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Executive summary

1 PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP (“PwC”) was commissioned in 2007 by the Department for Culture Media
and Sport (“DCMS”), Cadw and Historic Scotland (“HS”) to investigate the costs and benefits of World
Heritage Site (“WHS”) status in the UK. The work is intended to support a wider review of World Heritage
policy that is currently being led by DCMS. This report presents the findings and conclusions of our cost
benefit study.

2 In addressing this work we have used a methodology involving several different work streams. These
included a literature review of previous research in this area1, a consultation programme with over
seventy different individuals and a wide range of organisations representing public and private sector
interests in the subject. We also undertook a wider cost survey of 17 of the 24 UK domestic World
Heritage sites2 and six discrete case studies of UK World Heritage Sites. The case studies included the
New and Old Towns of Edinburgh, the Tower of London, the Castles and Town Walls of King Edward I of
Gwynedd, Studley Park Royal and Fountains Abbey, Blaenavon Industrial Landscape and the Dorset and
East Devon ‘Jurassic’ Coast3. Furthermore, as part of these case studies, we have undertaken a postal
survey of some 1,660 residents across these six sites.

3 This Executive Summary is structured around five overarching questions which were posed in our original
brief but also includes some summary guidance for aspiring sites, outlining the key questions they should
consider.

1. What are the costs and benefits associated with WHS status and who incurs
or gains them?

4 The areas of cost and benefit we considered in our analysis emerged from our desk review of previous
literature written in this area and they are defined in the cost benefit framework which can be seen in
Figure 1. We have used this framework as the basis for our analysis.

5 A crucial element which should be emphasised at the outset of our report is the concept of
‘additionality’. Throughout this study we have only sought to identify those costs and benefits which are
directly attributable to WHS status excluding those which may simply be loosely related to it. We wish to
separate those outcomes which would have taken place anyway regardless of WHS status from those
which would not. We have therefore reported on the latter.

6 This framework was developed from the areas of costs and benefits that were emphasised in the existing
literature and it was validated both at a meeting of the policy review steering group and through our initial
consultations. It has directly informed our data collection activities surrounding the case studies, costing

1 PwC, 2007, ‘The Costs and Benefits of UK World Heritage Site Status, A literature review for the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport’
2 This excludes those within the overseas territories. Which are subject to very different protection
arrangements and an alternative legal and political framework to domestic UK sites which would further
complicate comparability of results. We have therefore excluded them from our analysis.
3 See PwC, 2007, ‘The Costs and Benefits of UK World Heritage Site Status, Case Study Summaries for
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport’
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information and postal surveys of residents.

Figure 1: The Cost/Benefit framework
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7 The work does not include a full account of reactive monitoring activities since insufficient data was not
available from our case studies, literature review or site costing pro-formas to make such assessments. It
also does not include the possible benefits internationally of being active in the World Heritage
Convention and the contribution to such benefit of individual sites, for instance as examples of best
practice.

8 Central government guidance4 identifies many different methodologies which can be used to assess and
value costs and benefits. These methodologies allow the measurement of both purely financial flows
which have a direct market value as well as less tangible benefits where there is no directly attributable
market value. Where applicable, the latter often involves the use of stated or revealed preference
methodologies, including hedonic pricing which takes a value from a related or complimentary good or
service where there is a market value (e.g. the affect of built heritage on property values) and contingent
valuation which effectively asks beneficiaries for their ‘willingness to pay’ for certain activities. This means
that some methodologies and approaches exist, which in some instances can be used to infer a value for
certain activities.

Costs

9 The costs associated with WHS status are difficult to define largely due to the fact that the sites are so
different in terms of ownership, size, nature and location. In particular a significant amount of cost is tied
up in the time input from partners and these inputs are particularly hard to scale with the total costs being
largely related to the number of partners and the nature of their involvement. This means that there are
likely to be a significant amount of hidden costs and the existence of these hidden costs suggests that the
assessments made here are likely to be underestimates.

10 In the three tables below, we have identified the costs in relation to WHS nomination, the preparation of
the management plan and the management costs to the individual sites5. There are significant differences
between these sites and there is clearly no ‘normal’ way that sites are either nominated or managed and
this should be borne in mind when considering costs. In particular the partner and consultation time
associated with the nomination process and the partner and consultation time associated with the
preparation of the management plan should not be double counted. Furthermore in the majority of

4 HM Treasury, 2003, The Green Book
5 All employment costs reflect salaries and ‘on-costs’ in terms of overheads











PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP7

are located in densely populated urban locations where they operate as living sites, whilst others are
located in rural locations which present entirely different challenges and opportunities. In costing terms
urban locations are generally likely to require a more significant level of resource in management since
the levels of activity within or surrounding the location are likely to be higher. This is also true of the
development pressures that exist indicating a relatively higher opportunity cost and a correspondingly
higher benefit in terms of conservation, although not as much as it could be if WHS status carried
statutory protection currently. In rural sites the pressure from development is generally likely to be much
lower but the natural landscape presents entirely new challenges. The results from our postal survey of
residents and from our case study research indicate that it was rural sites like Dorset and East Devon that
felt the balance between conservation and economic development was being least well struck, which
might suggest that rural locations are more concerned about new development and increasing numbers
of visitors than urban sites.

23 The location of the site is also important in relation to the size of its population and supporting transport
and visitor infrastructure. Sites located further from the established tourism trails are likely to find it more
difficult to attract significant numbers of tour operators or international visitors. Similarly if sites are in
close proximity to larger towns and cities they have a greater potential to attract tourists as well as school
and educational visits.

24 The motivations for WHS status- It could be said that ‘WHS status is what you make of it’. Where the
status has been used to full effect it has provided benefits by bringing partners together and leveraging
additional funding and not infrequently it has led to new developments and enhanced educational benefits
as well as improved conservation and even regeneration in some locations. Where these opportunities
have not been seized there have been more limited benefits. The benefits that sites attribute to WHS
status are therefore strongly related to the motives they had for bidding and correspondingly what they
have used the status for.

25 Marketing activity- This is an outcome of the motivations point. Overall it is unclear whether the level of
marketing undertaken by each site has any significant effect on its tourism numbers. The two most
recently inscribed sites we studied do appear to have invested more significant resource than others to
market their WHS status and this might be reflected in the higher awareness amongst local residents of
the area’s WHS status, or it might simply be because the site was inscribed more recently. Overall across
all of the sites the impact WHS status appears to have made on visitors is minimal and it is unclear
whether WHS status on its own is ever likely to be a significant enough factor in attracting higher
numbers of visitors. Undoubtedly sites should be encouraging the use of the WHS status and the logo in
supporting marketing activities in order to increase the benefits tourism can offer, however it is not clear
what effect this can be expected to have on individual sites.

26 The nature of the site- The nature of the site is a key factor in determining the type and level of
community benefits offered by WHS status. Some sites, because of the heritage asset itself and what it
represents to the local population, can act as a divergent force in the local community rather than a
convergent one leading to very little civic pride. In addition, some heritage assets were seen as having a
very strong link with the national education curriculum whereas others had a much weaker link reducing
some of the educational benefits. Cultural and natural sites whilst reflecting different aspects of our
heritage are subject to the same management arrangements but there is some evidence that those
operating as natural sites are more concerned with the impact of economic development and increased
visitor numbers.

27 Heritage listing arrangements- Sites which are already afforded protection by existing legislation and
supporting protection system are less likely to gain significant conservation benefits from WHS status
than those which are not already heavily listed. This is also true of the overseas territories where less
effective conservation listing arrangements were considered to operate; here consultees provided
examples of sites where WHS designation has made a significant impact on conservation, protecting two
species of bird due to the additional weight provided by WHS status in a less detailed and substantial
protection system.

3. How are the costs and benefits perceived and how prepared are sites for
them?
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28 It is clear from all elements of the project work that in the past costs and benefits of WHS status have not
been well understood, but it is our belief that this is improving as awareness is raised. This is likely to be
highly relevant with regard to costs. Furthermore, it is the awareness amongst newly inscribed sites that
is the most significant factor informing future activity.

29 In general across all areas of costs, individuals were aware of the direct areas of cost but there are no
established benchmarks for these and little understanding of opportunity costs. Amongst the benefit
areas, some like partnership and additional funding benefits are well referenced in the existing literature
and the claims appear to be broadly consistent. In other areas benefits are either not understood or
indeed overstated with regard to tourism and regeneration.

30 Similarly recognition of what World Heritage represents ensures that the requirements of managing a site
will be more widely understood. However, if the requirements of WHS status continue to develop and
change, clarity around these is unlikely to be achieved.

31 It is also evident from our analysis that, even if sites are not well prepared for the requirements of WHS
status, the status does appear to correlate positively with a significant increase in public investment to
support activities to meet, and indeed exceed, these requirements.

4. How can these costs and benefits be optimised in the future?

32 There are a number of actions that could be taken to both reduce costs and increase benefits in the
future and these have been outlined below.

Reducing costs

33 Better guidance- In general the costs associated with both bidding and management are felt to be not
well understood and better guidance for sites would be beneficial. Greater clarity regarding the level of
cost and benefit would better equip sites to make decisions concerning whether or not to bid for WHS
status. Similarly, a more accurately defined process for bidders linked to costs supported by clearer
templates and guidance for nomination bids would also facilitate better understanding of what is required
and what is not. Greater clarity, resulting from investigation and research, concerning the nature and
characteristics of sites which are likely, and unlikely, to be accepted onto the World Heritage List could
also provide potential nominations with more objective guidance about when to bid, thereby improving
decision making. Furthermore, if sites bid for WHS status and are not successful, whilst they are likely to
gain some of the benefits associated with WHS in terms of the understanding and knowledge generated
through the production of the management plan and the partnership benefits they are unlikely to gain the
full benefit of WHS inscription. We provide some summary guidance for aspiring sites which outlines the
key questions they should consider before bidding.

34 Process- The process of becoming a WHS is currently not time defined and sites can sit within the
process for many years (10 or more). This is another significant driver of bidding costs. If a process could
be established which took less time and was more explicit regarding requirements, with bids being
removed earlier from the process and a tighter pipeline of fewer potential sites this would reduce time
costs and other resources for all concerned. This would require a more clearly defined process than the
current Tentative List approach allows with bids being able to come forward, be developed and then
submitted to the UNESCO committee within much shorter timeframes.

35 Understanding governance and management- The governance and management arrangements differ
significantly across all sites and this is another significant driver of costs. Whilst we acknowledge the
need for each site to in part define the arrangements that are right for them, a more complete
understanding of the different arrangements in place and how these affect the ability of the management
to operate economically, efficiently and effectively would be beneficial. This is particularly true of
partnership arrangements, which are a significant driver of costs and benefits.

36 Private sector involvement- An intuitive response to reducing costs is to encourage greater private
sector participation and funding in WHS. After reviewing the current arrangements within the six case
studies it is difficult to see the circumstances under which this might be achieved. However, we would
encourage sites to continue to work to more closely align the benefits of WHS status with the private
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sector and encourage private sector funding in those instances where this is possible. This may well
require clarification by the State Party (DCMS) regarding the use of WHS in commercial marketing
activities. However, if this could be achieved then the public costs would be correspondingly reduced.

Increasing benefits

37 Some activities were consistently mentioned amongst those we consulted as interventions which would
enhance the overall management of the site and increase the benefits from WHS status. These included
ensuring that a full time WHS co-ordinator was in place at all sites and that core funding was
made available on a permanent basis to ensure co-ordinator time was focussed on the management of
the site rather than spent completing future funding applications.

38 A further important issue when considering actions to increase the benefits from WHS status is to
consider who these benefits are for. Where benefits are to be increased at a local level, different actions
are required to those needed to increase benefits at a national level. We have, therefore, distinguished
actions at a national level from those at a local level.

Nationally

39 Raising awareness of WHS status- Raising awareness of WHS status at a national level could
encourage greater understanding and appreciation of what it represents and can provide. This could have
corresponding benefits for greater national and community pride benefits as well as for conservation and
public accountability purposes.

40 Statutory protection for World Heritage Sites and greater recognition in planning- Providing
statutory protection for World Heritage Sites and integrating it formally into the UK listing system would
provide the protection that sites require from new development. Due to the high level of existing listings
that sites hold already, this protection would need to be significant to add any additional value. However,
this would formally integrate WHS status into the UK listing and statutory control systems and could
provide a significant national benefit in ‘option’ and ‘bequest’ value terms to both the current users and
the non-users who may wish to visit them at some later date. This may already be occurring through the
Heritage Protection Review.

41 Ceasing or slowing nominations- The increasing number of UK sites was seen by many of those
consulted as having a devaluing effect on perceptions towards the ’World Heritage brand’ and, indeed,
there was surprise amongst some of those we consulted when they interrogated the list at some of the
sites included. By ceasing nominations, the current value of the ’World Heritage brand’ in the UK would
be sustained and slowing nominations would slow the reduction in that brand value.

Local/regional

42 Increasing levels of community activity linked to WHS status- The community benefits accruing from
WHS status may be significant but there is limited activity at present. Some of the case studies suggest
that they would like to increase the volume of events and community activities they support. Increasing
community engagement and activity would maximise benefits particularly in terms of civic pride and social
capital while ensuring a higher level of awareness amongst partners of what WHS status represents.

43 Ensuring comprehensive research/education and interpretation strategies within management
plans- As part of the management plan sites are encouraged to establish a research strategy to support
research to improve understanding and interpretation. This activity appears to be patchy across these
sites and whilst some have also gone on to include interpretation, learning and educational strategies and
linked these to specific outcomes and objectives, others have just provided simple plans. If more
comprehensive approaches were taken in this area, it would ensure that the learning and education
benefits associated with these sites were maximised and put World Heritage more at the centre of this
activity.

44 Greater clarity on when to use World Heritage Status and the logo and greater use of it in
destination marketing- Allowing the logo to be used in commercial ventures would be beneficial. This is
currently rejected by UNESCO guidance. Regardless, it is our understanding that in some locations this is
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iv. to be an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological ensemble or
landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human history;

v. to be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, land-use, or sea-use which is
representative of a culture (or cultures), or human interaction with the environment especially when
it has become vulnerable under the impact of irreversible change;

vi. to be directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with
artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance. (The Committee considers that this
criterion should preferably be used in conjunction with other criteria);

vii. to contain superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic
importance;

viii. to be outstanding examples representing major stages of earth's history, including the record of life,
significant on-going geological processes in the development of landforms, or significant
geomorphic or physiographic features;

ix. to be outstanding examples representing significant on-going ecological and biological processes in
the evolution and development of terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and marine ecosystems and
communities of plants and animals;

x. to contain the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of biological
diversity, including those containing threatened species of outstanding universal value from the
point of view of science or conservation.” UNESCO, 2005, ‘Operational Guidelines for the
Implementation of the World Heritage Convention’

52 The 1972 UNESCO World Heritage Convention was ratified by the UK in 1984 and there are currently 27
sites in the UK and Overseas Territories that have since been inscribed. Responsibility for general
compliance with the WH convention lies with DCMS.

How does a UK location become a World Heritage Site?

53 In order to be nominated for World Heritage Status, a UK site first has to be included on the UK Tentative
List, which is drawn up by DCMS. Each year the UK puts forward one nomination from the list for
consideration by the World Heritage Committee. As part of the nomination, sites have to put together a
nomination file, which is required to be as exhaustive as possible and include all necessary
documentation and maps. The nomination is considered by specialist international bodies, the
International Council on Monuments and Sites (“ICOMOS”) for cultural sites and the World Conservation
Union (“IUCN”) for natural sites, before a final decision on inscription is made by the UNESCO World
Heritage Committee.

54 Within this process there is substantial competition both nationally to be placed on the UK’s Tentative List
and internationally to be placed on the World Heritage List and this competition encourages increasing
time and energy to be put into individual bids throughout the process. In addition, the demand for listing
and the number of sites approaching DCMS, English Heritage, Historic Scotland and Cadw is large but
since only one site can be put forward per annum, some sites may take a significant amount of time (ten
years or more) before they can gain a place on the Tentative List and be put forward to the World
Heritage Committee for inscription. This has a corresponding effect if sites are unsuccessful and taken off
the Tentative list, whereupon they have incurred the costs associated with bidding and perhaps gained
some of the benefits associated with the production of a management plan for the site and improved
partnerships and working relationships but fail to gain the full benefits of getting onto the list.

What is the nature of the sites which are coming forward for WHS status?

55 Historically both the process of achieving WHS status and the nature of sites being put forward in the UK
has changed since 1984. In the early years bids were driven mostly from central government, often with
very limited local consultation and the sites being put forward represented not only some of the most
significant sites in the UK but also some of the most famous. The result was the inclusion of a number of
the UK’s most significant heritage sites sometimes without the understanding and support of those sites
locally. It is widely acknowledged that the depth and rigour in the current process was not present
amongst the early nominations of the 1980’s.

56 The UK left UNESCO in late 1985 but remained in the World Heritage Convention throughout the period.
UK World Heritage sites inscribed between 1986 and 1997 were all inscribed while the UK was not a
member of UNESCO. Following the UK government’s return to UNESCO in 1997 the bidding process had
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changed. From this point forward bids were driven locally rather than nationally with costs being incurred
primarily at a local or regional level, although there has also been substantial support from central
government bodies, and from 1997 all new nominations were put forward either with a management plan
being developed in tandem with the nomination document, or included within it. In addition, the time since
1995 coincides with a period in which increasing emphasis has been placed on consultation and
partnership working. Furthermore, with the World Heritage Convention now having been in existence for
well over twenty years awareness of World Heritage had begun to build. The new requirements of
UNESCO, the increasing emphasis on consultation and the growing interest in the status is understood to
have created a more competitive environment in which the costs and quality of each nomination were
significantly raised.

57 Throughout this process the nature of the heritage itself was changing. Whilst the UK’s few natural sites
were inscribed throughout the period, early cultural sites represented a significant amount of ancient and
medieval heritage and there has been a more recent growth in industrial heritage sites. The latter group
could be seen as important since many of these locations represent some of the most economically
deprived parts of the UK and the period over which they have been inscribed also coincides with a growth
in the use of cultural and conservation-based regeneration activities from which many of these locations
stand to gain significantly. This raises questions about the motivations for some of the sites coming
forward for WHS nomination and the extent to which they are still led by conservation objectives rather
than economic development ones. These questions are confirmed by the more recent involvement of
Regional Development Agencies in funding provision.

What do we mean by ‘costs’ and ‘benefits’?

58 Whilst the primary motivation of the World Heritage convention is undoubtedly linked to conservation,
Culture, Heritage and World Heritage specifically are often reported in the established literature as having
a number of indirect or tangential beneficial effects. These are often split and characterised as ‘intrinsic’
and ‘instrumental’, with the former relating to the inherent value of the asset for itself and the latter
relating to the value derived from the asset to achieve broader economic and social outcomes.

59 As part of this work we have considered all the existing literature on costs and benefits in order to build a
comprehensive framework which takes accurate account of the benefits WHS status brings to
conservation as well as the many other areas of benefit. We have also sought to include a wide definition
of cost, including opportunity costs and any related costs of WHS status alongside the additional costs of
firstly nomination and then management.

60 A crucial element of this and all cost benefit analysis which should be emphasised is the concept of
‘additionality’’7 an the need to identify those costs and benefits which are directly attributable to WHS
status from those which may simply be loosely related to it or would have taken place anyway regardless
of WHS status.

Is the World Heritage List balanced?

61 A final point worthy of note is that at a supranational level, since the ratification of the convention in 1972,
the list has grown significantly, but it has not grown evenly with more nominations coming forward from
the developed world than the developing world. There is now increasing desire that ‘well represented’
nations like the UK should arrest or slow nominations and poorly represented nations should be
encouraged to submit more.

Requirements

62 The overall aim of the project as stated in the original brief is;

“to establish the costs and benefits of World Heritage Site status in the UK”

63 The project specification also includes several other objectives and research questions which we have

7 HM Treasury Green Book, http://greenbook.treasury.gov.uk/annex01.htm#additionality
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2. Methodology

66 This section describes the methodology for the work. It begins with an overview of the approach which is
followed by a more detailed description of each stage of the project.

Plotted overview

67 In Figure 3 we have presented an overview of the approach, which was split into two phases. The first
phase involved 24 consultations with strategic groups9 and a desk based literature review of national
and devolved strategy documents and studies into the costs and benefits of ‘heritage sites’ and ‘World
Heritage sites’ in particular, which looked at both the theoretical literature in this area and the empirical
evidence10. The end of the first phase of work allowed us to develop a framework of cost and benefit
areas for greater consideration in the second phase.

68 The second phase of the work was informed by the messages resulting from the first phase and involved
the undertaking of six case studies. These were conducted in conjunction with wider surveys of sites to
gain a more comprehensive picture of costs and a further postal survey of local residents at each of the
case study locations. Each case study involved a series of 8-12 consultations with individuals
representing specific groups, supported by some desk-top analysis of previous research.

Figure 3: Overview of proposed approach

9 See Appendix A
10 See PwC, 2007, ‘The Costs and Benefits of UK World Heritage Site Status, A literature review for the
Department for Culture, Media and Sport’

Meetings
and
Timescale:

1. Initiation &
Strategic
consultations

2. Literature
review

3. Prepare
research tools

4. Case study
work

5. Wider surveys

6. Analysis and
reporting

• Developing an
economic framework

• Developing Guidance

Activities:

Phase 1: Consultations & literature
review

Phase 2: Developing the economic framework and
guidance

14 June10 May 10 August

Meetings
and
Timescale:

1. Initiation &
Strategic
consultations

2. Literature
review

3. Prepare
research tools

4. Case study
work

5. Wider surveys

6. Analysis and
reporting

• Developing an
economic framework

• Developing Guidance

Activities:

Phase 1: Consultations & literature
review

Phase 2: Developing the economic framework and
guidance

14 June10 May 10 August







PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP22

Table 5: Postal survey responses

Case study site Total survey's sent
Actual returns
(Sample size) Response rate (%)

1.Edinburgh 1,950 216 11.1%

2.Castles 1,920 363 18.9%

3.Studley Park 798 163 20.4%

4.Dorset and Devon 1,950 420 21.5%

5.Tower of London 1,955 203 10.4%

6. Blaenavon 1,830 295 16.1%

TOTALS 10,403 1,660 16.0%

84 Based on the number of returns received and certain assumptions in terms of the number of households
in each site based on 2001 UK Census data12 we can make some assessments of the level of confidence
associated with these results. Based on a 95% confidence level the maximum confidence intervals for
each site can be seen in Table 6. All of the confidence intervals are below 7% and the overall interval is
under 2.4%.

Table 6: Postal survey confidence levels

Case study site
Total households
(Population)

Actual returns
(Sample size)

Confidence interval (at
95% confidence level)

1.Edinburgh 34,598 216 6.7%

2.Castles 9,211 363 5.0%

3.Studley Park 1,022 163 7.0%

4.Dorset and Devon 50,740 420 4.8%

5.Tower of London 34,368 203 6.9%

6. Blaenavon 2,753 295 5.4%

TOTALS 132,692 1,660 2.4%

85 Whilst we believe that these surveys have returned a reasonable and effective sample for assessment it
is important to highlight that firstly, there is a risk in surveys of this kind that there may be a tendency for
people who hold particularly strong views to reply more frequently, whereas others do not, so there is a
need to be aware of the possible influence of response bias. Furthermore, whilst we believe that it is
interesting and indeed valuable to compare the results between different sites we need to be wary of the
fact that these sites are all very different.

Stage 6: Analysis and reporting

86 During the final stage of the work we drew together the previous stages, the analysis of the survey results
and other data provided or used in relation to the sites and the information and messages from
consultees.

12 ONS www.neighbourhood.statistics.gov.uk/
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3. The cost/benefit framework

87 An important aspect of this work was the construction of a framework which formally defined the areas of
both costs and benefits which the study should consider. These areas were defined through both the
strategic consultation programme and through the literature review which we conducted. The areas were
then further validated with the policy review steering group in a formal presentation. These areas were
then used essentially as a topic list for wider discussions with individuals at each of the sites to provide a
depth of response and also as a basis for questions in the resident surveys and costing pro-forma’s.

88 The framework detailed eight specific areas of potential benefit and three groups of costs with a number
of specific items attached to these. In addition, it also makes a distinction between those costs which are
directly ‘additional’ to WHS status and those which are related, i.e. those costs which either are not a
requirement of WHS status or may well have taken place anyway without WHS status. A diagrammatic
example of the final framework can be seen in Figure 4 which includes the eight benefit and four cost
areas.

Figure 4: The Cost/Benefit framework

89 The titles given in Figure 4 for these ‘areas’ of costs and benefits are essentially arbitrarily defined and
this is particularly true of the benefits categories. There are many ways to dissect costs and benefits and
we have therefore chosen a nomenclature which appeared to emerge somewhat consistently primarily
from the literature but also from our strategic consultations. In addition, some of the benefit categories are
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not benefits in themselves, but instead could be seen as facilitating other benefits, e.g. partnership and
additional funding.

90 The work does not include a full account of reactive monitoring activities since insufficient data was
available from our case studies, literature review or site costing pro-formas to make such assessments. It
also does not include the possible benefits internationally of being active in the World Heritage
Convention and the contribution to such benefit of individual sites, for instance as examples of best
practise.

91 Central government guidance13 identifies many different methodologies which can be used to assess and
value costs and benefits. These methodologies allow the measurement of both purely financial flows
which have a direct market value as well as more difficult benefits where there is no directly attributable
market value. Where applicable, the latter often involves the use of stated or revealed preference
methodologies, including hedonic pricing which attributes a value from a related or complimentary good
or service where there is a market value (e.g. the affect of built heritage on property values) and
contingent valuation which effectively asks beneficiaries for their ‘willingness to pay’ for certain activities.
This means that some methodologies and approaches exist, which in some instances can be used to
infer a value for certain activities.

13 HM Treasury, 2003, The Green Book
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‘It has not been possible to define WHS management costs for all sites, partly because in some cases
these are the staffing costs of the various agencies and LA’s and (they are) not separately defined. Also
the varied nature of the sites themselves and their management arrangements makes comparison very
difficult and aggregation virtually impossible’ Kaye, M, 2007, ‘Management and finance of World Heritage
sites in the United Kingdom (excluding overseas territories)’ for the Local Authority World Heritage Forum.

96 In addition, from our own work we can acknowledge that it has been difficult to obtain full costs for the
management of sites, primarily because of the number of partners involved and the challenge of
assessing the costs of their time in preparing for and attending meetings, whether these be for the
steering group or one of the many working groups which often exist. However, these costs are clearly
related to the overall governance of the site, the number of partners involved, the number of different
steering and working groups and how regularly they meet to discuss issues and actions.

97 Furthermore, in relation to bidding costs many of the oldest sites were unable to provide bidding costs,
stating that either information from so far back was not available or that since bids were driven centrally,
the costs associated with these bids was not held by them. This reflects the number of partners involved
here at both a local and central government level and the absence of a common approach to bidding in
particular with older nominations being put forward centrally and newer nominations being driven much
more by local or regional stakeholders.

98 There is clearly an acknowledged difficulty in providing a complete set of costs for the management of an
‘average’ World Heritage Site, which is likely to be related to the fact that all sites are very different in a
number of ways. These differences are likely to be manifest in the different governance and management
arrangements that exist at each of the sites and by examining costs in line with these different
governance arrangements, we believe that it is possible to begin to categorise sites into a number of
different groups to which indicative costs can be assembled. This is an important part of our approach in
relation to assessing management costs and in each case we have banded costs.

Issues

99 At the outset there are a number of important points which should be noted:

1. The relationship between costs and benefits- Some of the costs discussed here could be seen as
benefits in themselves, or as the facilitators of additional benefits. In particular one of the benefit
areas we have identified in our framework refers to the benefits of ‘additional funding’ which might be
enjoyed at a site following its inscription onto the World Heritage List. In the context of this section,
where this is seen as ‘additional’ to WHS status, i.e. it would not have taken place without WHS
status, this will be noted as a cost. Another benefit area we have included in the framework is
partnership; there is naturally a cost attached to maintaining a wide partnership that will be included
here but this also facilitates greater partnership benefits. Finally tourism, regeneration and
conservation benefits again may follow after a corresponding ‘related’ cost, for example the
construction of a visitor centre or new transport infrastructure which improves access, or they may
also create an ‘opportunity’ cost for example where improvements to conservation lead to constraints
on development or amenities being forgone.

2. Hidden costs- As we have noted there are a number of areas where costs are extremely difficult to
define. These areas are primarily related to partnership and consultation activities where there are a
number of stakeholders involved. Over time there has been growing energy both in the planning and
conservation arenas to continue to increase the scale and depth of consultation. This means that
during consultation exercises on, for example, the development of the management plan, an ever
increasing number of partners are involved in the process. This is seen as a positive activity in that it
increases the accountability of the plan and gives a wide variety of stakeholders the chance to
contribute, but naturally incurs significant costs in relation to these activities which are largely hidden.
Similarly, in the processing of a new planning application for a large development in the proximity of a
WHS, the ‘additional’ costs which the status incurs is extremely difficult to define, because much of
the process would take place anyway and any additional consultation on the part of the development
is likely to be only a very small part of a long process. The only reasonable conclusion that can be
drawn from this is that all costs presented here are likely to be an underestimate of the true cost.

3. Inflation- All those consulted were asked in all cases to present costs in 2007 prices and we have
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therefore assumed that the information provided has been included as such.

Bidding costs

100 This section looks at the bidding costs across the 17 UK world Heritage Sites for which information has
been provided either through the costing pro-forma’s or through the case study consultations. In six of
these instances, no information was available and in the remaining instances information is of mixed
quality, with four instances providing only limited information and the remaining seven instances providing
a relatively good level of information. In addition to the data gained from our own work, we have also
used the information obtained through the workshop session with WHS co-ordinators, including co-
ordinators of sites which are currently represented on the UK Tentative list and the information obtained
as part of the literature review in relation to bidding costs16.

Motivations for WHS bidding

101 In all instances the approach taken to the nomination process has been slightly different. Amongst the
earliest sites that were put forward in the 1980’s very little information is known about the motivations for
bidding or the costs incurred in doing so and local stakeholders were often not involved in the process.
These sites followed a much simpler process to get onto the World Heritage List and this is reflected in
the activities undertaken and the corresponding costs. Some individuals have suggested that the
motivations to get onto the list were linked to national pride or a central government desire to see the
UK’s more ‘famous’ sites included. Some quotes from the pro-forma returns can be seen below.

‘As one of the first WHS’s in the UK, the process of inscription …was very different to that which is
followed today. There was no public or community involvement in the process and the local authorities
were not closely involved in the process…public awareness of World Heritage was very limited and
therefore when the…inscription was announced, its significance was not appreciated at that time by many
people’

‘For the original nomination- as far as I can tell (very limited paperwork available) a consultant was
appointed by the Government to prepare the dossier, with some help on answering questions from
various Council officers’

‘The…WHS was part of a batch of WHS nominations prepared by the Department of the Environment I
the early 1980s. It is not clear if the [local stakeholders] were involved in the preparation or not…I think
the primary motivation in the 1980s was national pride’

‘From what we understand, only DCMS was involved. [Local stakeholders] were notified by letter that [the
site] had become a WHS after the decision was made!’

102 The process of nomination is now very different, in 1986, ’87 and ’88 there were seven, four and three
new sites inscribed each year respectively and none of these sites were inscribed with management
plans. Since 2001 only one UK site has been put forward per annum, producing a much longer gestation
period for sites coming onto the UK Tentative list and leading to a much more competitive process for
nomination. Similarly, since the UK’s return to UNESCO in 1997, it is understood that all bids have been
locally driven and produced with a much greater and increasing degree of consultation and partnership
work.

16 Primarily from Jagger, M et al, 2006, ‘Proposed Chatham World Heritage Site Wider Impacts,
Synergies & Partnerships’
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Figure 5: No of UK inscribed sites (Source: http://icomos-uk.org/whs/)

103 As part of our costing pro-forma returns sites were asked to suggest what their motivations were for
bidding for WHS status and were allowed to suggest up to three reasons. Naturally these motives are
hard to define, especially in the earliest sites where local groups were not involved in completing
submissions, and there is a degree of personal subjectivity in the responses. However, based on the
responses we have received we have coded them into six categories which can be seen below.

Figure 6: Motives for WHS nomination (Source: Case study consultations and costing pro-
forma’s)
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Figure 8: Governance models, assumptions and indicative costs for one year

Who pays?

149 As with bidding costs, management costs are met most commonly through a mixture of Local Authority
funding and funding from Historic Scotland, Cadw or English Heritage. In a few instances there appears
to have been input from Defra, the National Trust or Natural England. Although these latter groups do
provide some significant investments in related costs that are not necessarily additional to WHS status.

150 In Scotland and Wales the largest proportion of funding appears to come from HS or Cadw whereas in
England the LA’s appear to take a bigger role than EH except in those instances where EH has full or
partial ownership.

151 The staff time of external partners involved in the steering group and working groups is generally given in
kind with the costs therefore being borne by the partners themselves.

152 There are also other special ownership groups and private owners in some instances who play an
important role in the management of some sites, for example Historic Royal Palaces at the Tower of
London. In those instances where sites are run as visitor attractions, income from visitor and retail sales
can, in part or in whole, cover the management and conservation costs of the site.

153 Finally, at a national level, there are significant costs incurred by DCMS, English Heritage, Historic
Scotland and Cadw. With dedicated World Heritage staff in each of these organisations there is
considerable input and resource dedicated to this area, much of which relates to individual sites as for
example in dealing with reactive monitoring cases or the management of new nominations. Furthermore,
the UK government contributes around £130,000 to the Committee’s World Heritage Fund every year..
Only developing countries can apply to the World Heritage Fund for assistance.
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rather than the WHS status of the Tower on its own and in Dorest and East Devon prior to WHS status
there was an existing Coastal Partnership. This suggests that the ‘additional’ partnership benefits are
dependant on what was there previously and it’s often difficult to attribute activities to WHS status
directly.

180 In addition, the costs of operating these partnerships can be significant as we have seen in the previous
chapter, either through the bidding process or in the management of the site and there appears to be a
direct relationship between these costs and the number of partners involved. However there is likely to be
a corresponding relative benefit to wider partnerships which increase access to resources and expertise,
but are more difficult to manage. A balance appears to be required in order to ensure effective
management of the site and to manage costs whilst maximising the partnership benefits. Indeed,
following the bidding process, many partnerships are scaled back to provide a more pragmatic and
effective governance structure.

‘Following inscription in 2006, a revised governance structure is being recommended to replace the
former ‘bid partnership’ of over 70 organisations. This would comprise a Partnership Board which would
be the ultimate accountable body and include nominees of the major stakeholders, 2 County Councils,7
District Councils, owners and operators of key areas of the historic environment, as well as some
independent members. It is supported by a Technical Panel with membership drawn from the key
organisations plus observer bodies’, Kaye, M, 2007, ‘Management and finance of World Heritage sites in
the United Kingdom (excluding overseas territories)’ for the Local Authority World Heritage Forum.

181 The partnership benefits which do accrue from WHS status are likely to be more evident and ‘additional’
in those sites which span a range of different stakeholders for an area or administrative boundary that
was not previously defined. This means that sites which package different groups of stakeholders
together that have not previously been brought together are likely to generate more significant
partnership improvements through WHS status. For example in Dorset and East Devon it was noted that
WHS status partnership activity had brought together many small towns and villages that would
previously have seen themselves as being in competition with one another.

182 In some instances WHS status and specifically the management plan was cited as encouraging sites to
consider a wider array of partners than they would have previously to include conservation and economic
development etc and also engage with private landowners, widening expertise and influencing site
activity e.g. Tower of London, Blaenavon, Studley Park Royal. WHS management often for the first time
was seen as providing a joined-up view of all elements of the site.

183 In terms of the direct benefits from improved partnership, a significant tangible link was identified between
the partnership benefits and additional funding which is discussed in the next section. Political
significance of WHS status was identified as a reason that allowed many sites to secure involvement from
very prominent individuals and organisations which it was felt helped to leverage additional funding.

184 In addition to the direct benefits from this partnership, there are also a few isolated examples of activities
where the initial partnership meeting has generated new activities and interventions in other areas, i.e.
partners have met through the WHS activity and then have gone on to undertake additional interventions
in relation to this. There were a few examples of this additional activity taking place as a result of WHS
partnership relationships such as the intervention to create Storytelling tours of the Old Town in
Edinburgh.

185 Finally it was emphasised in some of the case studies that whilst without WHS status there would still be
a consultation process around planning and new development, it was felt to be unlikely that all partners
would be consulted to the same degree as they are now e.g. Studley Park Royal and the Tower of
London.

Additional funding

186 Across all of the benefit areas one of the most significant causal effects was identified between WHS
status, the direct partnership activities, particularly associated with the management plan and the
nomination document and the generation of new and additional funding sources.
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187 Whilst funding decisions are made with a number of different considerations and full attribution of funding
to WHS status can never be absolutely made, there is considerable evidence from our consultation
programme across sites that WHS partnership appears to link with the gaining of additional funding. For
example, since 1994, Heritage Lottery Fund has provide in excess of £216m of funding to WHS
locations24 and there are relatively clear seams of support for the Blaenavon and Jurassic Coast sites
during and, to a lesser extent, after bidding.

Figure 10: HLF funding for Blaenavon and Dorset and Devon 1994-2006, Indexed, Year of
Inscription=100 (Source: HLF)

188 With the exception of one significant spike five years prior to inscription, both sites received relatively little
funding prior to their inscription as WHS sites but in both cases the year of WHS inscription corresponds
entirely to a significant investment from HLF and in the case of Dorset and Devon that investment has
remained above its previous trend.

189 This would support the responses from our consultations which suggested that amongst organisations
and groups whose mission was directly related to heritage conservation and preservation, WHS status
was seen as being of strategic prevalence and thus funding support was more likely to be forthcoming. In
Wales, Cadw has a specific scorecard of funding criteria against which it prioritises investment, this can
be seen in Figure 11.

190 Whilst the scorecard makes no specific mention of WHS status, it does consider the significance of the
site in which all WH Sites would score highly and also makes explicit mention of the political criteria,
which it was felt would place WHS status locations above other sites.

24 Lottery Funding Allocations to WHS 1994-2006 (Source HLF data for the Heritage Select committee
2006: protect, preserve and make accessible our nation’s heritage)
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Figure 11: Cadw funding prioritisation model

Source: Cadw

191 Amongst non-heritage groups funding also appears to increase in a number of instances following WHS
status but this appears to be much more linked to the strategic priorities of the funder. For example
funding from the North West Development Agency in the case of the Liverpool bid and subsequent
activities could well be linked to a strategic focus on cultural regeneration following its 2008 European
Capital of Culture status rather than WHS status specifically. Similarly the £7.1m funding agreement in
Dorset and Devon from the South West Regional Development Agency is likely to be linked to the
strategic importance of the regions tourism sector for example.

192 In addition to the funding from these groups, there may be wider benefits to the community from
additional funding, for example in Edinburgh the organisation responsible for the management of the site,
Edinburgh World Heritage, distributes grants to properties in the site as part of its remit. This means that
buildings and sites in private ownership situated within the World Heritage Site can access additional
conservation resources by virtue of their location in the WHS.

193 Naturally any additional funding is still subject to application but essentially we believe that, in general,
the application processes and scoring methods, particularly for heritage and conservation funding
sources, are likely to look more favourably upon WHS bids. However, funding is only gained if it is applied
for and some sites are unable to do so either because they do not have adequate resources to make
these applications, or because they are ineligible for funding for example because they are private
landlords. Furthermore, some sites have other sources of income, for example from visitor ticketing
income and retail sales, which reduce the need for such funding.

194 It is difficult to identify absolutely the extent to which any additional funding benefits may change over
time as again this is likely to be affected by the motivations and characteristics of specific sites, however
from the evidence gathered the most significant level of additional funding appears to be generated either
around the date of inscription or around the date at which the management plan is delivered.

195 Finally, an important point in the context of additional funding is that since in almost all cases the funding
is gained from public sector sources at a UK level there is no additional funding benefit. The benefits from
additional funding will only be felt by the local and regional economies.
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203 Those with whom we consulted suggested that the existing planning and conservation systems have an
important role to play in any WHS conservation benefit. In the UK these conservation systems are well
developed and with sites being heavily designated anyway, the conservation benefits from WHS status
are likely to be more marginal. However, in some of the overseas territories significant benefits were
identified where WHS status had increased the protection offered to these locations so significantly that
two species had been saved from possible extinction. It was thought that in these locations a much less
developed conservation system had provided a greater opportunity for WHS status to generate
conservation benefits.

The balance between conservation, economic development and tourism

204 The final area where WHS status was emphasised as having an impact on conservation was that in
Dorset and East Devon, consultees and locals were concerned about the balance between conservation
and tourism. With some groups feeling that whilst WHS status provides a framework for conservation the
‘branding’ effect of WHS status encourages more visitors and actually threatens the site.

Figure 14: Response from the postal survey of residents, ‘To what extent do you agree - I have
noticed that the tourists who come here damage the site’
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Figure 15: Response from the postal survey of residents, ‘To what extent do you agree - I don't
believe that there is currently a good balance between conservation of the site and having tourists
or new developments in the area’

Regeneration

205 As with other areas of benefit identified in the framework, the impact from WHS status is directly related
to what exists previously. Three of the six case study sites are relatively wealthy locations and therefore
offer a more limited opportunity for WHS status to have a significant impact on their economies.

206 In the remaining three case study locations, Dorset and East Devon, the Castles of Edward I and
Blaenavon, we have examined tertiary sources of data on the local economies and looked for any
evidence of positive economic change around the time of inscription or directly related to WHS status.

207 In Dorset and East Devon there is evidence of an economic decline primarily due to the reported influx of
second home buyers, an ageing population and the corresponding impacts on service provision.
However, whilst consultees noted that some local estate agents did use the WHS status in their
marketing, it was unclear that WHS status has had any significant impact on the scale or rate of second
home purchases.

208 In Wales the Castles of Edward I are a hugely important part of the local economy and they support a
number of local jobs through their management and conservation and also through the visitors that they
bring in to visit them. For this reason, some consultees felt that without WHS status the area might
receive less public investment and this could have a negative impact on the local economy.

209 Blaenavon, also in Wales, represents the strongest example of conservation based regeneration from the
six case study locations and there have been several sources of information to confirm this change.
Visitor numbers following the inscription of the site have dramatically increased and this is discussed in
the following section but similarly local house prices appear to have grown well above the Welsh average
(see ). According to the site management plan there has also been an influx of new developers and WHS
status is widely acknowledged as one of the major catalysts for this regeneration.
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Figure 16: Property price changes in Blaenavon versus the Welsh average (Source: “The
economic benefits of a Conservation Based Approach to Traditional Buildings and Streetscapes
in the South Wales Valleys”, Heritage Lottery Fund, March 2005 (based on data from Land
Registry and local estate agents ATI/Davis & Sons, Blaenafon)

210 However, there are other factors which have influenced the regeneration of the site, notably the
significant additional investment gained from other public sources such the £11m Housing renewal grant
and the numerous other public sector investments. In some instances, as we have noted WHS status
may well have had an impact on gaining these but not in all cases.

211 The results from our own postal survey suggest that local residents perceive a much greater level of local
investment after WHS status was gained in Blaenavon over other sites, with a significant proportion of
locals unsure. It also suggests that WHS status appears to have very little impact on inward migration
flows.

Figure 17: Response from the postal survey of residents, ‘To what extent do you agree…I believe
that there has been more investment locally because the site has World Heritage status
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Figure 18: To what extent do you agree - The World Heritage Status of the site is an important
factor in my decision to live in this area.

212 Overall the regeneration benefits of WHS status appear to be strongly linked to the motivations for
bidding for the status and the resulting energies of the bid partnership, co-ordinator and other
stakeholders. In locations where WHS nomination is supported as part of a concerted effort to regenerate
the area, then it appears to be possible to use the status to leverage additional funding to begin this
process, where WHS nomination has been supported as part of a bid primarily for greater conservation,
regeneration benefits are less likely to be manifest.

Tourism

213 The tourism benefits of WHS status are discussed widely in the existing literature on WHS status but
usually in a site specific context rather than more broadly. In many instances the causal relationship
between World Heritage inscription and increasing visitor numbers is assumed.

214 Heritage is a very important motivator for tourism within the UK and this is backed up consistently by the
UK Taking Part surveys and visitor surveys at national and regional levels as indicated from our case
studies.
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Table 7: Edinburgh visitor survey 2004-05- What had impressed visitors most about Edinburgh

Aspect ALL

N=2310

UK visitors

N=1140

Overseas visitors

N=1170

Architecture/buildings 60% 60% 60%

Historic town/buildings 59% 54% 65%

Castle 55% 48% 62%

Beautiful/picturesque setting 49% 46% 51%

Atmosphere/ambience 48% 46% 51%

Everything is in walking distance 48% 47% 48%

Friendly/helpful people 42% 36% 48%

Royal Mile 41% 38% 45%

Plenty to do and see 39% 42% 36%

Views 37% 35% 39%

Everything/the whole city 33% 33% 34%

Green spaces/gardens 32% 28% 37%

Festivals <0.5% <0.5% <0.5%

Other miscellaneous aspects 1% 1% 1%

Source: Visitrac: Edinburgh Visitor Survey Results 2004-05

215 Whilst this appears to suggest a conclusive link between Heritage Tourism and World Heritage sites, the
empirical evidence does not imply that simply because a site is presented with WHS status it will
therefore begin to attract more tourists.

‘Many reports have pointed to specific evidence that WHS status increases the popularity of a location or
destination with visitors…However, the causal relationship between inscription and tourism is often
difficult to establish’, ERS, 2006, ‘World Heritage Inscription: Consultation on Potential Social and
Economic Benefits for Cumbria’

216 A 2005 research study conducted by Van de Baart25 looked at the changes in tourism numbers since
inscription by sampling 86 World Heritage sites. Fifty one of these sites suggested that there had been no
increase and of the remainder, 22 said there had been a large increase and 13 a small increase in visitor
numbers. The research pointed to the fact that those tourist sites that were already well established
destinations in their own right did not register any increase in visitor numbers as a result of WHS status.

217 A further study undertaken by Buckley in 200426 suggested that:

‘Most of the WHAs considered here received several times more visitors than the control sites, but it is
not clear whether the difference is because the WHAs are longer or more accessible, because they are
better –known, because they are listed as World Heritage, or because they contain features of natural or
cultural heritage which the others do not’, Buckley, R, 2004

218 From our own work we have looked at each of the six case study locations and considered where
possible:

25 Taken from ERS, 2006
26 Buckley, R, 2004, ‘World Heritage Icon Value: Contribution of World Heritage Branding to Nature
Tourism’




