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Executive Summary

Simetrica-Jacobs was commissioned by The National Lottery Heritage Fund (the
Heritage Fund) to explore how economic valuation methods can be applied across
its diverse funding portfolio. Drawing on a feasibility review, sector literature, and an
analysis of grantee evaluation reports, our work identifies practical ways to measure
both benefits for the economy (e.g., employment, Gross Value Added) and benefits
for society (e.g., wellbeing, use and non-use value). It also assesses the Heritage
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Fund's existing data infrastructure and the feasibility of scaling these methods
across grant projects of varying size and type.

Key Learnings

This work highlighted the following key learnings for the Heritage Fund and its
grantee organisations.

e Mixed-methods are essential - No single method captures the full
value of heritage. Quantitative techniques such as GVA WTPand
WELLBY must be paired with qualitative narrative to address
attribution, context and mechanisms of change.

e Proportionality and flexibility are key - We have outlined a
scalable approach for each method (basic, higher standard and
gold standard). This avoids overburdening smaller organisations
while still enabling robust valuation for major projects. Nonetheless,
the uniqueness of projects should not be lost, and organisations
should be encouraged to collect data to evidence the project’s
specific impact (which may not align to the additional suggested
data).

e The Heritage Fund already collects much of the strongly
recommended data - Existing data (hnumber of jobs, volunteers,
visitors, location) provide a foundation for basic valuation. However,
more granular data — visitor profiles, dwell time, volunteer hours,
participant outcomes — would enable higher-rigour approaches.

e Double counting is a risk - Care should be taken to ensure there is
no double counting of benefits. This is particularly acute when the
same stakeholder incurs multiple benefits. A Theory of Change or
Logic Model can help identify the key benefits for each stakeholder
and minimise the risk of double counting.

¢ GVAmethods have existing supporting tools - The ONSoutput per
job and AIM toolkit make GVAcalculations more straightforward.

e WTPvia benefit transfer is useful but there are gaps - Some of
heritage assets funded by the Heritage Fund do not neatly match
existing WTP categories, restricting the feasibility of benefit transfer
and supporting the use of proportionate alternatives (e.g., bespoke
WTP study or adoption of WELLBY method).

e WELLBY method is promising — wellbeing values from the
literature can map to the grant project outcomes and scale
effectively with relatively light data requirements.



Economic Valuation Methods for the Heritage Fund

e Expertise - It is advisable to consult with a valuation professional /
economist when applying these valuation methods.

Recommendations

Our key recommendations are:

e Adopt a scalable, tiered valuation approach (which still allows
for grantee flexibility) - The Heritage Fund should formalise a
three-level approach to ensure proportional, consistent valuation
across all projects. This creates consistency while avoiding
unnecessary burden on smaller grantees. The data to be considered

IS:

Basic: ONSoutput-per-job; beneficiary numbers; simple
visitor numbers.

High: AIM Toolkit; benefit transfer WTPwhere asset class
matches; application of wellbeing values using literature.
Gold: Bespoke GVA wellbeing values supported by wellbeing
evidence (e.g.,ONS4 survey), bespoke WTP.

e Strengthen the core dataset collected through the grant journey
- The Heritage Fund should continue collecting strongly
recommended fields and consider adding (but not limited to):

Visitor survey insights (domestic/international, first-time vs
repeat, dwell time)

Wellbeing surveys

Volunteer hours and roles

Programme participation numbers and demographic
information

Simple questions on additionality/displacement

Evidence of heritage improvement (condition, at-risk status,
perception surveys)

e Provide practical tools and templates to grantees — To reduce
organisation burden, raise consistency and support where there is a
lack of expertise, the Heritage Fund could offer:

Template visitor and wellbeing surveys

A simple guidance note on applying ONSoutput-per-job or
using the AIM toolkit (where applicable)

A decision tree for choosing valuation methods

Worked examples of “basic” and “high-standard” valuations
Sample evaluation reports from comparable projects
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e Encourage shared learning, sector coordination and focus future
research where the evidence base is weakest.

The Heritage Fund is well positioned to embed consistent, proportionate and
credible economic valuation across its portfolio. The findings show that the Heritage
Fund already collects much of the strongly recommended data needed for basic
valuation, while more advanced or bespoke approaches can be applied selectively
where budgets and project scale justify it. By formalising a tiered methodology,
strengthening core data collection, and supporting grantees with practical tools and
guidance, the Heritage Fund can enhance the evidence base for heritage impact—
helping ensure the value of heritage to the economy and to society is measured
robustly and communicated effectively.
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1 Introduction

The National Lottery Heritage Fund (the Heritage Fund) has launched its 10-year
strategy, Heritage 2033'. As part of this, the Heritage Fund has developed an Impact
Framework to better understand and measure the impact of their funding. A key
component of this framework is the development of robust economic valuation
methods tailored to the Heritage Fund'’s broad funding portfolio.

To support with this, the Heritage Fund has commissioned Simetrica-Jacobs to
advise on applying economic valuation methods to the Heritage Fund'’s portfolio.
This includes methods to value:

e benefits for the economy, or economic impact, e.g. to understand
the contribution to local or national GDP and number of jobs
affected, and

e benefits for society, such as health benefits, wellbeing benefits or
other public benefits.

The work involved: (1) a literature review of existing evidence using economic
methods in the heritage sector, (2) identifying and selecting case study projects, (3)
testing the application economic methods to the case study data, and (4) setting out
the recommended steps for the Heritage Fund.

In as far as possible, all work presented is consistent with best practice
methodologies, such as those set out in the UK HM Treasury Magenta Book? and UK
HM Treasury Green Books . We are also cognisant of wider developments within the
sector, such as the Department for Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) launch of the
Culture and Heritage Capital programme+ and the collaboration from other arm’s-
length bodies, including Historic Englands and the Heritage Fund.

' Fund 10-Year Strategy

2 HM Treasury Magenta Book

s HM Treasury Green Book

+« DCMS Culture and Heritage Capital programme and its research
s Historic England Culture and Heritage Capital



http://www.heritagefund.org.uk/about/heritage-2033-our-10-year-strategy
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-government
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/culture-and-heritage-capital-portal
http://www.gov.uk/guidance/culture-and-heritage-capital-research-and-outputs
http://www.historicengland.org.uk/research/current/social-and-economic-research/culture-and-heritage-capital

m Economic Valuation Methods for the Heritage Fund

2 Methodology

This section covers the approach taken to test and apply the different economic
valuation methods to the Heritage Fund’s grantee projects.

2.1 Feasibility of methods

The feasibility stage of the project consisted of reviewing data held by the Heritage
Fund and reviewing and identifying existing valuation from the literature.

Firstly, the Heritage Fund current and planned grantee data (including Application,
Give Us More Project Information, and Completion Reporting data) was reviewed. A
range of data points were identified as already useful for applying the different
methods. Moreover, the data requirements since April 2025 are coommendable and
show strong progress towards collecting enhanced and more harmonised grantee
data.

However, a range of gaps within the data were identified. The relative importance of
each data point is subject to the respective intent / aim of the grantee project. This is
discussed in further detail in Section 4.

As part of this data review, a sample of Heritage Fund grantee project evaluations
were also reviewed.

Secondly, existing UK literature and research within the arts, culture and heritage
sector was reviewed to determine its applicability to valuing the Heritage Fund
grantee projects. This literature was reviewed specifically with the following
economic valuation methods in mind: Gross Value Added (GVA), Wellbeing-Adjusted
Life Years (WELLBYs) and Willingness to Pay (WTP). These methods, and the
accompanying literature, is outlined in greater detail in Section 3.

2.2 Project selection

Working alongside the Heritage Fund, a call out was issued to regional Investment
Managers asking for their help in identifying projects which can be used to apply
and test the economic methods. Specifically, projects that had already collected data
and had undertaken an evaluation.

The projects had to cover one or more of the following benefits identified from the
literature:
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e Economic activity i.e., new jobs and/or additional expenditure by
organisations or visitors;

e Visitor impact i.e., additional attendance to a gallery, theatre,
museum, digital offering, cinema, library, historic building,
cathedral, or garden;

e Volunteering i.e, creation of volunteering opportunities in the area
(with relevant literature);

e Heritage improvement i.e, increase in heritage density in an area by
restoring / giving public access;

e Cultural Engagementi.e, increase in cultural engagement of
children, young adults or older adults; and

e Additional time spent i.e., additional time spent by visitors to a
theatre, dance, concert, exhibition, museum, or library.

This selection of benefits was selected due to the quality of the evidence available in
demonstrating their economic value. The selected case study sites also provided a
diversity of heritage areas, grant sizes, organisational sizes and some regional and
national representation.

For data protection reasons, the analysis of these five case studies is not included in
this version of the report. However, the lessons learned from reviewing these case
studies have informed the application of the economic valuation methods to the
Heritage Fund's context in Section 3 and the data collection recommendations in
Section 4.

2.3 Application of methods

For the selected case study projects, their evaluation reports were reviewed to see
how the economic valuation methods were or could have been applied. The
reviewed evaluations covered both economic and societal benefits.

Some evaluation budgets allowed for an external consultant and/or on the ground
data collection. In certain instances, the evaluation report had already applied
economic valuation methods. As such we analysed the approach taken and any
possible further considerations.

Conversely, there were evaluations which had collected suitable data, however not
applied a valuation method. In these instances, we tested how the data could be
used and demonstrated how the relevant method could have been used.
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It is also important to note that a single valuation method is unlikely to capture
the entire benefits of a project. Moreover, it is possible that a wider set of methods
than considered in this report may be required to fully capture the entire value of a
project. This is likely to consist of a mixed methods approach, bringing together
guantitative and qualitative measures.
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3 Economic valuation methods

Heritage organisations and heritage projects can deliver both benefits for the
economy and to society. The benefits for the economy are measurable through
market prices, such as salaries and money spent on goods and services in the local
economy. To value these benefits, economic impact methods can be used.
Conversely the benefits for society (such as to programme participants, visitors,
local community, volunteers, employees) are not captured fully by market prices
(particularly when free to access). To value these benefits, we rely on methods to
assess the social (or public) value, referred to as non-market valuation methods in
the HM Treasury Green Book guidance.

3.1 Benefits for the economy

Economic impact approaches look to understand the effect that a
programme/project has on the local or national economy. Traditionally, this focuses
on looking at the benefits to employment (such as jobs supported / created) and
value created or Gross Value Added (GVA which is the contribution to gross
domestic product (GDP)).

3.1.1 Narrative

With an economic impact evaluation, it is important to outline how the programme
/ project is delivering the benefits for the economy. That is, a narrative should
accompany the quantitative data on employment and contribution to GDP. The
gualitative narrative can also help evidence the economic benefits of the
programme in the absence of relevant data. For example, the narrative can aid in
explaining what would have happened in the absence of the programme and hence
the extent to which the economic impact is attributable to the programme. The
issue of attribution is common in evaluations, and a challenged for economic impact
assessment, in particular. A qualitative narrative can help strengthen the argument
of the difference the programme is making even in the absence of quantitative
attribution data.

Overall, it is advisable to adopt a mixed methods approach that combines
guantitative and qualitative evidence into a strong narrative on the benefits for the
economy from the programme.
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3.1.2 Employment

Employment is a key economic impact indicator. Traditionally, this relates to the
number of Full Time Employment (FTE) jobs created. However, we acknowledge
that within the arts, culture and heritage sector there is a higher level of self-
employment and/or part-time jobs. As such, it is beneficial to note this and report on
the number of jobs sustained, allowing people to sustain a career in the sector.

3.1.3 Gross Value Added

Gross Value Added (GVA) is another key economic impact indicator. This is the value
of goods and services produced in the economy. It is used to capture contributions
to gross domestic product (CDP).

The total GVAIis the summation of three types of impact:

e Direct impact: this is the economic activity generated directly. For
example, direct spending of the grant by the grantee organisation
to buy material to restore the heritage building.
e Indirect impact: this is the economic activity generated further
down the supply chain as a result of the direct impact. For example,
the supplier buying the raw materials for the restoration.
¢ Induced impact: this is the economic activity generated from
greater demand and spending by people who are employed
because of the direct and indirect impacts. For example, spending
by the employees of the material supplier.
The direct impact is estimated by identifying the proportion of GVAgenerated per
unit of output. The indirect and induced impacts are then estimated by applying
multiplier effects to the direct impact. A multiplier effect allows researchers to
estimate the overall change in an indicator (such as GVA) for the economy that is
brought about by the direct impact that an activity has had on the indicator. Two
types of multipliers are used:

e Type I: these are used to estimate the direct and indirect impacts
of an activity.

e Type Il: as well as direct and indirect, these estimate the induced
impacts of an activity.
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Sector specific multipliers are available from national statistic agencies (such as the
Office for National Statistics (ONS)s and the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research
Agency (NISRA)7).

The GVAimpacts are estimated using the equations set out in Figure 3-1. The
summation of the three types of impact then gives the total GVAeconomic impact.

Figure 3-1- Method used to estimate GVAimpacts

Direct GVA Impacts

GVA-output ratio Direct GVA impact

Indirect GVA Impacts

Direct GVA Type | multiplier — 1 Indirect GVA impact

Induced GVA Impacts

Direct GVA Type Il multiplier — Type | multiplier Induced GVA impact

In addition to the direct, indirect and induced impact, there are also spillover
impacts from the economic activity. For example, the grant bringing additional
visitors to the heritage site who are spending money locally (cafés, restaurants,
transport and/or hotels for overnight visitors).

When undertaking economic impact analysis, it is also important to consider any
displacement effect. That is, whether the economic activity is ‘newly created’ or
whether it is only displaced from economic activity elsewhere. This involves
gathering the relevant data (such as where an individual may have gone instead to
spend their time or money if they had not visited the site being valued) or making
the relevant assumptions about the scale of additional economic activity that is due
to the programme.

It is worth noting that there currently is not a best practice guidance on
undertaking economic impact assessment for the culture and heritage sector

s UK Input-Output tables produced by the Office for National Statistics (ONS)
"GVAmultipliers produced by the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency

(NISRA)



http://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/nationalaccounts/supplyandusetables/datasets/ukinputoutputanalyticaltablesindustrybyindustry
http://www.nisra.gov.uk/publications/ni-economic-accounts-project-2019-and-2020-experimental-results
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specifically, however it is Simetrica-Jacobs’ understanding that it might become
available in the future as interest within government to explore this grows. For
example, the latest iteration of HM Treasury Green Book, published in January 2026,
now specifically includes a section on ‘costs and benefits for the economy’ and notes
that impacts on GDPand GVAmay form part of higher-level research that shapes
wider policy development.

Moreover, there are standardised approaches within the sector, such as the
application of the ONSoutput per job estimatess or the Association of Independent

Museum (AIM) Economic Impact Toolkit®

GVA: Relevance to the Heritage Fund

Benefits to the economy are likely to be created by grantee projects that aim
to generate new economic activity in an area though new jobs and/or
additional expenditure by the organisation or its visitors. These projects
should aim to value their economic impact. There are different approaches
that can be used to value economic impact. The approach adopted should
be proportionate and commensurate to the project.

A basic approach would be the application of the ONSoutput per job
estimates. This approach requires minimal data i.e.,, number of jobs and
respective sector. There are regional specific output per job estimates as well
as sector specific which can be used. This approach produces high level
estimates of GVA

A high standard approach involves the application of the AIM Economic
Impact Toolkit. This is a rigorous off-the shelf toolkit with built-in
assumptions and adjustments to calibrate for gaps in the data. At a
minimum, data is required on the post code of the project, number of jobs
and visitor information. This approach produces both gross and net
(accounting for displacement) GVAfigures, as well as ready-made economic
impact statements which can be included in reports. It is however important
to note that this tool is primarily intended for museums.

Lastly, a gold standard approach involves undertaking a bespoke
evaluation. Data requirement will vary depending on the evaluator, however,
are likely to include project specific information on visitor spend and

¢ ONS estimates for GVA jobs and output per job by section level industry, as defined
by the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)

> Association of Independent Museum (AIM) Economic Impact Toolkit developed by
Dr. Stephen Connolly and Jonathan Durnin



http://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/economicoutputandproductivity/productivitymeasures/datasets/outputperjobuk/current
http://www.aim-museums.co.uk/resources/economic-impact-of-independent-museum-sector
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organisation spend, broken down by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)
codes, as well as data on number of jobs. The output from this approach will
vary depending on the evaluator, however, will likely include GVAfigures
broken down into direct, indirect, induced and spillover effects, as well as
adjustments for displacement / attribution consideration. This is the most
resource intensive approach. Overall, regardless of the approach used, it is
advisable that a narrative on the benefits to the economy accompany the
guantitative data on employment and contribution to GDP.

3.2 Benefits for society

HM Treasury Green Book guidance states:

“[It] is based on the principles of welfare economics. The social value of a
proposal is the value it brings to residents of the United Kingdom. This is not
limited simply to financial returns, but all the benefits, costs and risks that
affect people’s wellbeing. Social value includes economic prosperity, justice,
security, the climate, the environment, people’s health and wellbeing, as well
as distributional effects. It relates to the whole population served by the UK
government, not just the interests of the government itself or taxpayers alone.

rn

The term ‘social value’ is sometimes referred to as ‘public value'.

Given the focus on the UK population, a wide range of stakeholders are considered.
This includes but is not limited to employees, volunteers, participants, visitors and
society (from a public purse perspective).

A range of different methods are outlined within the HM Treasury Green Book to
estimate the benefits for society, which can be used together within appraisal and
evaluation. These include, among others, the elicitation of willingness to pay (WTP)
figures for the provision of public goods (such as clean air, parks, maintaining
historical assets), valuing health benefits (using QALY method) or valuing wellbeing
benefits (using WELLBY method).

3.2.1 Willingness To Pay

There are two strands of methods to elicit willingness to pay figures: Stated
Preference and Revealed Preference methods.

Stated Preference methods use specially constructed questionnaires to ask people
directly how much their Willingness to Pay (WTP) for (or Willingness to Accept) a
particular outcome is. Revealed Preference methods observe people’s behaviour in
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related markets to deduce a value from a cost they would have paid to access that
good or something as part of a wider decision.

These preference-based techniques, particularly Stated Preference methods, have
been greatly used for the monetary valuation of culture and heritage assets. That is
because many of the benefits provided by these assets are not typically reflected in
market prices (due to free entry, subsidised price, etc.).

The benefit of the WTP method is that it can estimate the value that visitors obtain
from engaging with the asset (i.e. use value) as well as the value held even when not
engaging with the asset (i.e., non-use value).

Use values include the direct use benefits that derive from engagement with culture
(for example, inspiration from visiting a heritage attraction). Indirect use benefits
derive without directly engaging with culture (for example, enjoyment of the town

or enjoyment of a heritage venue's services, such as a restaurant). Option value refers
to benefits from knowing a cultural institution could be used in the future (for
example, the option to visit a specific heritage site later or enjoy its future legacy).

Cultural services can be valued even by those who do not directly use them (non-use
value). Existence value refers to benefits from knowing that a cultural institution
exists (for example, the increased civic pride in knowing a town has high quality
heritage). Bequest value benefits arise from knowing cultural institutions will be
available to future generations (for example, knowing our children will be able to
enjoy a particular heritage attraction). Altruistic value can come from knowing that
cultural institutions are available to other people alive today. others will benefit,
either now, or in the future (for example, the satisfaction from knowing people can
experience high quality heritage attractions generally). This is outlined in Figure 3-2.
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Figure 3-2 Total value by components

Inspiration Enjoyment Option to Increased Knowing Satisfaction
from of the town visit civic pride our knowing
visiting and venues heritage in knowing children people can
heritage services, later or to the town will be experience
attraction such as enjoy its has high able to high
restaurant future quality enjoy quality
legacy heritage heritage heritage

attraction

attractions

In other words, the WTP method is particularly useful in the estimation of the

intrinsic or existence value of these cultural or heritage assets. Visitors can hold both
use and non-use value, whereas non-visitors (within the catchment area) would only
hold non-use value.

Noteworthy WTP evidence work in the sector include:

e The Department for Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) Culture and
Heritage Evidence Bankr which sets out WTPvalues from a range
of studies for a range of assets (built heritage, historical amenities,
garden, historic high streets etc);

e Greater Manchester Combined Authority (GMCA) Unit Cost
Database" which sets out monetary values from a range of studies
which can be applied within the culture sector (although not all
have been derived through a WTP method); and

v DCMS Culture and Heritage Evidence Bank (2021)
" GMCAUnit Cost Database



http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/rapid-evidence-assessment-culture-and-heritage-valuation-studies
http://www.greatermanchester-ca.gov.uk/what-we-do/research/research-cost-benefit-analysis
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e Arts Council England (ACE) Guidance notes® on applying WTP
values in benefit transfer, with a focus on regional museums, local
museums, galleries and theatres.

Benefit transfer (also known as value transfer) is the approach of applying an
already estimated WTPvalue(s) from one or more other studies to the site to be
valued. It is important that the asset categories match as otherwise benefit transfer
is not suitable. In addition, when applying the value(s) these should be suitably
modified for the specific context of the site to be valued e.g., adjusting for differences
in income between the study site(s) and the site to be valued.

WTP:. Relevance to the Heritage Fund

Willingness to Pay (WTP) methods are most suited to projects that aim to
increase attendance to the project site. There are different approaches
that can be used to apply or estimate WTPvalues for the project site. The
approach adopted should be proportionate and commensurate to the
project.

A basic approach would be presenting data / information on visitor
numbers and their breakdown. The narrative can note the different forms
of use and non-use value specific to the project site.

A high standard approach would be the application of existing WTPvalues
from other studies through benefit transfer. These WTPvalues can be taken
from, but not limited to, the DCMS Culture and Heritage Evidence Bank, GM
CAUnit Cost Database and ACE Guidance Notes. It is very important that
the asset categories from the study site to the site to be valued match. This
may be a particular difficulty for Heritage Fund grant projects due to their
more unique heritage asset class. This approach requires data on the
number of visitors and visitor information is advisable (% local, % first-time
visitors etc). It is advisable to consult with a valuation
professional/economist when undertaking benefit transfer. The output
from this approach will be a high-level monetary estimate of the value of
the project site both for visitors and non-visitors.

Lastly, a gold standard approach involves undertaking a bespoke WTP
study for the project specific site. This approach is appropriate in situations
where benefit transfer cannot be applied due to the absence of a
comparable asset class / the uniqueness of the project site. This approach is
however more resource and time intensive as it requires specific survey
design and data collection. It is advisable to consult with a valuation
professional/economist when undertaking a WTPstudy. The output from

2 ACE Guidance Notes



http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/culture-heritage-capital
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this approach will be a monetary estimate specifically of the value of the
project site both for visitors and non-visitors. This was not seen in any of the
case studies, most likely due to significant resource and expertise required
for such a WTP study.

Overall, regardless of the approach used, it is advisable that any visitor
survey insights be incorporated.

3.2.2 QALY

The QALY (Quality Adjusted Life Year) is the most common method used in the
appraisal of health policies. A QALY-based approach measures the quantity of life in
good health delivered by a programme with a focus on health from a physical
perspective. Monetary valuations of QALYs are available for the UK. As noted in the
HM Treasury Green Book, the current monetary WTPvalue for a QALY is £70,000 in
2020/21 prices.

QALYs are commonly used in the health sector, however, have also been applied
numerously in the arts, culture and sector®.

3.2.3 WELLBY

In 2013, the OECD released a set of guidelines, as part of its Better Life Initiative, on
subjective wellbeing measurement. Providing international recommendations on
collecting, publishing, and analysing subjective wellbeing data, they covered best
practice on how to collect people's evaluations and experiences of life, as well as
collecting measures of psychological wellbeing. The Guidelines made the case for
their relevance to policy making, and why national statistical agencies have a critical
role to play in enhancing the usefulness of such measures.

In parallel, the Office of National Statistics (ONS) launched its Measuring National
Well-being (MNW) programme in 2010 with the aim to “develop and publish an
accepted and trusted set of National Statistics which help people understand and
monitor well-being”. They describe wellbeing as “how we are doing” as individuals,
as communities and as a nation, and how sustainable this is for the future. As part of
this programme, the ONS 4 questions on personal wellbeing (The ONS4) were
deployed across a range of datasets. The ONS4 ask:

s DCMS Culture and Heritage Capital: Monetising the Impact of Culture and Heritage
on Health and Wellbeing (2024)



http://www.assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/678e2ecf432c55fe2988f615/rpt_-_Frontier_Health_and_Wellbeing_Final_Report_09_12_24_accessible_final.pdf
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e Life satisfaction: Overall, how satisfied are you with your life
nowadays?

¢ Worthwhile: Overall, to what extent do you feel that the things you
do in your life are worthwhile?

e Happiness: Overall, how happy did you feel yesterday?

e Anxiety: On a scale where 0 is “not at all anxious” and 10 is
“‘completely anxious”, overall, how anxious did you feel yesterday?

Each of these questions, are asked on a 0-10 scale where is O is “Not all”and 10 is
“Completely”.

The development of appropriate metrics to directly measure wellbeing and their
wide use since then, has led to the development of a new valuation method. The life
satisfaction approach (also known as the WELLBY approach). A WELLBY equates to
a one-point change in life satisfaction on a 0-10 scale, per person per year. The
WELLBY approach estimates the value of non-market goods by looking at how they
impact on people’s reported wellbeing (life satisfaction). There now exists a
Supplementary Green Book Guidance on Wellbeing in Appraisal“. As noted in the
Supplementary Guidance, a WELLBY has a value of £13,000 in 2019 prices.

There is also a wide body of literature exploring the impact on wellbeing from
engaging in cultural activities. For example:

e Historic England ‘Cultural Heritage Capital and Wellbeing:
Examining the relationship between heritage density and life
satisfaction’, explores the link between heritage density and
wellbeings,

¢ Krekel and MacKerron ‘Back to Edgeworth? Estimating the value
of time using hedonic experiences’, estimates the wellbeing
benefits of spending time in exhibitions and museums; and

“ HM Treasury Green Book Supplementary Guidance on Wellbeing in Appraisal

s Historic England ‘Cultural Heritage Capital and Wellbeing: Examining the
relationship between heritage density and life satisfaction’ (2024)

e Krekel, C. and MacKerron, G. ‘Back to Edgeworth? Estimating the value of time using
hedonic experiences’ (2023)



http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/green-book-supplementary-guidance-wellbeing
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/results/reports/18-2024
https://cep.lse.ac.uk/pubs/download/dp1932.pdf
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e Lawton et al. ‘'Happy Days: Does volunteering make us happier or
is it that happier people volunteer’, explores the impact on
wellbeing of volunteering in the cultural sector.

WELLBY: Relevance to the Heritage Fund

WELLBY methods are suited to projects that aim to create benefits to
society, such as by engaging volunteers, increasing cultural engagement of
individuals, increasing heritage density for the local commmunity or improving
the visitor experience (leading to longer visits). There are different
approaches that can be used to value wellbeing benefits for society. The
approach adopted should be proportionate and commensurate to the
project.

A basic approach would be to identify the beneficiaries for the project and
present some demographics data as well as narrative of the expected
benefits and overall impact on wellbeing.

A high standard approach would be the application of wellbeing values
(monetised using the WELLBY) from the literature. There is also a wide body
of literature exploring the impact on wellbeing from engaging in cultural
activities. The required data will vary based on the wellbeing value being
applied, however at a minimum will require number of beneficiaries. It is
advisable to consult with a valuation professional/economist when applying
wellbeing values. The output from this approach will be monetary estimates
of the wellbeing value to beneficiaries of the project.

Lastly, a gold standard approach involves the application of wellbeing
values from the literature (as per the high standard approach) and
triangulating this with wellbeing data collected directly from the
beneficiaries. This should include, but not be limited to, the ONS 4 questions
on personal wellbeing. Other more transitory measures of wellbeing can also
be included, such as the Short Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale
(SWEMWBS) can also be included. The beneficiaries to be surveyed may
include visitors, programme participants, volunteers, organisation employees
etc. This approach is more resource and time intensive (particularly if
collected baseline and endline data). The output from this approach will be
monetary estimates of the wellbeing value to beneficiaries of the project,
alongside project specific wellbeing evidence.

v | awton et al. ‘Happy Days: Does volunteering make us happier or is it that happier

people volunteer, Journal of Happiness Studies’ (2020)



https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10902-020-00242-8
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4 Data points

The evaluation reports reviewed all applied different evaluation approaches and
different economic valuation methods, as well as collected or made use of different
data points to evidence the impact of the project. This diversity is encouraged, and
we recommend the use of different approaches, methods and data points to best
fit the aim of the project. For example, certain evaluations may use the AIM Toolkit to
measure the economic impact of the project, while others may undertake a bespoke
evaluation using different data points. Others may not consider the benefits for the
economy at all if not relevant to the overall intent or aim of the project.

It is also important to acknowledge that proportionality should be applied (as
noted in the HM Treasury Green Book). That is, it is expected that larger projects will
have larger evaluation budgets than smaller projects and hence will undertake more
in-depth evaluations. This highlights the importance of building a strong narrative in
the evaluation report as well as flexibility in the data collected based on its relevance
to the project.

We support any ongoing or future discussion between the Heritage Fund and DCMS
to possibly align their future monitoring and evaluation strategies® and similarly to
work alongside each other in further expanding and developing the Culture and
Heritage Capital framework® to aid in further demonstrating the value (in its
broadest sense) of the arts, culture and heritage.

Overall, it important to have clarity on the data, including any information on how
the data was collected e.g., surveys, counter for footfall etc, and period that is
covered by the data. The evaluation should also note any data caveats e.g., possible
seasonality effects to when data collected or possible biases to the collection
process. It is also important to note any assumptions made within the analysis in the
absence of project specific dataz.

® DCMS Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy 2026 to 2031

©» DCMS Culture and Heritage Capital portal

2 For example, for museums that are a key attraction in the local area, in the absence
of any dwell time data, the AIM toolkit assumes that one-half day can be attributed to

each visitor. Project specific quantitative data or evidence should be used as for the
assumptions if available instead.


https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dcms-monitoring-and-evaluation-strategy-2026-to-2031
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/culture-and-heritage-capital-portal

Economic Valuation Methods for the Heritage Fund

Table 4-1 outlines recommended data points for evidencing and measuring the benefits for the economy (where relevant
to the project). It is important to note that additional / different data points may be required by the different project

evaluations.

Table 4-1 Possible data points for benefits for the economy

| | Data Heritage Fund already collect | Data not currently collected by Heritage Fund

e Project area postcode
?;::Zr:r?l!r)\lended e Project stari: and end date
foralllprojects o N_umber of jobs c_reated —for
high level GVAusing ONS per
output
e Number of regular
volunteers

e Narrative on the economic impact of the project and
overall project intent

e Document any other assumptions made, data points
used or literature applied

with benefits to
the economy
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[ | pata Heritage Fund already collect | Data not currently collected by Heritage Fund

e Jobs breakdown (specifying whether supported or
created, full-time or part-time, local to project area
etc) — may be needed for bespoke GVA

e The Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) 2 the
project or job(s) most closely map to — for more
project-specific GVAusing ONS per output and may be
needed for bespoke GVA

e Project organisation expenditure (optional SIC
breakdown - may be needed for bespoke GVA

e Visitors spend and travel survey (optional SIC
breakdown - may be needed for bespoke GVA

e Visitor information e.g., through a visitor survey
(number of visitors, proportion day visitors vs
overnight visitors, domestic vs international, dwell
time) - for AIM toolkit and may be needed for bespoke
GVA

e Any displacement / additionality data e.g., asking
visitors what they would have done in absence of the
activity — may be needed for bespoke GVA

e Number of apprenticeships

Recommended Created

for suitable e Number of traineeships

projects created

e Average volunteer time (e.g.
hours per month

2 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) as defined by the ONS



https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/classificationsandstandards/ukstandardindustrialclassificationofeconomicactivities
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Table 4-2 outlines the recommended data points for evidencing and measuring the benefits for society (where relevant to
the project). It is important to note that additional / different data points may be required by the different project

evaluations.

Table 4-2 Possible data points for benefits for society

e Project area postcode

e Project start and end date

Strongly e Number of regular

;g:g:rn:g.nei:: volunteers - for WELLBY

proj e Listed building status

e Project heritage area

e Number of on-site visitors —
for WTPvia benefit transfer
and /or WELLBY

with benefits to
society

[ | pata Heritage Fund already collect | Data not currently collected by Heritage Fund

Narrative on the social impact of the

project and overall project intent

Document any other assumptions made (e.g.,
around additionality or deadweight), data points
used or literature applied
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[ | pata Heritage Fund already collect | Data not currently collected by Heritage Fund

e Stakeholder baseline and endline wellbeing
surveys (employees, visitors, participants,
volunteers etc)

e Stakeholder baseline and endline surveys to show
outcomes achieved e.g., reduced loneliness for
older people involved in arts programme,
increased sense of community for project
volunteers etc - for WELLBY

e Breakdown of volunteers (specifying regularity of
volunteering and time spent, new volunteers or
re-purposed volunteers etc) — for WELLBY

e Visitor/participant information e.g. through a
visitor survey (number of visitors / programme
participants, proportion day visitors vs overnight
visitors, domestic vs international, first-time vs
regular, same visitor or different visitor, visitor
postcode, demographics etc) — for WTPvia benefit
transfer and/or WELLBY

e Visitor dwell time (baseline and endline) - for
WELLBY

e Public perception of heritage improvement in
the local areas - for WELLBY

e Ticket price and/or restricted /public access - for
WTP

e Visitor WTPsurvey — for bespoke WTPvalue

Recommended e Number of online visitors (for
data for suitable digital offering) — for WTPvia
projects benefit transfer



The data collected by the Heritage Fund as part of the grant project journey can
already be used to apply the valuation methods (albeit a basic approach).
Specifically:

e The data on the number of jobs created can be used to estimate GV
Athrough the ONSoutput per job method;

e The data on the number of regular volunteers can be used to
estimate the wellbeing effect for volunteers through the WELLBY
method by applying the wellbeing value of volunteering from the
literature;

e The data on the number of visitors can be used to estimate the
non-market value held by society for the site (WTPvalues from the
literature / guidance notes applied via benefit transfer approach)
and / or the wellbeing benefit for visitors / participants (through
WELLBY methods by applying relevant wellbeing values of cultural
engagement from the literature).

For a higher standard or gold standard approach, additional data is required (as set
out in Table 4-1and Table 4-2). The next section (Section 5) sets out our
recommendations for collecting and using this data in practice.



5 Recommendations and next steps

It is important that projects consider evidencing and measuring the benefits they
bring to the economy and society. Focusing on wellbeing and economic impact
data (where relevant) can provide a consistent way for projects to understand and
measure their impact.

Overall, we recommend scalable evaluation approaches and economic valuation
methods be adopted_by the grantee organisations. The Heritage Fund should push
for the collection of strongly recommended data (much of which is already being
collected), however flexibility and proportionality should be applied with respect to
the collection of any additional data.

Opportunities

It is an opportune time for the Heritage Fund to review its grant project data as we
understand that this is consistent with the 10-year strategy that the Heritage Fund
is pursuing, which is pushing for a more harmonised and comprehensive data driven
approach. We recommend that the new data and valuation methods are considered
for projects funded under Heritage 2033. It is also worth noting the ongoing sectoral
research, such as that under the DCMS Culture and Heritage Capital Framework,
which may provide the Heritage Fund and its grant recipient organisations with
further guidance, research and application of the valuation methods within a
heritage context,

Challenges

The Heritage Fund should be mindful of the following challenges in promoting the
valuation methods and respective data collection:

e Flexibility should be a guiding principle. That is, for more unique
projects, the recommended data may not all be relevant and
instead an evaluation of impact may require different data points.
In such cases, it is advisable that the narrative surrounding the
evaluation emphasise the uniqueness of the project and the
specific impact it is achieving. This also applies for smaller scale
projects.

e Scalability and proportionality are key. That is, all projects should
strive to report on, measure and evidence their impact. However, it
is acceptable for the degree of rigour and depth to vary based on



the size of the project and grant organisation. For example, for a
small budget project it is suitable to estimate GVAbased on the ONS
job per output or using the off-the shelf AIM toolkit, rather than
commissioning a bespoke GVA As another example, for a very large
budget project it may be appropriate to collect baseline and
endline surveys (asking programme participants about outcomes
achieved and their wellbeing) and only providing data on the
number of participants instead being insufficient for an evaluation.

e The benefits to the economy and to society can be reported
together even if estimated using different valuation methods, e.g.,
WTPand WELLBY. However, care should be taken to ensure there is
no double counting of benefits. This is particularly acute when the
same stakeholder incurs multiple benefits. A Theory of Change or
Logic Model can help identify the key benefits for each stakeholder
and minimise the risk of double counting.

e Certain grantee organisations may require additional support and
resource to meet the data requirements. This is particularly likely for
organisations which do not have the in-house expertise and/or the
resource to obtain expert advice / support. The Heritage Fund may
wish to provide data collection resources (e.g., template visitor
survey) to assist those organisations who have less experience in
collecting the additional data.

Recommendations

The Heritage Fund should consider using or encouraging grantee organisations to
use the data already collected to apply the valuation methods (in as far as
possible). Specifically:

e The data on the number of jobs created can be used to estimate GV
Athrough the ONSoutput per job method;

e The data on the number of regular volunteers can be used to
estimate the wellbeing effect for volunteers through the WELLBY
method;

e The data on the number of visitors can be used to estimate the
non-market value held by society for the site (via the WTP
approach) and / or the wellbeing benefit for visitors / participants.

Based on our testing of the methods with respect to the various case studies, we
think the GVA methods are the most straightforward to implement (given the
existence of the ONSoutput per job and AIM toolkit).



Conversely, with respect to the WTP method (both if applying WTPvalues via benefit
transfer or if undertaking a bespoke study), it is advisable to consult with a valuation
professional/economist. Moreover, some of heritage assets funded by the Heritage
Fund do not neatly match existing WTP categories, restricting the feasibility of
benefit transfer and supporting the use of proportionate alternatives (e.g., bespoke
WTP study or adoption of WELLBY method).

With respect to the WELLBY method, it seems that wellbeing values from the
literature can map to the grant project outcomes more easily. Again, it is advisable to
consult with a valuation professional/economist when applying wellbeing values.
However, it is still possible for grantee organisations to collect the supporting data /
evidence for these methods (e.g., wellbeing surveys) and present this alongside their
narrative of impact.

In parallel, the Heritage Fund should consider what steps are required to ensure the
strongly recommended data is collected and that grantee organisations are able
to collect the additional desirable data, if appropriate for them (see Table 4-1 and
Table 4-2). This may include:

e Running a session outlining the data requirements and how to
determine whether relevant to the grant project;

e Running a training session on the valuation methods, noting that a
basic approach or use of supporting tools (e.g. AIM toolkit) can be
undertaken in-house, however for the higher and gold standard
additional expertise may be required;

e Provide template data collection resources (e.g., visitor survey) to
assist those organisations who have less experience in collecting
the additional data; and

e Sharing example evaluation reports / collected data for similar
grantee projects with the other organisations.

Long-term we recommend facilitating more knowledge exchange amongst the
grantee organisations, such as through the sharing and discussion of respective
grantee evaluation reports. It is important to foster an environment of continuous
learning and sharing.

Lastly, whilst there are a lot of efforts across the sector in developing research and
guidance, certain gaps remain. As an aspirational long-term recommendation, we
encourage the Heritage Fund and grantee organisations to consider the merit of

further research to explore:



e gaps in the valuation of certain Heritage Fund assets. That is,
whether there is sufficient existing research on the value of specific
heritage fund asset classes, such as castles or historic gardens.

e gaps in understanding of impact. For example, official guidance on
conducting economic impact assessments to understand the
benefits for the economy or understanding the impact that multi-
purpose venues can provide (without double counting of benefits).

e application and integration of ongoing research. For example,
how the Heritage Fund breadth of funding ties in with DCMS
taxonomy work= and ongoing Historic England research= on the
links between heritage and wellbeing and health or the wider DCM
S Culture and Heritage Capital Framework.

2 DCMSand Arts and Humanities Research Council, Arts Culture and Heritage
Taxonomies

» For example, Historic England, ‘Connecting People and Place: Valuing the Felt
Experiences of Historic Places' (2026)



https://historicengland.org.uk/research/current/social-and-economic-research/culture-and-heritage-capital/achtaxonomies
https://eprints.gla.ac.uk/376324/1/376324.pdf
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