outcomes as well as a need for a follow-up
behaviour change project.

December 2008
112

The Climate Challenge Fund: An evaluation report for Defra | Case studies annex
Annex

Winterbourne Botanic Garden
Project background and operational details
Rationale for the project
The objective of this project was to make people aware that climate change was already affecting them and
that there was something they, as individuals, could do to mitigate it. The project targeted Over 65s
specifically and also the public in general. Over 65s are the group most unaware of climate change and, as
they made up the largest segment of the Winterbourne Botanic Garden‟s (hereafter Winterbourne) footfall,
were the primary audience.

Partners
This project had no partners. They did outsource the production of climate change garden signs to a sign
manufacturer which provided purely practical advice. Also, a member of the Geography faculty was brought in
to give a speech on climate change at an event.

Staffing
This project was run entirely by Alison Darby and the team at the Winterbourne with the exception of the
production of garden signs.

Funding
Winterbourne received £10,200 from Defra and supplied a further £4,000 for the completion of the project. The
most costly element of the project was the production of the model garden.

Raising awareness
The approach
Winterbourne adopted a cumulative approach consisting of three waves. The first wave was the production of
outdoor signs or panels placed around the garden with messages attributing garden phenomena to climate
change such as earlier plant growth in the year. These were designed to raise awareness of climate change by
explaining everyday garden occurrences as products of climate change. The second wave was the production of
the climate change model garden which included several garden installations which demonstrated how
gardeners could reduce their carbon footprint. An event was planned to launch the garden but, due to atrocious
weather, the turnout was very low. The third phase was the distribution of 1,000 „hints and top tips‟ leaflets to
help gardeners adopt one or more of the techniques shown in the model garden in their own gardens.
Inherent in both stages two and three were both lessons on sustainability as well as climate change and also
attempts to induce behavioural change as well as attitudinal change. The ultimate objective was to challenge
people‟s routines in their gardens.

Target audience
The target audience was chosen simply because over 65s make up the bulk of the visitors to Winterbourne. It
was seen as a perfect opportunity to change the attitudes of one of the most intransigent groups with regard to
climate change. To reach the target audience several considerations were made: the signs/panels were given a
large font size to make them easily readable; the model garden was designed to look very traditional (like a
“cottage” garden) to appeal to over 65s; the „top tips‟ were designed to highlight personal benefits, such as
cost reduction, accrued from modifying personal behaviour.

Messages
The messages of the project had to firstly take practical considerations into account. The messages had to be
durable and have longevity in an outside environment. Similarly, to attract people‟s attention in a garden
setting they had to be both attractive and not overly verbose. Winterbourne, happily for them used the phrase
climate change and never global warming. This proved to be fortuitous as many people complained that the
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climate was manifestly not getting any warmer. It proved particularly important to highlight the tangible
ramifications of climate change to gardeners and, by choosing climate change rather than global warming,
Winterbourne were able to focus on effects such as seasonal weather aberrations.
In addition to the stated outputs in the CCF9, Winterbourne sent out 25,000 leaflets to other tourist attractions
and 900 to Friends of the Winterbourne Botanic Garden which included pictures and information about the
climate change model garden.

Successes and challenges
Both the quantitative and qualitative evaluations indicate that the project was a success. The quantitative
analysis shows that awareness of climate change increased and that the vast majority of people would
incorporate at least one of the „top tips‟ into their gardening routine. Similarly, the qualitative analysis, both
formal and informal, shows that the project had a positive effect both in terms of attitudinal and behavioural
change. In addition, the climate change garden was visited by CPD and school groups as it delivered something
tangible on climate change and carbon reduction.
The garden has had a smaller reach than was desired due to poorer weather than usual over the past two
years which caused a reduction in visitors to the garden. However, the garden received international
recognition in the BCGI (Botanic Gardens Conservation International) “Roots” magazine which published a
special environmental issue and featured the Winterbourne project as a model garden.
The one big failure of the project was the inaugural event which was, effectively, rained off. Very few people
attended and the message of climate change was undermined to many people by the torrential downpour.
However, over the course of the project, there was a more subtle success of removing the belief that climate
change equalled hotter weather and educating the public to have a more nuanced understanding of climate
change.

Evaluation
The evaluation was conducted and evaluated by Winterbourne using both Defra and other questions. The
baseline survey had 100 respondents and was completed by visitors to the garden before any of part of the
project had been implemented. The follow-up survey had 78 respondents at the time of writing the CCF9
report. The fact that most people, having taken a leaflet and a survey from the garden, returned the
questionnaire by post indicates that interest by those who did return it high and was not fleeting.
Winterbourne found the evaluation very interesting and useful but, because they did not wish to have too long
a questionnaire they did not include questions on how to improve the project. It was later stated that this
would have been desirable. With regard to the Defra questions and the inclusion of the word “entirely” for Qs 2
and 3, Winterbourne stated that they had just copied and pasted the questions used from a Defra
communiqué.

Outcomes
Effectiveness and impact
The effectiveness of the project lay in the fact that it did not preach or cajole but aimed to show gardeners how
they could personally benefit from making their gardens more environmentally friendly and, as a by product,
help reduce global carbon emissions. The links made between garden vegetable growing and reducing grocery
costs appealed to the audience. In addition to explicitly made links, gardeners also discovered that some tips
helped reduce their gas and petrol bills, which they found to be particularly important given the current
economic climate.
The fact that the model garden was not a one-off event, and that most visitors to Winterbourne are repeat
visitors, allowed for a bigger impact as it reached a larger audience and provided a tangible setting for the
climate change lessons disseminated by the CCF project. However, due to the weather over the past two
summers, the audience has been smaller than desired. Additionally, given that the model garden is only one
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small part of the gardens as a whole, there is no way to ensure that all those who entered the gardens saw or
took in the information about climate change.

The future
Plans for the future
The climate change model garden will remain and be given a “gentle tweaking” when required but no major
infrastructural change to the garden, or any new climate change project, is planned.
The legacy of the project will be that the garden will remain as an integral part of Winterbourne. In addition,
the tips suggested and the project itself has become a topic of discussion of gardening forums and will,
hopefully, the ideas disseminated by the project will continue to reach more people.

Lessons learnt
Four stated lessons were learnt with regard to changing attitudes on climate change: not to preach, to be
personally relevant, to be interesting, to be attractive (both aesthetically and figuratively) to the target
audience.
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