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1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
Background

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was set up by the government in 1994 to provide grants to a wide range of projects which would help preserve local, regional and national heritage in the UK.  To date, over £4 billion has been awarded to a wide variety of projects across the UK.

HLF have an ongoing research programme which aims to provide feedback on the benefits of the funding programme.  In each of the past four years (2005-2008), BDRC were commissioned to assist HLF in the evaluation of benefits that funding provided for two groups:

· Visitors to heritage attractions/amenities (via ’visitor’ surveys);

· Local people living or working near to where HLF projects have been carried out (via ‘neighbourhood’ surveys’).

1.2
Business Objectives

The business objectives for this research as set out by HLF were to:

· Demonstrate the achievement of the Fund’s aims and objectives, as detailed in its Strategic Plan;

· Report back to government and other stakeholders on the extent to which HLF is assisting in the delivery of society’s objectives;

· Feed key lessons into the decision-making process during the Fund’s third Strategic Plan.

1.3
Research Objectives

The research objectives were to cover:

· Whether visitors to attractions/amenities are getting more from their visits;

· Whether local people feel the quality of local surroundings – and their own quality of life – have been improved by HLF funded projects carried out in their neighbourhood.

2.
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

2.1
Selection of Projects

Across the 2005-2008 period, a sample of 39 visitor surveys and 45 neighbourhood surveys was selected.  Within each annual period:

· 2005 – 12 visitor surveys, 12 neighbourhood surveys;

· 2006 – 10 visitor surveys, 10 neighbourhood surveys;

· 2007 - 7 visitor surveys, 13 neighbourhood surveys;
· 2008 – 10 visitor surveys, 10 neighbourhood surveys.
Projects were allocated to either a visitor or neighbourhood survey by HLF on the basis of whether they are:

· An attraction or amenity – visitor surveys;

· Anticipated to have improved the quality of local surroundings – neighbourhood surveys.

The final decision regarding project selection was made by HLF, taking into account BDRC’s sampling recommendations designed to achieve a cross-section of visitor and neighbourhood projects by region and project size.
As a separate exercise, additional visitor surveys were selected for a further 21 HLF projects (five in each of 2005, 2006 and 2007 and six in 2008) to facilitate a programme of economic impact work.  Results from these surveys (which used an identical questionnaire) have been integrated into the research.

Therefore, in total 105 projects were evaluated:

· 60 visitor surveys – 17 in 2005, 15 in 2006, 12 in 2007, 16 in 2008;
· 45 neighbourhood surveys – 12 in 2005, 10 in 2006, 13 in 2007, 10 in 2008.
To assist with the site selection process, site visits were conducted by executives or local fieldwork supervisors from the BDRC team to establish:

· suitability of each visitor survey site for participation in the research, from a practical perspective e.g. footfall, visitor flows, site layout;

· practicalities of working at a site e.g. interviewer location, opening times;

· a rapport with representatives of sites;

· suitability of neighbourhood locations for conducting the neighbourhood survey.
Details of the final sites selected for the Visitor Survey and Neighbourhood Survey samples in each year are contained in Appendix 1.

2.2
Data collection method

Face-to-face interviews were conducted with both:

· Adult visitors on exit from each of the attractions/amenities – visitor surveys;

· The local adult population living within a pre-set walking distance of each of the project locations – neighbourhood surveys.

2.2.1
Visitor surveys

Exit interviews ensured that each respondent had the maximum opportunity to experience the full product offering at each site.  Interviewers received written instructions from BDRC regarding exactly where to stand (using information provided from the site visits).  Interviewer locations were selected to ensure that as many visitors to the site as possible had an opportunity to be interviewed e.g. sites with multiple exits were considered carefully.

To ensure all visitor types were encountered, each interviewer shift spanned the full length of potential exit times – this varied on a site-by-site basis.  Weekday, weekend, school holidays and term time days were also covered at each site (see Section 2.4 for more detail), again to ensure a mix of visitor types.

Visitors were sampled randomly; as soon as one interview was complete the interviewer was instructed to approach the very next person to pass.  In the situation that this person was within a group, the selection of a respondent was conducted using the ‘next birthday rule’.  In this way, the opportunity of selecting a representative sample of visitors to the site was maximised.

2.2.2
Neighbourhood surveys

The exact interview locations for each of the neighbourhood surveys were agreed with HLF prior to interviewing.  The aim was to select on-street locations that maximised the opportunity for interviewing a good cross-section of the local resident population.  Interview locations for each neighbourhood survey are detailed in Appendix 2.

Locations were selected on the basis of being an approximate 15 minute walk from the project site.  Interviewers were given a map containing two concentric rings centred upon the project site.  Respondents were required to live in the area outside the inner ring but inside the outer ring to ensure that they lived approximately 15 minutes walk away from the site.

Local area demographic data on age and ethnicity were used to set sample quotas within each neighbourhood to ensure that the sample achieved was representative of the local population.

2.3
Sample definition, size and structure

2.3.1
Sample definition

All respondents were adults aged 16+.  A sample of 100 visitors per project was targeted for both the visitor and neighbourhood surveys.

2.3.2
Sample size and structure

Our experience of similar research indicated that a system of ‘floating’ interviewer shifts would be appropriate in this instance given that some locations would inevitably be ‘busier’ than others (although there was uncertainty over which these would be in advance).  This flexible approach proved a highly successful method of ensuring that interviewer resources were allocated efficiently across the sites.

We adopted the following approach:

· A minimum of 5 interviewer shifts (6½ daytime hours) required to achieve 100 interviews per project…………….PLUS
· A pot of ‘floating’ interviewer shifts to cover projects where footfall was insufficient to achieve 100 interviews within five shifts.  These were allocated on an ongoing needs basis as the project progressed.

The following table illustrates the achieved sample size for each Visitor Survey project, the HLF region within which the site is located and the number of ‘floating’ shifts required (in addition to the five allocated to each project).
	Region
	Project
	Sample Size Achieved
	Floating Shifts

	SE
	Brighton Museum
	97
	1

	NW
	Manchester Museum
	112
	3

	SE
	Milestones Museum, Hampshire
	97
	2

	Y&H
	Hull Museums Quarter
	110
	4

	SW
	Clevedon Pier
	117
	2

	SE
	Newhaven Fort
	109
	2

	Y&H
	Sandal Castle, Wakefield
	85
	0

	WM
	Shrewsbury Battlefield
	52
	1

	NW
	Yarrow Valley Park
	102
	2

	LON
	Manor House Gardens Lewisham
	108
	0

	LON
	Coronation Gardens, Leyton
	114
	2

	LON
	Science Museum, London
	97
	0

	LON
	Gilbert Collection, Somerset House
	121
	2

	SE
	Chatham Dockyard
	92
	0

	NE
	Sunderland Museum & Winter Gardens 
	78
	0

	Y&H
	National Coal Mining Museum
	101
	1

	Y&H
	Rowntree Park, York
	104
	1

	EAST
	Rye Meads Conservation Area Development
	79
	2

	NE
	Hadrians Wall Study Centre
	114
	0

	NW
	Towneley Hall Development
	81
	2

	SE
	West Wing, Maidstone Museum
	97
	3

	Y&H
	Doncaster Museum and Art Gallery
	61
	3

	EM
	National Tramway Museum
	82
	0

	SCOT
	Dean Gallery
	118
	0

	SE
	Southampton Central Park
	103
	0

	SE
	Deal Landmark Community and Heritage Centre
	93
	0

	EAST
	Tower Curing Works
	96
	3

	SCOT
	Royal Scottish Academy/ Nat. Gallery of Scotland
	125
	0

	SCOT
	Kittochside: Musueum of Scottish Country Life
	112
	0

	SE
	John Fieldhouse Building – Royal Navy Museum
	112
	3

	SW
	Russell-Cotes Art Gallery and Museum
	99
	1

	WM
	Ironbridge Gorge – Jackfield Tile Museum
	96
	3

	EAST
	City and County Museum
	97
	1

	NE
	Saltburn by the Sea Pier
	119
	0

	NW
	Barrow Public Park
	112
	0

	SE
	Oates Memorial Library/ Gilbert White Museum
	85
	3

	SW
	Charmouth Heritage Coast Centre
	102
	1

	WAL
	Llangollen Station
	121
	2

	SCOT
	Fergusson Gallery
	85
	2

	WAL
	National Waterfront Museum
	115
	0

	NW
	Football Museum
	104
	2

	SE
	Brading Roman Villa
	106
	1

	NW
	Lowry Gallery
	107
	1

	SW
	SS Great Britain
	115
	0

	Y&H
	Experience TV, Bradford
	102
	1

	LON
	Museum of Croydon
	35
	0

	EM
	Ayscoughfee Hall and Museum
	52
	0

	SW
	Boscombe Gardens
	98
	1

	WAL
	Pontypool Museum
	26
	0

	WM
	Birmingham and Midland Museum of Transport
	44
	0

	SCOT
	Eastern Cairngorms
	108
	1

	NW
	Staircase House
	29
	0

	EAST
	Burghley Brewhouse
	95
	2

	SE
	Charleston
	78
	2

	NW
	St Georges Hall
	99
	1

	WM
	RAF Museum Cosford
	103
	1

	EAST
	Cromer Museum
	51
	2

	WM
	Croome Park
	97
	1

	SCOT
	Broughton House Museum
	66
	2

	LON
	Museum in Docklands
	118
	2

	
	TOTAL
	5,633
	72


The following table illustrates the achieved sample size for each Neighbourhood Survey project, the HLF region within which the site is located and the number of ‘floating’ shifts required (in addition to the five allocated to each project).
	Region
	Project
	Sample Size Achieved
	Floating Shifts

	SCOT
	Mansfield Church, Edinburgh
	113
	1

	Y&H
	Rowntree Park, York
	123
	0

	SW
	Clevedon Pier
	123
	0

	NE
	St Mary’s Acquisition, Gateshead
	124
	0

	WM
	Stone Railway Station, Staffordshire
	113
	0

	EM
	Belper Market Place
	108
	0

	SW
	Wellington Park
	110
	0

	NE
	Sunderland Museum & Gardens  
	125
	0

	LON
	Manor House Gardens Lewisham
	123
	1

	LON
	Coronation Gardens, Leyton
	113
	2

	SE
	Brighton Museum
	105
	2

	LON
	Horniman Museum, South London
	106
	1

	NW
	The Kingsway Project – Community Lifelong Learning Centre
	105
	0

	NI
	Old Belmont School
	97
	1

	SCOT
	Dymocks, Bo’Ness
	97
	1

	SE
	Deal Landmark
	124
	0

	EAST
	Tower Curing Works
	109
	0

	LON
	South Norwood
	111
	0

	NE
	Carr Ellison Park
	124
	0

	NW
	Rossendale Museum
	118
	0

	SE
	Marlipins Museum
	89
	0

	WAL
	Newtown Textile Museum
	79
	2

	EM
	Buxton Opera House
	91
	3

	EAST
	Wardown Park
	89
	2

	NE
	Consett Park
	125
	0

	EAST
	March Town Hall
	101
	1

	NW
	Esplanade Arts and Heritage Centre
	100
	0

	NW
	Alexandra Park
	108
	0

	NI
	Carrickfergus Museum
	110
	1

	SCOT
	Rutherglen Town Hall
	125
	0

	SW
	St Paul’s, Bristol
	126
	1

	WAL
	National Waterfront Museum
	99
	0

	WAL
	Llandudno Open Spaces
	104
	0

	WM
	Solihull Manor Project
	115
	2

	EM
	New Walk, Leicester
	134
	2

	NE
	Copt Hill
	117
	2

	LON
	Brent Museum
	119
	2

	EAST
	Fisher Theatre
	92
	3

	SCOT
	St Paul’s Cathedral, Dundee
	111
	0

	SW
	Tiverton
	108
	0

	WM
	The Craftense Gallery
	100
	0

	NW
	Congleton Town Park
	93
	0

	SE
	Fishbourne Roman Palace
	118
	2

	EM
	Lincoln Arboretum and Temple Garden
	94
	1

	WAL
	St Mary’s Church, Haverfordwest
	123
	2

	
	TOTAL
	4,941
	35


2.3.3
Statistical Confidence

Because we only interviewed a representative sample of visitors/residents, we cannot be certain that the figures obtained are precisely those that would have been found had we interviewed every visitor to the site/resident of the area.  However, we can be confident that the figures are correct to within certain tolerances.  These tolerances depend on the sample size and also on the order of magnitude of the research findings being considered.  The following table shows certain sample sizes and gives the margin within which we can be 95% certain that the true figures will be.

	
	Research Findings

	Sample size
	10% or 90%
	20% or 80%
	30% or 70%
	40% or 60%
	50%

	5,600
	±1
	±1
	±1
	±1
	±1

	4,500
	±1
	±1
	±1
	±1
	±1

	3,000
	±1
	±1
	±2
	±2
	±2

	1,500
	±2
	±2
	±2
	±3
	±3

	1,000
	±2
	±2
	±3
	±3
	±3

	100
	±6
	±8
	±9
	±10
	±10

	50
	±8
	±11
	±13
	±14
	±14


Furthermore, there is a greater likelihood that the true figures are near the centre of these ranges - i.e.  close to the figures from the research.

For similar reasons, when comparing findings between subgroups, we may not be certain that differences are genuine unless they are of a certain minimum size.  We can be 95% sure that differences larger than those in the following table are genuine.

	
	Magnitude of Figures being compared

	Sample size
	10% or 90%
	20% or 80%
	30% or 70%
	40% or 60%
	50%

	2,000-2,000
	
2
	
2
	
3
	
3
	3

	1,000-1,000
	
3
	
4
	
4
	
4
	4

	500-500
	
4
	
5
	
6
	
6
	6

	200-200
	
6
	
8
	
9
	
10
	10

	100-100
	
8
	
11
	
13
	
14
	14

	100-50
	
10
	
14
	
16
	
17
	17

	50-50
	
12
	
16
	
18
	
19
	20


The figures shown throughout assume a single–stage random sample.  In practice that is a statistical ideal, almost never achieved in commercial research.  Statistical theory indicates that an additional design factor should be applied to all of the confidence figures stated.  This value is always a matter of judgement.

2.4
Fieldwork Period

2.4.1
Visitor Survey

At each site, fieldwork in each of 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008 was undertaken across the period end May to Summer as follows in order to ensure a good cross-section of visitors and visiting conditions were achieved:

· 1 shift at end May;

· 2 shifts in June/early July term-time period (1 weekday, 1 weekend day);

· 2 shifts in school summer holiday period before end August (1 weekday, 1 weekend day).

‘Floating’ shifts were allocated to the school summer holiday period.

2.4.2
Neighbourhood Survey

At each site during each of 2005, 2006 and 2007, fieldwork was undertaken during September, with an approximate 50:50 split of weekend and weekdays.  For the first time in 2008, fieldwork was split between early/mid July and September.
Given that this element was a survey of local residents, the fieldwork period was selected to ensure the widest cross-section of local residents available i.e. outside peak holiday periods.

2.5
Outputs

Both visitor and neighbourhood questionnaires were similar in each of 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008 to allow for direct comparison between the four years of surveys.

As highlighted within Section 2.1 – Site Selection, BDRC visited each of the project locations selected on a preliminary basis in order to establish feasibility of working at the location and fieldwork logistics.  Written site reports were produced to inform the decision regarding whether to include each site in the sample and the interviewing practicalities.

Following fieldwork, BDRC provided HLF with an SPSS datafile including data labels and codes for missing values, data tables of all questions asked for both surveys with standard demographic and site location cross breaks and a technical report providing a written description of the survey methodologies adopted, samples achieved, technical information and standards adhered to.

3.
BENEFITS OF HLF FUNDED SITES

3.1
Benefits to the Visitor

The series of visitor surveys at 60 funded attractions between 2005 and 2008 were used to measure the impact of HLF funding on the visitor experience.  This included both perceived impacts on the nature and quality of the visit itself and post-visit impacts on the visitor in terms of social and learning outcomes.  The following sections examine each type of impact in detail.

3.1.1
Overall opinion of visit

This section examines the overall impact on visitors to HLF funded sites in terms of the following dimensions – overall enjoyment of visit, satisfaction, experience versus expectations, value for money and importantly, the difference that the work has made to visitors’ overall enjoyment of the site.

There continue to be very high overall levels of enjoyment and satisfaction with the funded sites compared with visitor attractions overall (as measured by BDRC’s visitor survey benchmarking database of over 200 attractions – see Section 3.1.6).
97% of visitors across the sites agreed with the statement ‘I have had an enjoyable visit’, with 77% agreeing strongly.  Using a scale from +2 (agree strongly) to -2 (disagree strongly), this generates a mean score of 1.75.

Similarly, 95% of visitors rated satisfaction with their visit as excellent (54%) or good (41%), with only 3% rating their visit as just OK and less than 1% rating it as poor or very poor.

Over half (57%) of visitors claimed that their visit was better than they had expected – 30% much better and 27% a little better than expected.  This is an exceptionally high proportion of visitors in comparison to visitor attractions as a whole.
28 out of the 60 sites taking part in the visitor survey charged for admission.  Value for money ratings were also positive among visitors that paid to enter the site – 88% rated as excellent (39%) or good (49%).
Perhaps most importantly of all, we can examine overall visitor reaction to the HLF funded work conducted at the site and the perceived impact that this work has had in terms of enjoyment and satisfaction with the visit:

· Those who had visited the site before were asked how their visit opinion had changed since the period when the HLF funded work had been carried out.  At this point, visitors had not been prompted that the HLF funded work had been conducted at all.  75% of visitors stated that satisfaction with their visit had got better (54% much better and 21% a little better) since the period when the work was carried out.
· Once visitors had been made aware of the work carried out at the site, those who had visited before were asked what difference the work had made to their enjoyment of the site.  77% stated that their enjoyment had improved – 52% claimed that their enjoyment was much better and 24% a little better.
With three-quarters of repeat visitors stating that their experience had improved, this represents clear evidence that the visit experience has improved since the HLF funded work was carried out.  Improving and refreshing the experience for repeat visitors is key to ensuring that they return again and again.

Within the Neighbourhood Survey, local community members were also asked their opinion of the impact of the project work on the site (having been informed of the work carried out).  53% of community members stated that the HLF funded work had made the site either much better (31%) or a little better (23%).  Whilst lower than the three-quarters of repeat visitors stating that their visit had improved, this nevertheless remains a highly positive finding.

For details of how the impact of funding varied by the key project types, see Section 5 – Does the Impact Vary by Project Type?  This section focuses on, amongst other factors, variation in impact according to:

· HLF Project Costs - £50k to £2m, £2m to £5m, Over £5m

· Project Type – Museums Libraries Archives Collections, Historic Buildings and Monuments, Land and Biodiversity, Industrial Maritime and Transport

· Strategic Plan period – Pre SP1, SP1, SP2

· Ownership – local authority, community/voluntary sector, other public sector

3.1.2
Behavioural impact of visit

This section examines the impact of HLF funded work in terms of visitor behaviour, particularly on the likelihood of revisiting the site.

62% of visitors stated that they were likely to revisit the site in the next 12 months – 44% definitely would and 18% probably would.

An additional indication of the impact of HLF funding lies in the proportion of repeat visitors who state that they have visited more often since the work has been carried out at the site.  27% of those on a repeat visit claim that they visit more often than before the work was carried out compared with only 2% that visit less often.
Among those that have visited more often, an overall average of 23 additional visits have been generated, although this varies significantly according to site type:

· At museum, library, archive and collection sites an average of an additional five visits per annum have been generated by those claiming to have visited more often;

· At historic building and monuments an average of an additional six visits per annum have been generated by those claiming to have visited more often;

· At land and biodiversity sites an additional 44 visits per annum have been generated by those claiming to have visited more often;

· At industrial and maritime transport sites an additional six visits per annum have been generated by those claiming to have visited more often.

Word of mouth and positive recommendation is recognised as the single most important source of encouragement for visiting cultural attractions.  For the first time in 2009, visitors were therefore asked how likely they were to recommend their friends to visit to the site, based upon their experience.  92% of visitors claimed that they would either definitely (75%) or probably (17%) recommend a visit to their friends.
3.1.3
Social/wellbeing impact of visit

This section examines the social impact that the visit experience has had on visitors to HLF funded sites.  This includes dimensions such as generating feelings of peace and safety as well as meeting friends.  Several new statements were introduced in 2008 to establish impact in terms of the visit providing a deeper understanding of themselves and others.  The results are summarised in the table below.

	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree at all

	I felt safe during my visit
	82
	97

	It was peaceful and gave me a place to relax
	62
	89

	It is beautiful/there are beautiful things here*
	55
	82

	It helps me to understand about the history/background of other people*
	46
	80

	My visit today inspired me
	35
	66

	It is a good place to meet friends
	31
	62

	Visiting this site gave me the chance to do more physical activity than I would otherwise have taken
	20
	41

	It provides a link to my or my family’s history*
	14
	31

	It has spiritual or religious meaning for me*
	10
	25

	*statement introduced in 2008 only


Findings also varied according to the heritage sector in which the project fell, as illustrated by the table below.  Statements introduced in 2008 are not shown due to low sample base sizes.
	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	I felt safe during my visit
	82
	83
	78
	89

	It was peaceful and gave me a place to relax
	58
	67
	72
	51

	My visit today inspired me
	34
	43
	26
	42

	It is a good place to meet friends
	27
	32
	40
	29

	Visiting this site gave me the chance to do more physical activity than I would otherwise have taken
	13
	23
	31
	19


Almost all visitors (97%) ‘felt safe’ during their visit (82% agreed strongly that they ‘felt safe’ during their visit).  The small proportions that did not feel safe tended to be associated with land and biodiversity projects.
Key Driver Analysis conducted on behalf of HLF in 2007 indicated that having a peaceful/relaxing experience was one of the most important factors in generating an enjoyable experience overall.  It therefore remains reassuring that 62% of visitors agreed strongly that the site was ‘peaceful and gave me a place to relax’.  Land and biodiversity projects remain particularly effective in this regard (72% agreed strongly).

Of the impact measures introduced in 2008, ‘it is beautiful here/there are beautiful things here’ and ‘it helps me to understand the history/background of other people’ were the two which reported the strongest impacts.  55% of visitors agreed strongly that ‘it is beautiful here/there are beautiful things here’ and 46% of visitors agreed strongly that the site ‘helps me to understand the history/background of other people’.
The impact of funding on other social/wellbeing dimensions appear at lower levels, although there remain a number of notable impacts:

· Funding appears to have assisted with the process of providing a social hub for a significant minority of the local community with 31% of visitors agreeing strongly that ‘it is a good place to meet friends’.  Land and biodiversity sites have been the most successful in generating a feeling that the site is ‘a good place to meet friends’ (40% agree strongly).

· Projects also do appear to have been successful at inspiring visitors, with 35% agreeing strongly with the statement ‘my visit today inspired me’ and a further 31% agreeing slightly.  Historic buildings and monuments projects and industrial, maritime and transport projects were more likely to report visits that inspired.
Visitors who feel that their visit had inspired them were asked for their comments on reasons why.  These tended to fall into three categories:
· Inspiration to do things;

· Inspiration to think further or more deeply about history (and reminisce);

· Inspiration to tell others about their experiences.

Examples verbatim comments are as follows:

Inspiration to do things

“I feel creative and love paintings”

“To learn more about English history”

“To see salmon leaping from the river”

“It brings out your creative side”

“Went to Christchurch to see the views”

“To see more places of this type”

“Ideas for new designs”

Inspiration to think further or more deeply about history

“Think of our city, very interesting place.  Makes you think of the past”

“I enjoy going on the bus to Aston Manor.  Loved the history of the buses, took me back in time”

“Just to think of the way our armed forces do so much for our country”

“It inspired me to think more about the past and the history of people mentioned here”

“Made me think a lot and I look differently at history now”

Inspiration to tell others about their experiences

“Everywhere is so green and so beautiful.  I want to tell everyone of this visit”

“I want to tell everyone of this beautiful place.  I am very happy to have visited here today”

However, projects seem to have been less successful at providing an opportunity for taking more physical exercise and perhaps less surprisingly, providing links to family history and providing spiritual or religious meaning:

· Only 20% of visitors agreed strongly that ‘visiting this site gave me the chance to do more physical activity than I would otherwise have taken’.  Land and biodiversity projects were slightly more likely to generate agreement with this statement than other projects;

· Similarly, only 14% agreed strongly that ‘it provides a link to my or my family’s history’;
· Only 10% agreed strongly (and 25% agreed at all) that the site ‘has a spiritual or religious meaning for me’.
3.1.4
Impact of visit on learning

This section examines the impact that the visit experience has had on visitors learning, thoughts and ideas.  These questions were based on the Generic Learning Outcomes framework and are closely related to HLF’s aims of learning and understanding.

This section includes both post-visit impact dimensions such as generating greater breadth and depth of knowledge and being motivated to explore issues further as well as impacts at the site itself such as information, signage and the display of exhibitions.  Two new statements on learning impact were also introduced in 2008.  The results are summarised in the table below.

	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree at all

	There are things here which show high quality work or skilled craftsmanship*
	61
	89

	Exhibits and collections are displayed in a way that makes it easy for me to understand
	56
	80

	It has special historic meaning that tells us something important about the past*
	55
	84

	Children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom
	50
	77

	Information and signage around the site is interesting
	48
	82

	I have gained knowledge or understanding as a result of my visit
	41
	71

	I feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today
	21
	42

	*statement introduced in 2008 only


Findings also varied according to the heritage sector in which the project fell, as illustrated by the table below.

	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Exhibits and collections are displayed in a way that makes it easy for me to understand
	64
	66
	21
	64

	Children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom
	49
	58
	40
	56

	Information and signage around the site is interesting
	50
	56
	28
	60

	I have gained knowledge or understanding as a result of my visit
	44
	50
	19
	46

	I feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today
	21
	25
	18
	15


It is now recognised that a key factor in delivering a successful experience for visitors is the ability to generate an experience that provides insight into the subject matter that cannot be achieved via sources such as the internet.  The results from this study indicate that sites that have been HLF funded are delivering some of these experiences.

The funded sites are clearly demonstrating high quality craftsmanship and skills, with 61% agreeing strongly that ‘there are things here that show high quality work or skilled craftsmanship in 2008.
In terms of learning outcomes, the most notable was that 50% agreed strongly that ‘children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom’.  Historic buildings and monuments and industrial, maritime and transport projects were most likely to generate agreement on this statement.

Other learning outcomes of note were:

· In 2008, 55% of visitors agreed strongly that the site ‘has special historic meaning that tells us something important about the past’, an indication that HLF are selecting projects that facilitate learning about key historical events and characters;
· 41% agreed strongly that they ‘had gained knowledge or understanding as a result of my visit’.  This was particularly likely to be the case among historic buildings and monuments projects (50% agreed strongly) and industrial, maritime and transport projects (46%);

However, only a minority claim that their experience will spur them into action by ‘feeling motivated to do something related to what I have seen today’.  Just 21% agreed strongly with this statement.  When visitors were asked what they had been motivated to do, the activities fell into two broad categories:
· Take part in a physical activity;

· Further investigate or research around the subject of their visit – this in turn tended to be sub-divided into researching local history (perhaps generating sense of place benefits) and researching a specific topic area.
Examples of verbatim comments in each category area are:

Take part in physical activity

“I do photography so will look into that more”

“Doing some tapestry or making something in textiles”

“Want to start up a police museum so got some very good pointers here”

“To do some videos or some sketches for art and design”

“To pick up on my artistic talents”

“To do some craft at home”

“Take up golf”

Research local history
“I will go away and find out more about the history of Liverpool and its people”
“To find out about nice parts of the area I live in”

“Interest in pursuing local area history more thoroughly”

“Want to look at more of Stockport’s history”
Research topic area
“Do more research into missiles and RAF”

“To learn more about my family”

“Family history interests me – I will look into it more”

“Read and look up on internet more about Bloomsbury set”
Evidence from the research indicates that the learning experience at the sites themselves has frequently been a positive one.  56% of visitors agreed strongly that ‘exhibits and collections are displayed in a way that makes it easy for me to understand’ and 48% agreed strongly that ‘information and signage around the site is interesting’.  This is again particularly likely to be the case at industrial, maritime and transport projects (60% agreed strongly).

Indeed, across the learning dimensions as a whole, the impact has been most significant among the industrial, maritime and transport projects (and to a lesser extent the historic buildings and monuments projects) and least significant among the land and biodiversity projects.

3.1.5
Impact on quality of visit

This section examines the quality of the visit itself, both generally in terms of the visit outcomes and operationally in terms of dimensions such as orientation, visual appeal, staff and facilities.  The results are summarised in the table below.  Results are in rank order of % excellent ratings.

Operational Dimensions (among those providing a rating for each)

	Statement
	% Excellent
	% Excellent /Good

	Friendliness and welcome of staff
	61
	96

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site
	60
	95

	Visual attractiveness of the site
	57
	94

	The quality of facilities provided for children
	40
	81

	The quality of facilities for disabled visitors
	32
	79


Findings again varied according to the heritage sector in which the project fell, as illustrated by the table below.

	Statement (% excellent among those rating)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Friendliness and welcome of staff
	59
	68
	54
	67

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site
	61
	60
	53
	71

	Visual attractiveness of the site
	57
	59
	53
	60

	The quality of facilities provided for children
	40
	45
	39
	32

	The quality of facilities for disabled visitors
	32
	38
	26
	29


A key success factor for HLF is the proportion of visitors rating the standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site positively.  60% of visitors rated this dimension as ‘excellent’, with 95% rating as excellent or good.  Visitors to industrial, maritime and transport projects were most likely to rate this dimension positively.
When repeat visitors were asked about how this dimension had improved since the period before HLF funding, 78% stated that they felt that the site had got either much better (58%) or a little better (22%).  The HLF funding would appear to have made a significant impact on this dimension, bringing funded sites up to the industry standards.

Other operational aspects rated positively were:

· Staff – 61% rated friendliness and welcome of staff as excellent.  As the 2006 report identified, staff can be a key driver of visitor satisfaction;
· Visual attractiveness – a strong key driver of visitor enjoyment, this dimension was rated as excellent by 57% of visitors.
The proportion of visitors rating facilities for children positively appears at relatively low levels, only 40% rated the facilities as excellent, although those with children in the party rated more positively.
Quality of facilities for disabled visitors was rated at lower levels – among those rating this dimension, just 32% rated as excellent, although a further 47% rated this aspect as good.

Visit Outcome Quality Dimensions

	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree at all

	The site is important to pass on to future generations*
	74
	98

	There was lots for children to do
	46
	74

	There was lots for me to do
	46
	77

	It is an imaginative and exciting place
	46
	84

	*statement introduced in 2008 only


The importance of protecting historic sites for future generations to appreciate and enjoy appears to be vital to visitors, with 98% agreeing that ‘the site is important to pass on to future generations’ – 74% of visitors agreed strongly with this statement.

As the 2006 report identified, having ‘lots to do’ is a critical driver of overall visitor enjoyment – the ability to provide a ‘full’ day out.  Almost half agree strongly with the statements ‘there was lots for me to do’ (46%) and ‘there was lots for my children to do’ (46%).
Being imaginative and exciting, although a less significant driver of overall enjoyment, is still important.  46% agreed strongly that the site is ‘an imaginative and exciting place’.
The table below illustrates how visit outcome quality dimensions vary among visitors to each of the sites within the four heritage sectors.  2009 statements have not been included due to low base sizes.
	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	There was lots for children to do
	45
	45
	49
	42

	There was lots for me to do
	46
	53
	37
	53

	It is an imaginative and exciting place
	46
	52
	32
	57


Industrial, maritime and transport projects tended to fare most positively across these dimensions, with 53% of visitors agreeing strongly that ‘there was lots for me to do’ and 57% with ‘it’s an imaginative and exciting place’.  Historic buildings and monuments also fare well.
Land and biodiversity projects were rated least positively o the dimension ‘it is an imaginative and exciting place’, with only 32% of visitors to these projects agreeing strongly with this statement.
3.1.6
Benchmarking results

Whilst results from the visitor survey are valuable in their own right, to set the findings within the context of other similar research adds further insight.  In order to achieve this, key questions within the visitor survey were designed to be comparable with other visitor surveys that BDRC conduct within the visitor attractions sector.  It has therefore been possible to benchmark findings against the visitor survey benchmarking database that BDRC has built up in recent years.  This database has grown significantly over the past year and now contains visitor survey results from in excess of 200 UK visitor attractions.  A summary of comparator results follows:

· 97% of visitors across the sites agreed with the statement ‘I have had an enjoyable visit’, with 77% agreeing strongly.  Using a scale from +2 (agree strongly) to -2 (disagree strongly), this generates a mean score of 1.75.  This continues to compare very favourably with the overall mean score rating of 1.44 from BDRC’s visitor survey benchmarking database.  Mean enjoyment ratings are also higher within the HLF Visitor Survey than BDRC Benchmarks within each site type category:

	Mean Enjoyment Rating
	HLF Visitor Survey
	BDRC Benchmark

	Total
	1.75
	1.44

	MLAC/IMT
	1.73
	1.45

	HBM
	1.78
	1.49

	Other
	1.76
	1.37


· Value for money ratings are also positive among visitors that paid to enter the site - 39% rate as excellent and 49% as good, with a mean rating of 1.28.  This is typical of BDRC Benchmark attractions, which reported a mean rating of 1.25.  Ratings are slightly below museum/gallery industry averages among those visiting HLF MLAC sites, but slightly above among those visiting HBM sites.

	Mean Enjoyment Rating
	HLF Visitor Survey
	BDRC Benchmark

	Total
	1.28
	1.25

	MLAC/IMT
	1.26
	1.39

	HBM
	1.31
	1.19

	Other
	n/a
	1.22


· Rather than comparing the proportion of visitors rating a specific operational dimension against the proportions rating other operational dimensions in order to examine which are most successful, it is likely to be more instructive to compare ratings of each dimension against industry benchmarks.  The following summarises mean ratings of other visit dimensions against the BDRC Benchmarks:

	Statement (mean rating)
	HLF Visitor Survey
	BDRC Benchmark
	Versus benchmark

	Information and signage around site is interesting
	1.31
	1.12
	((

	Friendliness and welcome of staff
	1.56
	1.37
	((

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site
	1.54
	1.39
	((

	The quality of facilities for disabled visitors
	1.03
	0.96
	(


As the table above demonstrates, ratings for many operational dimensions are rated significantly more positively at the HLF funded sites than across attractions as a whole:

· Interesting information and signage around the site;

· Friendliness and welcome of staff;

· Standard of maintenance and upkeep;

Quality of facilities for disabled visitors is also rated more positively than for the sector as a whole, with ratings improving year-on-year.  One caveat is that although the rate of improvement seen among visitors to HLF funded sites is impressive, this rate of improvement has not quite matched that of the sector overall.
In addition to ratings, BDRC Benchmarks also include comparators for visitor profiles, a selection of which appear in the table below:

	
	HLF Visitor Survey
	BDRC Benchmark

	% first time visit
	53%
	53%

	% staying away from home
	28%
	44%

	% travelled by car
	63%
	56%

	% female
	53%
	52%

	Any children in party (%)
	32%
	29%

	Any long term illness/disability in party (%)
	11%
	6%

	% BME
	3%
	5%

	% DE social grades
	16%
	12%


Most demographic characteristics of visitors to HLF funded sites are typical of attractions as a whole, although there are two dimensions that are more prevalent at HLF funded sites which make a positive contribution towards HLF’s social objectives:

· Party members with a long term illness or disability;

· Visitors from the lower DE social grades.

Further, visitors to HLF funded sites tend to be more local than for attractions within the BDRC Benchmarks, only 28% being on a trip involving an overnight stay compared with 44% across the industry as a whole.

3.2
Benefits to Local Communities

The series of neighbourhood surveys among representative samples of local people living or working approximately 15 minutes walk of the 45 funded attractions during the 2005 to 2008 period were used to measure the impact of HLF funding on local communities.  This included impacts in terms of visiting the sites themselves, the importance of the sites in people’s lives and the impact of funding upon quality of life and local identity.  The following sections examine each type of impact in detail.

3.2.1
Behavioural Impact of Funding

Local community members were asked whether they visited the HLF funded site more or less frequently than they did in the period prior to the work being carried out.  At this point, people had not been made explicitly aware of the work that had been carried out.

19% of local community members claimed that they visited the site more often since the work had been carried out compared with just 9% who visited less often.  The impact upon land and biodiversity projects has been the greatest, with 28% of community members claiming to have visited more often and only 14% less.  The impact upon industrial, maritime and transport projects has also been notable, with 26% of local community members claiming to have visited more often than prior to funding and only 3% less often.

Overall, 59% of local community members had visited the site within the past twelve months.  Again, this proportion was significantly higher for land and biodiversity projects (75%) than museums, libraries, archives and collections (49%), historic buildings and monuments (52%) or industrial, maritime and transport projects (49%).

A key success indicator for HLF is the proportion of local community members that have visited the site at least once every six months within the past twelve months.  Almost half (47%) of local community members had visited the site at least once every six months.

· Land and biodiversity projects were comfortably the most frequently visited, with two thirds (68%) of local community members visiting at least once every six months.  Indeed, a third (31%) visited at least once a week compared to just 6% of museums, libraries, archives and collections projects, 13% of historic buildings and monuments and less than 1% of industrial, maritime and transport projects.

3.2.2
Overall importance of sites in people’s lives

Impact of funding on the relevance of sites within the local community can be measured by examination of two dimensions – importance of the site in community members’ lives and other involvement with the site such as volunteering or event attending.

By way of context, the proportion of local community members aware that the HLF funded project had taken place was high.  Around three-quarters (74%) of local community members were aware of the HLF funded project taking place in their area (after being prompted with what the work was).

· Awareness of project work was highest among land and biodiversity projects (84% aware) and, to a lesser extent, among industrial, maritime and transport projects (81%).  Awareness was lower among museums, libraries, archives and collections projects (67%) and historic buildings and monuments (68%).

Importance of site in local community members’ lives

Local community members were asked on a scale of one to ten to rate how important the site is in their lives.  Results were spread fairly evenly across the rating points as follows (with a mean rating of 5.2):

· 24% rated 1-2;

· 13% rated 3-4;

· 22% rated 5-6;

· 23% rated 7-8;

· 14% rated 9-10…………………with a further 5% unsure.

Although subjective as to what a ‘significant’ role might be, it could be fair to state that HLF funded sites played a major role in the lives of 14% of community members and some role in the lives of a further 45%.

Once again, land and biodiversity projects have played a more significant role in the lives of local community members (mean rating of 5.9), playing a major role on the lives of 20% of people and some role in the lives of a further 47%.

Other projects have played less of a role ion the lives of local community members:  museums, libraries, archives and collections (playing a major role in the lives of 9% of people), historic buildings and monuments (12%) and industrial, maritime and transport projects (5%).

There are also some clear findings in terms of the relative importance of projects among different demographic groups.  In particular, sites tend to play a more important role among older community members aged over 45 years (16% major role) and importance also appears higher among BME local community members (20% major role).

Involvement with the site itself

A further measure of the importance of sites among local community members is any deeper involvement with the site itself.  7% of local community members had been involved with their local site since the HLF funded work had been carried out:
· 4% had attended an event;

· 2% were part of a friends group;

· 1% had volunteered;

· 2% had some other involvement.

Community members from the higher AB social grades were more likely to be involved with their local site at this deeper level.  There was slightly higher involvement in museums, libraries, archives and collections projects (8% involved) than in other projects - historic buildings and monuments (7%), land and biodiversity projects (6%), with only 2% involved with industrial, maritime and transport projects.

3.2.3
Impact of funding on quality of life

A key strategic objective of HLF funding is to improve the quality of life of members of the local community.  To understand whether this objective has been met, local community members were asked directly whether they felt that their quality of life in the area had improved as a result of the HLF funding.  They were also asked more indirectly about their opinion of the local area and how it had changed since the work had been carried out.

28% of local community members indicated that their quality of life was either much better (11%) or a little better (17%) as a direct result of the HLF funded work.  This was a slight decline on the proportion observed in the 2007 report (31%), but driven only by the notable decrease in the proportion of local community members who were aware of projects in 2008.
Evidence from the research indicates that quality of life benefits were more likely to be generated by land and biodiversity projects (40% of local community members felt that quality of life had improved, with 16% feeling that it was much better).

Quality of life benefits were also greater for local community members around projects with HLF funding in excess of £5m.  Almost half (46%) of local community members felt that quality of life had improved, with 18% feeling that it was now much better.

Local community members were also asked the extent to which they perceived the area to have changed – both as a place to live and a place to work - in the period since the project was completed.  They were subsequently asked directly about their attitudes towards the impact of the site itself on making the area a good place to work or live and the reasons for their opinion (respondents were not informed of the HLF funded work at either stage).

37% of local community members felt that their area was either much better (14%) or a little better (24%) as a place to live than it was in the period prior to the project being carried out.  However, 24% still felt that the area was a little worse (16%) or much worse (9%) than before.
Similarly, 26% of those that work in the area felt that it was either much better (10%) or a little better (16%) as a place to work compared with 14% who felt it was a little worse (9%) or much worse (5%).

When asked specifically about the role of the site in helping to make the area a good place to live or work, opinion was significantly more positive:

· 60% of local community members agreed either strongly (30%) or slightly (30%) that the site helps to make to make the area a good place to live (only 8% disagreed);
· 31% of local workers agreed either strongly (14%) or slightly (17%) that the site helps to make to make the area a good place to work (10% disagreed).

The above indicates that the HLF funding has contributed significantly to making the area a better place to live in particular, within the context of areas where there is divided opinion as to whether the area is improving or declining.

Local community members were also asked for their detailed opinion of how the site added to their quality of life.  Respondents were asked the extent to which they felt that the site had changed since the period prior to HLF funding in terms of a range of quality of life aspects.  The results are illustrated in the table overleaf:

	Statement
	% Much better
	% Better At All

	The appearance and attractiveness of the site
	35
	60

	The number of activities or things to do at the site
	22
	43

	The things I can learn at the site
	21
	44

	The peacefulness of the site
	21
	40


They were also asked their opinion of the role of the site overall in terms of a range of quality of life benefits.  The results are illustrated below:

	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree At All

	It is beautiful or there are beautiful things there*
	31
	63

	Provides me with a peaceful place to relax
	29
	55

	A place where there is lots going on
	24
	50

	A good place to meet friends
	22
	49

	Helps me to take more exercise than I would otherwise have taken
	14
	31

	*statement introduced in 2008 only


For local community members, the funding appears to have most impact upon the visual attractiveness of the site, with consequential benefits for making the local area look attractive.  Approaching two thirds of local community members (60%) felt that the appearance and attractiveness of the site had improved, with a third (35%) feeling that it was much better.  Further, two-thirds (63%) felt that the site is beautiful or there are beautiful things there.  We know that visual attractiveness is a key driver in the overall satisfaction of a visit.

There was slightly less improvement perceived among local community members for the following quality of life aspects – the number of activities or things to do at the site, peacefulness of the site and things they can learn.  Fewer than a quarter of local community members felt that these aspects were now much better.  However, although perceived improvements were limited, there remained over half who agreed that the site provided a peaceful place to relax.

Perceived health benefits were limited, with only 14% agreeing strongly that the site helped them take more exercise than they otherwise would have done.

The table below illustrates how quality of life benefits varied for projects within each of the four heritage sectors.

	Statement (% much better)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	The appearance and attractiveness of the site
	23
	35
	42
	43

	The number of activities or things to do at the site
	15
	22
	25
	32


	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Provides me with a peaceful place to relax
	21
	25
	42
	12

	A place where there is lots going on
	19
	24
	26
	30

	A good place to meet friends
	14
	25
	27
	11

	Helps me to take more exercise than I would otherwise have taken
	7
	12
	22
	11


Quality of life improvements were more likely to have been generated by industrial, maritime and transport projects.

Land and biodiversity projects were also more likely than average to be perceived to have improved the attractiveness of the area and the number of things to do.  These projects were also strongly associated with other aspects – peaceful place to relax, good place to meet friends and helping to take more exercise.

3.2.4
Impact of funding on access to the sites

Local community members were also asked their opinion of the impact of the HLF funding on perceived access to the site.

People were asked their opinion of how the site had changed on several key dimensions in the period since the HLF funded work had been carried out and also on how they currently felt about site access issues.  The results are illustrated in the tables below:

	Statement
	% Much Better
	% Better At All

	The ease with which I can visit the site
	18
	32

	Safety of visiting the site
	18
	34


	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree At All

	It is easy for me to visit if I want to
	50
	78

	I feel safe visiting during the day
	47
	72


Two key drivers of quality of life improvements for local community members were identified within the 2007 report as the ease with which they could visit the site and the safety of the site.  There were some notable minorities who felt that these aspects had improved:

· A third (32%) felt that the ease of visiting the site was better (18% much better);

· A third (33%) felt that the safety of visiting the site was better (18% much better).
	Statement (% much better)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	The ease with which I can visit the site
	14
	21
	16
	27

	Safety of visiting the site
	13
	19
	18
	28


	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	It is easy for me to visit if I want to
	57
	41
	56
	46

	I feel safe visiting during the day
	49
	42
	51
	43


There were some subgroups of community members for whom these issues were more relevant:

· Access issues were most likely to have been seen to have improved for industrial, maritime and transport projects (27% much better) – as was the case for quality of life aspects;

· Safety aspects were also more likely to have been perceived as better following HLF funding for industrial, maritime and transport projects (28% much better);

· Both museums, libraries, archives and collections projects and land and biodiversity projects were both more likely to be seen as safe to visit during the day than other projects.

3.2.5
Impact on local identity

Respondents were also asked whether the site had helped them to identify more with the local area.

	Statement
	% Much better
	% Better At All

	A focus for the local community
	25
	48

	The pride that I have in the site
	21
	42


	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree At All

	The site is important to pass on to future generations*
	45
	73

	Provides me with an important connection to this area’s history
	29
	56

	Is important in making this part of the UK special
	29
	59

	Feel proud of the site
	28
	56

	The site helps to bring people that live in this area together*
	24
	49

	The site provides a link to my or my family’s history*
	8
	22

	* statement introduced in 2008 only


There were some significant minorities of local community members who felt that the funding had impacted positively upon the area’s local identity.  Around half felt that there had been improvements in terms of providing a focus for the community and engendering a feeling of pride in the site.  This is discussed in more detail within summary Section 6.2 – Sense of Heritage, Identity and Pride.

There was also a strong feeling among local community members (as among visitors) that it is important that the site gets passed on to future generations.  Three-quarters agreed (45% agreed strongly) with this statement, introduced for the first time in 2009.

A significant proportion of local community members also felt that the site helped generate social capital, with 49% agreeing that ‘the site helps to bring people that love in this area together.  A quarter (28%) agreed strongly.

The table below illustrates how these ‘local identity’ dimensions varied for projects within each of the four heritage sectors.

	Statement (% agree strongly)
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Provides me with an important connection to this area’s history
	41
	24
	24
	37

	Is important in making this part of the UK special
	32
	30
	24
	35

	Feel proud of the site
	30
	26
	29
	26


The impact upon local identity has been stronger among local community members around museums, libraries, archives and collections projects than it has among other projects.  However, the difference between this sector and other sectors has become less marked since 2007.  Impact has also been above average for industrial, maritime and transport projects.

2008 also saw the introduction, for the first time, of two statements to measure sense of place and level of social capital among community members living in the vicinity of HLF funded sites.

	Statement
	% Agree Strongly
	% Agree At All

	I feel part of my local community*
	39
	75

	I can influence decisions that affect my local area*
	10
	31

	* statement introduced in 2008 only


Three-quarters of local community members claim to ‘feel part of my local community’.  Encouragingly, local community members aware of HLF and aware that the work at the site was funded by HLF were more likely to feel that they felt part of the local community, demonstrating a link between the funding and sense of place.
Fewer - around a third - felt that they ‘can influence decisions that affect my local area’ and there was less of a relationship between agreement with this statement and awareness of HLF funding at the site.  Those from higher ABC1 social grades (34%) were most likely to feel that they could influence decisions in their local area.
4.
ARE THE BENEFITS SHARED BY EVERYONE?

This section examines whether the benefits of HLF funding identified within Section 3 have a differential impact across a range of sub-groups of visitors and local community members.  The most important benefits are investigated among the following sub-groups identified by HLF:

· Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) groups;

· Lower socio-economic groups (C2DEs);

· Disability groups;

· Families;

· Young people aged 25 years or under.

4.1
BME Groups

4.1.1
BME groups - visitors

By way of context, there remain just 3% of visitors to HLF funded projects from a BME group.  There continues to be evidence from the research that some benefits of HLF funding have been greater among visitors from BME groups than among visitors from a ‘white’ ethnic background:

· Although visitors from BME groups still tended to rate their overall experience less positively than those from a white background, 56% of repeat visitors from BME groups who expressed a view felt specifically that the HLF work had made their visit much better in terms of overall enjoyment compared with 52% of repeat visitors from a white background;

· Furthermore, 30% of repeat visitors from a BME background claimed to have visited more often since the redevelopment work compared with 27% of those from a white background;

· Visitors from BME groups were also more likely to feel that their expectations had been exceed, with 61% of those from BME groups feeling that their visit exceeded their expectations compared with 57% of those from a white background;

· Further, those from BME groups were more likely to feel that they would revisit the site in the next 12 months – 49% of those from BME groups felt they would definitely revisit compared with 41% from a white background.
· In terms of the key benefits identified, BME visitors were more likely to feel:

· That the site was peaceful and gave them a place to relax (91% agreed) compared with 88% of visitors from a white background;

4.1.2
BME groups – local community members

There is evidence from the research that the benefits of HLF funding have also been greater among members of the local BME community than among members of the local community from a ‘white’ ethnic background.
· 61% of local community members from a BME background felt that the site helps to make the area a good place to live compared with 59% of those from a ‘white’ background;

· There has also been a greater benefit in terms of the impact on quality of life of the funding, with 31% of BME community members and only 28% of ‘white’ community members claiming that the quality of their lives had been improved.

· In terms of the key benefits identified, BME local community members were more likely to feel:

· That the site provided them with a peaceful place to relax (33% agreed strongly) compared with 28% of local community members from a white background;

· That the site was a good place to meet friends (28%) agreed strongly) compared with 22% of those from a white background;

· That the site helped them to take more exercise (18% agreed strongly) compared with 14% of those from a white background.
· The relevance of the site in the minds of BME community members was also significantly higher (34% of those from BME groups rated importance as at least 8 out of 10) than for ‘white’ community members (26%).
4.2
Lower socio-economic groups

4.2.1
Lower socio-economic groups - visitors

The research indicates that the benefits of HLF funding are no more likely to have benefited visitors from a C2DE background than an ABC1 background:

· 79% of visitors from the ABC1 social grades agreed strongly with the statement ‘I have had an enjoyable visit’ compared with 74% from a C2DE background;

· Similarly, 77% of visitors expressing an opinion from an ABC1 background felt that their enjoyment of the site had been better since HLF funding compared with 76% of visitors from a C2DE background – not significantly different;

· In terms of behaviour the pattern is the same, with 27% of ABC1 visitors claiming that they had visited more often since the HLF development compared with 28% of C2DE visitors – again, not significantly different;

· In terms of the key social benefits, again there was little difference according to social grade: for example, 36% of ABC1 visitors strongly agreed that their visit to the site inspired them compared with 35% of C2DE visitors;

· In terms of key ‘learning’ benefits, again there is little difference between the higher and lower social grades on key dimensions:  for example, 42% of ABC1 visitors agreed strongly that they had gained new knowledge or understanding compared with 38% of C2DE visitors.

4.2.2
Lower socio-economic groups – local community members

Again, as among visitors, the benefits of HLF funding were more likely to impact upon local community members from the higher than the lower social grades.

· On the key measure of whether the funding improved quality of life, impact was higher among those from the higher social grades.  31% of ABC1 community members felt that the funded work had improved their quality of life compared with just 25% of C2DE community members.

· Only 51% of local community members from C2DE social grades had actually visited the site in the past twelve months compared with 60% of those from the ABC1 social grades;

· Further, 30% of local community members from ABC1 social grades claimed to visit the site more often than in the period before funding compared with 27% of those from C2DE social grades;

· 28% of those from the ABC1 social grades rated the site as at least 8 out of 10 in terms of importance to their lives compared with 26% among those from C2DE social grades;
· Similarly, 58% of community members from the ABC1 social grades felt that the HLF funded work had improved the site compared with just 50% of community members from the C2DE social grades;

4.3
Disability Groups

4.3.1
Disability groups - visitors

By way of context, 11% of visitors to the sites had someone in their party with a long term illness, health problem or disability which limits their daily activities.

There appears to be increasing evidence from the research that visitors from disability groups are more likely to feel that the HLF funded work has had a positive impact upon key visit outcomes than those without a disability.  As context, 78% of visitors expressing an opinion with a disabled person in their party felt that the quality of facilities for disabled visitors was either excellent or good and only 8% thought that they were poor.
· 79% of repeat visitors with a disabled person in their party who expressed an opinion felt that the HLF funded work had resulted in improved enjoyment of their visit compared with 77% of visitors with no disability.  Similarly, 37% claimed that they visited more often since the redevelopment compared with just 26% among those without a disability;

· Further, 78% of repeat visitors with a disabled person in their party who expressed an opinion felt that their visit satisfaction was better compared with 75% of those without a disability.
There were also some other benefits for those with disabilities:

· 56% of visitors with disabilities felt that friendliness and welcome from staff was excellent compared with 52% of those without disabilities;

· 68% of those with disabilities agreed strongly that the site was peaceful and gave them a place to relax, compared with 61% without disabilities;

· 25% of visitors with a disability agreed strongly that the site gave them a chance to do more physical activity compared with just 19% of those without a disability.

4.3.2
Disability groups – local community members

Benefits of HLF funding among local community members tended to be no higher and, in many cases, lower among those with disabilities.

· There was virtually no difference between the proportions feeling that quality of life had improved, with 27% of those with a disability and 28% of those without a disability feeling that quality of life had improved;

· Similarly, 51% of those with a disability and 54% of those without a disability felt that the work had improved the site;

· 18% of those with a disability and 19% of those without a disability claimed to visit the site more often than they did in the period prior to HLF funding;

· When asked to rate the importance of the site in their lives, local community members with and without disabilities also both rated the site’s average importance similarly (25% of those with a disability rated the importance of the site as eight out of ten or more compared with 28% of those without a disability).
Further, those with a disability were less likely to visit the site.  47% of those with a disability had not visited in the past 12 months compared with 40% of those without a disability.

4.4
Families

4.4.1
Families - visitors

There is some strong evidence within the research that the benefits of HLF funding have been more likely to have been felt by visitors with children than those without children.
· When asked specifically about the difference that the HLF funded work had made to their enjoyment, 82% of repeat visitors with children who expressed an opinion felt that their enjoyment had improved compared with just 75% of those without children;

· Furthermore, 32% of repeat visitors with children claimed to have visited more often since the HLF funded work had been completed compared with 24% of those without children;

· In terms of the specific child-related dimensions, 80% of visitors with children felt that the quality of facilities for children were either excellent (42%) or good (38%) and 82% agreed that there was lots for children to do – 56% agreed strongly;

· Further, 89% of those with children agreed that children could learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom, with 62% agreeing strongly.

There were some further demonstrable greater benefits to families:

· Those with children (50%) were more likely to feel that the site was an imaginative and exciting place than those without children (44%);

· Those with children (35%) were also more likely to strongly agree that the site was a good place to meet friends than those without children (29%);

· Those with children also tended to feel that maintenance and upkeep of the site was better than those without children.  63% of those with children agreed strongly that the standard and maintenance and upkeep of the site was excellent compared with 58% of those without children;
4.4.2
Families – local community members

Unlike among visitors, the benefits of HLF funding were still no more likely to be perceived among local community members with children than among those with no children.  As reported in previous years, this indicates that the experiences of visitors with children have yet to be translated into the perceptions of local community members with children.

· The importance of the site in the lives of local community members was virtually the same among those with and without children (27% of both those with and without children rated the site as at least eight out of ten in terms of importance in their lives);

· 53% of community members with children felt that the HLF funded work had improved the site compared with 54% of those without children;

· Similarly, 26% of community members with children believed that their quality of life had been improved compared with 28% of community members without children.

· Claimed visiting was also similar among local community members with and without children - 17% of local community members with children claimed to visit the site more often than in the period before HLF funding compared with 19% of those with no children.

4.5
Young People (aged 25 years or under)

4.5.1
Young people - visitors

There remains strong evidence within the research that the benefits from HLF funded work were more likely to have been felt by older than younger visitors (aged 25 or under).  This tends to be the case at a general level and when examining both social and learning benefits.

· Only 68% of visitors aged 25 or under agreed strongly with the statement that they had an enjoyable visit compared with 78% of visitors aged over 25 years;

· Further, only 46% of visitors aged 25 or under rated their visit satisfaction as excellent compared with 55% of older visitors;

· Similarly, when asked specifically about the difference that the HLF work has made to overall enjoyment of the site, only 71% of young repeat visitors aged 25 or under who expressed an opinion felt that their enjoyment was better than before compared with 77% of repeat visitors aged over 25 years;

· There were similar patterns observed when examining both social and learning benefits of HLF funding.  By way of example:

· Only 38% of young people agreed strongly that there was lots for them to do at the site compared with 47% of visitors aged over 25 years;

· Similarly, only 38% of young people agreed strongly that the site was an imaginative and exciting place compared with 47% of visitors aged over 25 years;
· 36% of young people agreed strongly that they had gained new knowledge from their visit compared with 41% of older people.  Further, 51% of young people agreed that the exhibits/collections were displayed in a way that was easy to understand compared with 56% of visitors aged over 25 years;
4.5.2
Young people – local community members

As among visitors, there is evidence within the research that the benefits from HLF funded work were more likely to have been felt by older than younger local community members (aged 25 or under).

· Among local community members aged 25 years or under, 19% rated the site as at least eight out of ten in terms of importance in their lives compared with 29% among community members aged over 25 years;

· In addition, 49% of young people felt that the work had improved the site compared with 54% of community members aged over 25 years;

· However, more encouragingly a similar proportion of young local community members (27%) felt that the HLF funded work had improved their quality of life compared with 28% of community members aged over 25 years;

· Further, younger people have a similar propensity to visit the site– 60% of those aged 25 years or under visited within the past twelve months compared with 58% of those aged 25 years or over.  Further, 19% of young local community members claimed to visit the site more often than in the period prior to HLF funding compared with 19% of local community members aged over 25 years;

5.
DOES THE IMPACT VARY BY PROJECT TYPE?

This section examines how the impact of HLF funding on both visitors and local communities has varied according to a range of site-based dimensions:

· Size of HLF grant (£50k to £2m, £2m to £5m, Over £5m);

· Project type (Museum library archive collection, historic buildings and monuments, land and biodiversity, industrial maritime transport)

· HLF Strategic Plan period (Pre SP1, SP1, SP2).

In particular, this section examines variation in impact according to the size of the HLF grant.  This variation in impact has been measured using the following research dimensions from each survey:

Visitor Survey
· Overall measures of site satisfaction (overall satisfaction, standard of maintenance and upkeep, visual attractiveness, enjoyable visit, lots to do, plan to revisit);

· Measures of learning and wellbeing (inspired by the visit, new knowledge and understanding, imaginative/exciting, children learn out of classroom, physical exercise, feel motivated to do something);

· Measures of impact made by HLF funding (change in maintenance/ upkeep, change in overall satisfaction, change in enjoyment, increase in visit frequency, knew HLF funded).

Neighbourhood Survey
· Role in local life (site makes good place to live/work, makes area look attractive, peaceful place to relax, lots going on, good place to meet friends, helps to take more exercise);

· Overall measures of heritage value (makes the area special, proud of the site, how important in your life, provides connection to area’s history);

· Measures of impact made by HLF funding (visited in last 6 months, change in appearance, change in number of activities, overall difference made to site, difference made to quality of life, knew HLF funded).

5.1
Visitor Surveys

5.1.1
Visitor survey sample sizes

The tables below illustrate the number of projects surveyed within each project type during the 2005 to 2008 period.  The figure in brackets represents the total number of visitors interviewed within each project type.

	
	Size of HLF Grant

	Project Type
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Museums, libraries, archives, collections
	28 (2583)
	9 (579)
	9 (908)
	10 (1096)

	Historic buildings and monuments
	15 (1382)
	11 (1056)
	3 (227)
	1 (99)-

	Land and biodiversity projects
	12 (1178)
	10 (979)
	2 (199)
	-

	Industrial, maritime, transport
	5 (490)
	2 (163)
	1 (97)
	2 (230)

	Total
	60 (5633)
	32 (2777)
	15 (1431)
	13 (1425)

	Strategic Plan Period
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Pre SP
	28 (2841)
	12 (1155)
	8(791)
	8 (895)

	SP1
	14 (1253)
	8 (720)
	4 (319)
	2 (214)

	SP2
	18 (1539)
	12 (902)
	3 (321)
	3 (316)

	Total
	60 (5633)
	32 (2777)
	15 (1431)
	13 (1425)


5.1.2
Impact by size of HLF grant

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to size of HLF grant by the key impact measures among visitors.

	Site Satisfaction Measures
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Overall satisfaction (% excellent)
	54
	50
	57
	58

	I have had an enjoyable visit (% agree strongly)
	77
	76
	76
	83

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site (% excellent)
	60
	55
	62
	68

	Visual attractiveness of the site (% excellent)
	57
	54
	57
	66

	There was lots for me to do (% agree strongly)
	46
	42
	53
	50

	Likelihood of revisiting in 12 months (% definitely)
	41
	43
	40
	35


	Measures of Learning/Wellbeing (% agree strongly)
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	My visit today inspired me
	35
	34
	36
	38

	Gained new knowledge or understanding
	41
	34
	48
	49

	It is an imaginative and exciting place
	46
	41
	50
	53

	Children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom
	50
	46
	63
	45

	Chance to do more physical activity than otherwise
	20
	24
	18
	12

	I feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today
	21
	21
	20
	21


	Measures of HLF Funding Impact (% much better)
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Overall satisfaction*
	54
	54
	46
	62

	Overall enjoyment*
	52
	53
	47
	57

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep*
	56
	57
	47
	61

	Frequency of visits* (% more often)
	27
	27
	25
	30

	Knew HLF funded (% of all visitors)
	6
	7
	8
	3

	* among repeat visitors to the site giving an opinion


Reaction to the visit was generally significantly more positive for projects where the HLF funding value exceeded £2m and on most dimensions, opinion of the visit was higher still among projects with funding in excess of £5m.

The exception to this was the opportunity to do more physical activity than might otherwise have been the case.  On this dimension, impact was greater among the projects funded with less than £2m.

In terms of the dimensions that measure the perceived improvement of the visit as a result of HLF funding, opinion also tended to be more favourable among projects with the highest funding value (over £5m).  However, knowledge of HLF funding among visitors tended to be higher among the smaller projects, funded with less than £5m – perhaps a function the smaller sites where knowledge and presence of the HLF funded element is more overt.
5.1.3
Impact by project type

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to project type by the key impact measures among visitors.

	Site Satisfaction Measures
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Overall satisfaction (% excellent)
	54
	53
	56
	53
	53

	I have had an enjoyable visit (% agree strongly)
	77
	75
	79
	79
	84

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site (% excellent)
	60
	61
	60
	53
	71

	Visual attractiveness of the site (% excellent)
	57
	57
	59
	53
	60

	There was lots for me to do (% agree strongly)
	46
	46
	53
	37
	53

	Likelihood of revisiting in 12 months (% definitely)
	41
	38
	29
	69
	41


	Measures of Learning/Wellbeing (% agree strongly)
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	My visit today inspired me
	35
	34
	43
	26
	42

	Gained new knowledge or understanding
	41
	44
	50
	19
	46

	It is an imaginative and exciting place
	46
	46
	52
	32
	57

	Children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom
	50
	49
	58
	40
	56

	Chance to do more physical activity than otherwise
	20
	13
	23
	31
	19

	I feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today
	21
	21
	25
	18
	15


Overall opinion of the site visit tended to be highest for industrial, maritime and transport projects.  Historic buildings and monuments projects tended to perform highest on measures of learning and social wellbeing.
	Measures of HLF Funding Impact (% much better)
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Overall satisfaction*
	54
	48
	42
	68
	47

	Overall enjoyment*
	52
	45
	43
	67
	46

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep*
	56
	49
	48
	69
	56

	Frequency of visits* (% more often)
	27
	24
	18
	38
	19

	Knew HLF funded (% of all visitors)
	6
	6
	7
	5
	9

	* among repeat visitors to the site who expressed an opinion


In terms of perceived impact of the HLF funding on the site itself, the land and biodiversity projects were viewed most positively by visitors.

5.1.4
Impact by strategic plan period

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to strategic plan period by the key impact measures among visitors.

	Site Satisfaction Measures
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	Overall satisfaction (% excellent)
	54
	51
	57
	56

	I have had an enjoyable visit (% agree strongly)
	77
	76
	82
	76

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep of the site (% excellent)
	60
	56
	61
	64

	Visual attractiveness of the site (% excellent)
	57
	56
	58
	58

	There was lots for me to do (% agree strongly)
	46
	39
	56
	50

	Likelihood of revisiting in 12 months (% definitely)
	41
	32
	42
	43


	Measures of Learning/Wellbeing (% agree strongly)
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	My visit today inspired me
	35
	32
	39
	38

	Gained new knowledge or understanding
	41
	35
	46
	45

	It is an imaginative and exciting place
	46
	40
	53
	49

	Children can learn things here that cannot be learned in the classroom
	50
	43
	60
	53

	Chance to do more physical activity than otherwise
	20
	19
	28
	14

	I feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today
	21
	19
	21
	24


The visitor surveys demonstrated that there was little difference between the Strategic Plan periods in terms of impact on overall site satisfaction measures.  However, Strategic Plan period 1 was seen to be the most effective in terms of the learning and wellbeing dimensions.

	Measures of HLF Funding Impact (% much better)
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	Overall satisfaction*
	54
	52
	52
	56

	Overall enjoyment*
	52
	52
	54
	52

	Standard of maintenance and upkeep*
	56
	55
	57
	56

	Frequency of visits* (% more often)
	27
	25
	29
	28

	Knew HLF funded (% of all visitors)
	6
	3
	11
	9

	* among repeat visitors to the site who expressed an opinion


There was also little difference by Strategic Plan period in terms of the impact that the funding had on the visit experience, although knowledge of that HLF funded the project has increased since the pre-SP1 period.
5.2
Neighbourhood Surveys

5.2.1
Neighbourhood survey sample sizes

The tables below illustrate the number of projects surveyed within each project type during the 2005 to 2007 period.  The figure in brackets represents the total number of local community members interviewed within each project type.

	
	Size of HLF Grant

	Project Type
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Museums, libraries, archives, collections
	10 (1063)
	7 (715)
	2 (243)
	1 (105)

	Historic buildings and monuments
	17 (1885)
	15 (1645)
	2 (240)
	-

	Land and biodiversity projects
	15 (1674)
	12 (1370)
	1 (94)
	2 (210)

	Industrial, maritime, transport
	3 (321)
	1 (113)
	1 (109)
	1 (99)

	Total
	45 (4946)
	35 (3843)
	6 (686)
	4 (414)

	Strategic Plan Period
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Pre SP
	13 (1471)
	7 (823)
	3 (333)
	3 (315)

	SP1
	18 (1976)
	15 (1623)
	3 (353)
	-

	SP2
	14 (1496)
	13 (1397)
	-
	1 (99)

	Total
	45 (4946)
	35 (3843)
	6 (686)
	4 (414)


5.2.2
Impact by size of HLF grant

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to size of HLF grant by the key impact measures among local community members.

	Role in local life
(% agree strongly)
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Makes area good place to live
	30
	29
	22
	52

	Provides peaceful place to relax
	29
	29
	15
	49

	Lots going on
	24
	22
	20
	49

	Good place to meet friends
	22
	22
	13
	36

	Helps me take more exercise than otherwise
	14
	14
	7
	26


	Measures of Heritage Value
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Important in making area special (% agree strongly)
	29
	27
	24
	53

	Feel proud of the site (% agree strongly)
	28
	27
	20
	47

	Provides important connection to area’s history
	29
	26
	26
	53

	Importance in life (% 8-10 out of 10)
	27
	28
	19
	35


	Measures of HLF Funding Impact
	ALL
	£50k-£2m
	£2m-£5m
	Over £5m

	Visited in past six months (%)
	46
	45
	27
	74

	Change in appearance and attractiveness (% much better)
	35
	34
	29
	52

	Change in number of activities (% much better)
	22
	21
	18
	38

	Difference made to site (% much better)
	31
	30
	26
	49

	Difference made to quality of life (% much better)
	11
	11
	7
	18

	Knew HLF funded (% all community members)
	6
	6
	8
	4


As the tables above demonstrate, projects with HLF funding value in excess of £5m were more likely than those with lower funding values to have had an impact on local communities in terms of the role of the site in local life, the sites heritage value and the perceptions of improvements resulting from HLF funding.

For example, 18% of local community members around projects receiving in excess of £5m funding felt that the funding had made their quality of life much better.  This compared with only 11% for projects funded to the tune of £50k to £2m and 7% funded between £2m and £5m.

5.2.3
Impact by project type

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to project type by the key impact measures among local community members.

	Role in local life
(% agree strongly)
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Makes area good place to live
	30
	23
	28
	38
	25

	Provides peaceful place to relax
	29
	21
	25
	42
	12

	Lots going on
	24
	19
	24
	26
	30

	Good place to meet friends
	22
	14
	25
	27
	11

	Helps me take more exercise than otherwise
	14
	7
	12
	22
	11


	Measures of Heritage Value
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Important in making area special (% agree strongly)
	29
	32
	30
	24
	35

	Feel proud of the site (% agree strongly)
	28
	30
	26
	29
	26

	Provides important connection to area’s history
	29
	41
	24
	24
	37

	Importance in life (% 8-10 out of 10)
	27
	23
	25
	35
	12


	Measures of HLF Funding Impact
	ALL
	MLAC
	HBM
	LBD
	IMT

	Visited in past six months (%)
	46
	38
	48
	68
	30

	Change in appearance and attractiveness (% much better)
	35
	23
	35
	42
	43

	Change in number of activities (% much better)
	22
	15
	22
	25
	32

	Difference made to site (% much better)
	31
	24
	27
	40
	33

	Difference made to quality of life (% much better)
	11
	6
	8
	16
	14

	Knew HLF funded (% all community members)
	6
	7
	6
	7
	1


In terms of attitudes towards the role that sites play within local communities, land and biodiversity projects were rated significantly higher than other projects on all aspects with the exception of ‘lots going on’.

There is little difference in terms of site type across the heritage value dimensions.

Finally, in terms of the perceived impact of HLF funding on the local community, those living or working around land and biodiversity projects were gain more likely to rate the impact highly than for other projects across the majority of indicators.  Local community members around industrial, maritime and transport projects were more likely to rate ‘change in appearance and attractiveness’ and ‘change in the number of activities’ positively than other types of projects.  However, awareness of the HLF as the project funding body was lowest among those around industrial, maritime and transport sites.
5.2.4
Impact by strategic plan period

The tables below illustrate how the impact of funding varied according to strategic plan period by the key impact measures among local community members.

	Role in local life
(% agree strongly)
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	Makes area good place to live
	30
	41
	27
	22

	Provides peaceful place to relax
	29
	43
	25
	20

	Lots going on
	24
	32
	20
	22

	Good place to meet friends
	22
	33
	17
	19

	Helps me take more exercise than otherwise
	14
	23
	11
	10


	Measures of Heritage Value
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	Important in making area special (% agree strongly)
	29
	34
	26
	27

	Feel proud of the site (% agree strongly)
	28
	32
	27
	24

	Provides important connection to area’s history
	29
	33
	28
	25

	Importance in life (% 8-10 out of 10)
	27
	35
	24
	23


	Measures of HLF Funding Impact
	ALL
	Pre SP1
	SP1
	SP2

	Visited on past six months (%)
	46
	56
	46
	37

	Change in appearance and attractiveness (% much better)
	35
	42
	33
	30

	Change in number of activities (% much better)
	22
	29
	19
	20

	Difference made to site (% much better)
	31
	35
	31
	27

	Difference made to quality of life (% much better)
	11
	13
	11
	8

	Knew HLF funded (% all community members)
	6
	5
	5
	9


Impact of HLF funding on local communities appears to have been more effective for projects funded within the Pre-Strategic Plan period.  For example, 13% of local community members around these sites felt that the site had made their quality of life much better, compared with 11% around the sites funded in the Strategic Plan 1 period and 8% in the Strategic Plan 2 period.
6.
SUMMARY UNDER KEY THEMES

The following three sections summarise the impact of HLF funding as discussed within this report under three key themes:

· Quality of life/Sustainable Communities;

· Sense of Heritage, Identity and Pride;

· Opportunities for Children and Young People.

6.1
Quality of Life/Sustainable Communities

There are a number of key findings from the research which illustrate the impact of HLF funding upon the quality of life of visitors to HLF funded projects, upon individual local community members and upon perceptions of the local area as a place to live or work.

6.1.1
Quality of Life/Sustainable Communities – Visitor Survey Findings

The Visitor Survey identified key quality of life impacts as follows.
· 97% of visitors across the sites agreed with the statement ‘I have had an enjoyable visit’, with 77% agreeing strongly.  Using a scale from +2 (agree strongly) to -2 (disagree strongly), this generates a mean score of 1.75.  This compares very favourably with mean score rating of 1.44 from BDRC’s Benchmarks database;

· 95% of visitors rated their visit satisfaction as excellent (54%) or good (41%), with only 3% rating their visit as just OK and just 1% rating it as poor/very poor;

· Over half (57%) of visitors claimed that their visit was better than they had expected – 30% much better and 27% a little better than expected.  This is an exceptionally high proportion of visitors in comparison to visitor attractions as a whole;
· For the first time in 2009, visitors were asked how likely they were to recommend the site to others – a key indicator of sustainability.  92% of visitors claimed they would definitely (75%) or probably (17%) recommend a visit to friends.
· Perhaps most importantly of all, we can examine overall visitor reaction to the HLF funded work conducted at the site and the perceived impact that this work has had in terms of enjoyment and satisfaction with the visit:
· Those who had visited the site before were asked how their visit opinion had changed since the period when the HLF funded work had been carried out (at this point, visitors had not been prompted that the HLF funded work had been conducted at all).  75% of visitors stated that satisfaction with their visit had got better (54% much better and 21% a little better) since the period when the work was carried out;
· Once visitors had been made aware of the work carried out at the site, those who had visited before were asked what difference the work had made to their enjoyment of the site.  77% stated that their enjoyment had improved – 52% claimed their enjoyment was much better and 24% a little better.
· 62% of visitors stated that they were likely to revisit the site in the next 12 months – 44% definitely would and 18% probably would;

· An additional indication of the impact of HLF funding lies in the proportion of repeat visitors who state that they have visited more often since the work has been carried out at the site.  27% of those on a repeat visit claim that they visit more often than before the work was carried out compared with only 2% that visit less often;
· It remains reassuring that 62% of visitors agreed strongly that the site was ‘peaceful and gave me a place to relax’.  Land and biodiversity projects were particularly effective in this regard (72% agreed strongly);

· There remains evidence within the research that some benefits of HLF funding have been greater among visitors from BME groups than among visitors from a ‘white’ ethnic background:

· 56% of repeat visitors from BME groups who expressed a view felt specifically that the HLF work had made their visit much better in terms of overall enjoyment compared with 52% of visitors from a white background;

· 30% of repeat visitors from a BME background claimed to have visited more often since the redevelopment work, compared with 27% of those from a white background;

· BME visitors were also more likely than white visitors to feel that the site gave them a peaceful place to relax (91% agreed compared with 88% of visitors from a white background).
· There is increasing evidence within the research that visitors from disability groups were more likely to feel that the HLF work had a positive impact upon key visit outcomes.
· 78% of repeat visitors with a disabled person in their party expressing an opinion felt that their visit satisfaction was better following the HLF funding compared with 75% among those with no disabled person in their party;

· 37% claimed that they visited more often since redevelopment compared with just 26%% among those with no disability.

· There is some strong evidence within the research that the benefits of HLF funding have been more likely to have been felt by visitors with children than those without children.

· When asked specifically about the difference that the HLF funded work had made to their enjoyment, 82% of repeat visitors with children who expressed an opinion felt that their enjoyment had improved compared with just 75% of those without children;

· Furthermore, 32% of repeat visitors with children claimed to have visited more often since the HLF funded work had been completed compared with 24% of those without children;

· Reaction to the visit was generally significantly more positive for projects where the HLF funding value exceeded £2m and on most dimensions, opinion of the visit was higher still among projects with funding in excess of £5m;

· In terms of the dimensions that measure the perceived improvement of the visit as a result of HLF funding, opinion also tended to be more favourable among projects with the highest funding value (over £5m);
· Overall opinion of the visit tended to be highest for industrial, maritime and transport projects.  Historic buildings and monuments projects tended to perform highest on measures of learning and social wellbeing;
· The visitor surveys demonstrated that there was little difference between the Strategic Plan periods in terms of either the site satisfaction measures or the impact that the funding had on the visit experience.
6.1.2
Quality of Life/Sustainable Communities – Neighbourhood Survey Findings

The Neighbourhood Survey identified key quality of life impacts as follows.
· An important contextual figure is that three-quarters (74%) of local community members were aware of the HLF funded project taking place in their area (after being prompted with what the work was).  However, this figure has fallen from the 77% recorded within the 2007 report;

· 28% of local community members felt that ‘quality of life’ was either much better (11%) or a little better (17%) as a direct result of the HLF funded work;
· 37% of local community members felt that their area was either much better (14%) or a little better (24%) as a place to live than it was prior to the project being carried out;
· 26% of those that work in the area felt that it was either much better (10%) or a little better (16%) as a place to work;
· 19% of local community members claimed that they visited the site more often since the work had been carried out compared with just 9% who visited less often.  The impact upon land and biodiversity projects appears to have been the greatest - 28% of community members claiming to have visited more often and only 14% less;

· 59% of local community members had visited the site within the past twelve months.  Again, this proportion was significantly higher for land and biodiversity projects (75%) than either museums, libraries, archives and collections (49%), historic buildings and monuments (52%) or industrial, maritime and transport projects (49%);

· Local community members were asked on a scale of one to ten to rate how important the site is in their lives.  Although subjective as to what a ‘significant’ role might be, it could be fair to state that HLF funded sites played a major role in the lives of 14% of community members and some role in the lives of a further 45%;

· Land and biodiversity projects tend to play a significantly more important role than other types of project.
· Projects with HLF funding value in excess of £5m were more likely than those with lower funding values to have had an impact on local communities in terms of the role of the site in local life and the perceptions of improvements resulting from HLF funding.  18% of local community members around projects receiving in excess of £5m funding felt that the funding had made their quality of life much better compared with only 11% for projects funded to the tune of £50k to £2m and 7% funded between £2m and £5m;

· In terms of attitudes towards the role that sites play within local communities, land and biodiversity projects were rated significantly higher than other projects on most aspects.  Similarly, in terms of the perceived impact of HLF funding on the local community, those living or working around land and biodiversity projects were again more likely to rate the impact highly than for other projects across the majority of indicators;
· Impact of HLF funding on local communities appears to have been more effective for projects funded within the Pre-Strategic Plan period.  13% of local community members around these sites felt their quality of life was much better compared with just 11% of those around sites funded within the SP1 period and 8% within the SP2 period;
· There is evidence that the benefits of HLF funding have been greater among the local BME communities:

· 61% of local community members from a BME background felt the site helps to make the area a good place to live compared with 59% from a white background;

· The relevance of sites in the minds of BME community members was significantly higher (34% of those from BME groups rated importance as a t least 8 out of 10) than for ‘white’ community members (26%);
· 31% of BME community members felt that their quality of life had improved after funding compared with only 28% from the white community.

6.2
Sense of Heritage, Identity and Pride

There are a number of key findings from the research which continue to illustrate the impact of HLF funding upon the sense of heritage, identity and pride of the local community and upon visitors:

6.2.1
Sense of Heritage, Identity and Pride – Visitor Survey Findings

The Visitor Survey identified key impacts in this area as follows.
· Projects have been generally successful at helping visitors to understand about the history and background of other people, with 80% agreeing with the statement ‘this site helps me to understand about the history/background of other people’.  They also appear to have assisted with the process of providing a social hub for the local community with 62% of visitors agreeing that ‘it is a good place to meet friends’;

· 66% of visitors stated that their visit had inspired them and 42% claimed that they ‘feel motivated to do something related to what I have seen today’;
· The heritage experience of visitors also seems to have been a positive one, with 84% of visitors agreeing that ‘the site has special historic meaning that tells us something important about the past’;
· Projects seem to have been less successful at providing links to family history and providing spiritual or religious meaning.  Only 14% agreed strongly that the site ‘provides a link to my or my family’s history’ and only 10% agreed strongly that the site ‘has a spiritual or religious meaning for me’.

6.2.2
Sense of Heritage, Identity and Pride – Neighbourhood Survey Findings

The Neighbourhood Survey identified key impacts in this area as follows:

· 56% of local community members agreed that the site ‘provides me with an important connection to this area’s history’;

· 59% of local community members agreed that the site ‘is important in making this part of the UK special’;

· 56% of local community members agreed that they ‘feel proud of the site’.  Further, 42% of local community members felt that the pride that they have in the site was now better than in the period before funding;
· Around half (48%) of local community members felt that the site was now better as a ‘focus for the local community’ than in the period before funding;
· Three statements added for the first time in 2008 further illustrate the impact on local identity:

· 73% of local community members agreed that ‘the site is important to pass on to future generations’;
· Around half (49%) felt that ‘the site helps to bring people that live in this area together’;
· However, the impact in terms of providing a link to family history was much lower, as was the case among visitors.  Only 22% felt that ‘the site provides a link to my or my family’s history’.
The impact upon people’s sense of heritage, identity and pride has been more evident among certain sub-groups of local community members and among certain types of projects:

· There is strong evidence that the impact on measures of heritage value and pride have been greater among projects funded to the tune of over £5m.  Around half agree that the site is ‘important in making the area special’, ‘feel proud of the site’ and ‘provides an important connection to the area’s history’ compared with a quarter or less for projects with lower funding;

· Impact among museums, libraries, archives and collections has also been greatest, with 41% of local community members agreeing strongly that the site ‘provides an important connection to this area’s history’, 32% agreeing strongly that the site ‘is important in making the area special’ and 30% agreeing strongly that they ‘feel proud of the site’;
· As for measures of quality of life, impact on identity and heritage has been higher among those projects funded within the Pre SP1 period.  For example, 34% of local community members around Pre SP1 projects felt that the site was ‘important in making the area special’ compared with only 26% around SP1 projects and 27% around SP2 projects.
6.3
Opportunities for Children and Young People

There are a number of key findings from the research which illustrate the impact of HLF funding of sites in terms of providing opportunities for children and young people (aged 25 or under).  This is set against the background that there remains evidence within the research that the benefits from HLF funded work were more likely to have been felt by older than younger local community members and site visitors (aged 25 or under).  Nevertheless, among members of the local community:

· 27% of young people and 26% of those with children felt that their ‘quality of life’ improved as a result of the HLF funded work – however, both of these figures are slightly lower than observed in 2006;

· 71% of young people who expressed an opinion and 82% of those with children felt that the HLF funded work had improved the site;

The table below summarises the key other impacts that the sites have made among young people and those with children in the local community:

	% Agree Strongly
	Young People
	With Children

	Provides peaceful place to relax
	24
	28

	Place where there is lots going on
	22
	24

	Good place to meet friends
	22
	21

	Helps me take more exercise
	13
	15


Among visitors:

The table below summarises the key impacts that the sites have made among young visitors and visitors with children:

	% Agree Strongly
	Young People
	With Children

	Social Opportunities:
	
	

	It was peaceful and gave me a place to relax
	62
	57

	Children can learn things that cannot be learned in classroom
	40
	62

	Good place to meet friends
	28
	35

	Learning Opportunities:
	
	

	Gained new knowledge or understanding
	36
	40

	Visit inspired me
	33
	34

	Feel motivated to do something related to what have seen
	20
	20

	Other Opportunities:
	
	

	Chance to do more physical activity
	16
	23


Among visitors with children, there continue to be some notable social benefits – in particular in terms of teaching children things that they could not learn in the classroom and providing a peaceful place to relax.  They are also significant in providing a place to meet friends.

There have also been some significant learning opportunities, in particular with visitors feeling that they had ‘gained new knowledge or understanding’ or ‘felt inspired’.

Whilst the creation of opportunities was slightly lower among young people there were nevertheless some significant impacts, particularly in terms of creating a peaceful place to relax.
7.
EMERGING TRENDS 2005-2008
With this report being the fourth in the series of annual reports, we can begin to establish trends in the impact of HLF funded projects on both visitors and local community members over time.  The following sections summarise these emerging trends for questions that have been asked consistently over each of the four years 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008.
It should be noted that projects are selected for inclusion in the research on the basis of the year in which they completed, according to HLF grant records.  Since projects are of varying length it can't immediately be assumed that any trends indicate HLF projects becoming more or less successful over time.  It will take longer to detect any discernible trends of this type.
7.1
Impact of Funding Upon Visitors
7.1.1
Overall opinion of visit
The following table illustrates the changes in overall opinion of visits to HLF funded sites during the period 2005 to 2008.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Overall enjoyment (% of repeat visitors saying much better)
	55
	39
	56
	55

	Value for money (% excellent)
	29
	39
	34
	44

	Compared with expectations (% much better)
	26
	31
	31
	35


The proportion of visitors claiming that the visit represents excellent value for money and that the visit was much better than they expected was at their highest levels out of all four years of research in 2008.
7.1.2
Behavioural impact
The following table illustrates the changes in behavioural impacts of visits to HLF funded sites during the period 2005 to 2008.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Likelihood to revisit in next 12 months (% definitely)
	48
	41
	43
	42

	% of repeat visitors who visit more often since funding
	28
	14
	32
	28


7.1.3
Awareness of HLF funded work
Awareness of HLF among visitors to HLF funded sites has increased since 2005:

· 74% in 2005;

· 69% in 2006;

· 78% in 2007;

· 81% in 2008.

However, awareness among visitors that HLF funded work has taken place at the site does not appear to have increased in the same way:

· 48% in 2005;

· 36% in 2006;

· 54% in 2007;

· 47% in 2008.

7.2
Impact of Funding Upon Local Communities
An important contextual point for this analysis is the proportion of local community members who were aware that the HLF funded project took place.  As the figures below illustrate, 2008 recorded a significant decrease in the proportion of local community members who were aware of the HLF funded project.  This has subsequent ramifications for the proportions of local community members who feel that their lives have been impacted by the project in some way.

· 75% aware in 2005;

· 70% aware in 2006;

· 81% aware in 2007;

· 62% aware in 2008.

7.2.1
Impact upon quality of life
The following table illustrates the changes in opinion of quality of life benefits seen by local community members around HLF funded sites during the period 2005 to 2008.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Difference work made to quality of life (% better now)
	30
	27
	34
	16

	Difference work made to site (% better now)
	58
	49
	60
	39

	How changed as a place to LIVE (% saying much better now)*
	11
	12
	16
	17

	How changed as a place to WORK (% saying much better now)*
	10
	13
	16
	14

	Appearance and attractiveness of site (% much better now)
	40
	28
	38
	29

	Importance of site in life (% at least 8 out of 10)
	27
	27
	21
	28

	* among those expressing an opinion


Partially driven by the sharp decline in awareness of HLF funded projects among local community members in 2008, the proportions feeling that the work had made a positive difference to their quality of life also declined.  However, notwithstanding this, even among local community members who were aware of the funded project, opinion of how the project impacted upon their lives still declined notably during 2008 – see below.
	Base: Those aware of the project
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	Difference work made to quality of life (% better now)
	40
	39
	42
	26


Only 26% of local community members aware of the project felt that the work had made a positive difference to their quality of life in 2008 compared with around 40% in each of the three previous years.

Therefore, although there have been some increases in the proportions of local community members who felt that the area as a place to live and/or work, this is likely to be due to factors other than the HLF funded project or year-on-year differences between the areas under consideration.
7.2.2
Behavioural impact
The following table illustrates the impact of funding upon the propensity of local community members to visit the HLF funded sites.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	% Visited in past twelve months
	63
	47
	62
	46

	% Visiting more often (repeat visitors)
	29
	27
	33
	21


The proportion of local community members visiting the site more often since HLF funding has declined in 2008.

8.
OPINION OF HLF/LOTTERY FUNDING
For the past four years, both visitors to HLF funded sites and local community members living or working around these sites have been asked their awareness of HLF.  In addition, for the first time in 2008, visitors and local community members were also asked their opinion of whether the project represented good use of Lottery money.  The results are presented in the following sections.
8.1
Visitors to HLF Funded Projects
Across the four years of research to date (2005 to 2008), three quarters (76%) of visitors to funded sites claimed to be aware of HLF.  Awareness of HLF was higher among the following sub-groups of visitors:
· Older age groups – 82% of visitors aged over 45 years were aware of HLF compared with just 45% of those aged under 25 years and 75% of those aged 26-45 years;
· ‘White’ background – 78% of visitors from a white background were aware of HLF compared with just 40% from a BME background.
As the table below indicates, awareness of HLF has increased among visitors over the past four years, reaching a high of 81% in 2008.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	% Aware of HLF
	74
	69
	78
	81


There is strong support for the use of Lottery funding for the projects undertaken.  88% of visitors to HLF funded projects thought that the amount granted for the project represented either excellent (55%) or good (33%) use of Lottery money. Only 1% felt it was poor use of money.  Some sub-groups were more likely to feel that it represented excellent use of Lottery money:

· Visitors aged 45 or over (61% excellent);
· Visitors with children in their party (57%).

8.2
Local Community Members Around HLF Funded Projects
Across the four years of research to date (2005 to 2008), just under three quarters (71%) of local community members around funded sites claimed to be aware of HLF.  This is slightly lower than that recorded among visitors (76%).  Awareness of HLF was again higher among the following sub-groups of local community members:
· Older age groups – 82% of local community members aged over 45 years were aware of HLF compared with just 49% of those aged under 25 years and 56% of those aged 26-45 years;

· ‘White’ background – 73% of visitors from a white background were aware of HLF compared with just 45% from a BME background.

As the table below indicates, awareness of HLF has also increased among local community members since 2005, reaching a high of 80% in 2008.

	
	2005
	2006
	2007
	2008

	% Aware of HLF
	74
	73
	66
	80


Whilst support of the use of Lottery money for projects was significantly lower among local community members than among visitors, support was still fairly strong.  65% of local community members thought that the amount granted for the project represented either excellent (24%) or good (41%) use of Lottery money.  However, a notable minority of 13% felt it was poor use of money.  Some sub-groups were more likely to feel that it represented excellent use of Lottery money:

· Those aged 55 or over (32% excellent);

· Those from social grades AB (33%).

Local community members were also asked if they would have preferred this Lottery money to be spent on other types of generic projects within their area.  59% of local community members felt that they would not have preferred this money to be spent on some other project i.e. they were happy for the funding to be spent on that project.  Only 20% felt that they would have preferred the funding to be spent on some other project, with a further 21% not expressing an opinion.
APPENDIX 1 – PROJECTS SAMPLE SELECTION

Neighbourhood Surveys
	Project Size
	NEIGHBOURHOOD SURVEY SITE

	SET 1: >£2M
	Brighton Museum* (2005)

	
	Sunderland Museum & Gardens (2005)

	
	Mansfield Church, Edinburgh (2005)

	
	The Kingsway Project - Community Lifelong Learning Centre (2006)

	
	Tower Curing Works, Maritime Museum* (2006)

	
	Alexandra Park, Oldham (2007)

	
	St Paul’s, Bristol (2007)

	
	National Waterfront Museum* (2007)

	
	Llandudno Open Spaces (2007)

	
	Lincoln Arboretum (2008)

	
	Fishbourne Roman Palace (2008)

	SET 2: >£500,000 to £2M
	Rowntree Park, York* (2005)

	
	Clevedon Pier* (2005)

	
	Manor House Gardens Lewisham* (2005)

	
	Coronation Gardens, Leyton* (2005)

	
	St Mary’s Acquisition, Gateshead (2005)

	
	Old Belmont School (2006)

	
	Dymock's Building (2006)

	
	Carr Ellison Park Revitalisation (2006)

	
	Marlipins Museum Annexe Rebuild, Shoreham (2006)

	
	Buxton Opera House (2007)

	
	Wardown Park (2007)

	
	Consett Park, Derwentside (2007)

	
	Esplanade Arts and Heritage Centre, Rochdale (2007)

	
	Carrickfergus Museum (2007)

	
	Rutherglen Town Hall (2007)

	
	New Walk, Leicester (2007)

	
	Brent Museum (2008)

	
	Congleton Town Park (2008)

	
	Tiverton (2008)

	
	St. Paul’s Cathedral, Dundee (2008)

	SET 3: >£100,000 to £500,000
	Stone Railway Station, Staffordshire (2005)

	
	Wellington Park (2005)

	
	Belper Market Place (2005)

	
	Deal Landmark Community and Heritage Centre* (2006)

	
	Rossendale Museum: Access Improvement (2006)

	
	Newtown Textile Museum (2006)

	
	South Norwood Lake & Grounds (2006)

	
	March Town Hall (2007)

	
	Solihull Manor House (2007)

	
	St. Mary’s Church, Haverfordwest (2008)

	
	Fisher Theatre Project (2008)

	
	The Craftense Gallery (2008)

	
	Copt Hill (2008)

	Additional Site
	Horniman Museum, South London (2005)

	* site selected for both Visitor Survey and Neighbourhood Survey


Visitor Surveys
	Project Size
	VISITOR SURVEY SITE

	SET 1: >£2M
	Manchester Museum (2005)

	
	Brighton Museum* (2005)

	
	Milestones Museum, Hampshire (2005)

	
	Hull Museums Quarter (2005)

	
	Dean Gallery (2006)

	
	Southampton Central Park (2006)

	
	Tower Curing Works, Maritime Museum* (2006)

	
	City and County Museum (2007)

	
	Staircase House (2008)

	SET 2: >£500,000 to £2M
	Rowntree Park, York* (2005)

	
	Clevedon Pier* (2005)

	
	Newhaven Fort (2005)

	
	Manor House Gardens Lewisham* (2005)

	
	Coronation Gardens, Leyton* (2005)

	
	Rye Meads Conservation Area Development (2006)

	
	Hadrians Wall Study Centre (2006)

	
	Townley Hall Development (2006)

	
	Saltburn-by-the-Sea Pier (2007)

	
	Barrow Public Park (2007)

	
	Oates Memorial Library/Gilbert White Museum (2007)

	
	Fergusson Gallery (2007)

	
	Boscombe Gardens (2008)

	
	Burghley Brewhouse (2008)

	
	Museum of Croydon (2008)

	
	Birmingham and Midland Museum of Transport (2008)

	
	Ayscoughfee Hall (2008)

	
	Eastern Carnigorms (2008)

	
	Charleston (2008)

	SET 3: >£100,000 to £500,000
	Sandal Castle, Wakefield (2005)

	
	Shrewsbury Battlefield (2005)

	
	Yarrow Valley Park (2005)

	
	West Wing, Maidstone Museum (2006)

	
	Doncaster Museum and Art Gallery (2006)

	
	National Tramway Tramcar Conservation Workshop (2006)

	
	Deal Landmark Community and Heritage Centre* (2006)

	
	Charmouth Heritage Coast Centre (2007)

	
	Llangollen Station (2007)

	
	Experience TV (2008)

	
	Pontypool Museum (2008)


	Economic Impact Sites
	Science Museum, London (2005)

	
	Gilbert Collection, Somerset House (2005)

	
	Chatham Dockyard (2005)

	
	Sunderland Museum & Winter Gardens (2005)

	
	National Coal Mining Museum (2005)

	
	Royal Scottish Academy/ National Gallery of Scotland (2006)

	
	Kittochside: Museum of Scottish Country Life (2006)

	
	John Fieldhouse Building – RN Submarine Museum (2006)

	
	Russell-Cotes Art Gallery and Museum (2006)

	
	Ironbridge Gorge Museums – Jackfield Tile Museum (2006)

	
	National Waterfront Museum* (2007)

	
	Football Museum, Preston ( 2007)

	
	Brading Roman Villa (2007)

	
	Lowry Gallery (2007)

	
	SS Great Britain, Bristol (2007)

	
	RAF Museum Cosford (2008)

	
	St George’s Hall (2008)

	
	Museum in Docklands (2008)

	
	Cromer Museum (2008)

	
	Croome Park (2008)

	
	Broughton House Museum (2008)

	* site selected for both Visitor Survey and Neighbourhood Survey


APPENDIX 2

NEIGHBOURHOOD SURVEYS INTERVIEW LOCATIONS

	Project
	Interview locations

	Mansfield Church, Edinburgh
	Post Office, India Street & Heriot Row

Post Office, on Leigh Way & Montgomery Street

Dundonald Street & Cumberland Street

Princes Street

	Rowntree Park, York
	Leisure Centre

Junction Cemetery Road, Shergate

Junction the Mount, Scarcroft Road

	Clevedon Pier
	Post Office, Old Church Street

Library, Corner of Hillside and Old church street

Post Office, Channel Road

	St Mary’s Acquisition, Gateshead
	Post Office, West Street & Euison Street

Junction Alexandra Road and Berwick Road (School, college, PW)

	Stone Railway Station, Staffordshire
	Field Terrace and Albert Street

The Avenue and Ladford Street, High Street

	Belper Market Place
	Ashford Rise and Madwell Close

Chesterfield Road and Market Head

Recreation Gardens and Edwards (Corner of Mill Street)

	Wellington Park
	Longtarth Road and the High Street

Bulford Lane into Ford (by Hospital)

Station Road and Holyoake Street

	Sunderland Museum & Gardens  
	High Street West (Outside Leisure Centre)

Thornhelme Roads and Ashford Terrace

	Manor House Gardens Lewisham
	Post Office, Lee High Road

Hither Green High Street (Close to Station)

	Coronation Gardens, Leyton
	High Road Leyton – between library & station

Church Road - near the fire station

	Brighton Museum
	Junction of New Street & Queen’s Road

Junction Bridshal Road & Upper Bedford Street

Post Office on corner of Western Road & hamper Place

	Horniman Museum, South London
	London Road – By Sainsbury’s (High Street)

	The Kingsway Project
	Town centre

	Old Belmont School
	Eastleigh Drive/ Library

	Dymocks, Bo’Ness
	Outside Tescos, School Brae

	Deal Landmark
	High Street – Natwest Bank

	Tower Curing Works
	Temple Road/ Regent Road, Middle Market

	South Norwood
	South Norwood Road/ Church Street

Station Road/ High Street

Church Road/ Belvedere Road

	Carr Ellison Park
	Station Road, Savacentre Chemist

	Rossendale Museum
	Town Centre

	Marlipins Museum
	Eastern Avenue, Swiss Gardens, Library

	Newton Textile Museum
	Broad Street/ High Street

	
	

	Project
	Interview locations

	Alexandra Park, Oldham 
	Union Street, Spindles Shopping Centre

	St Paul’s, Bristol
	B4051 by Post Office, Library, St Michaels Park

	National Waterfront Museum
	Castle Square, Oxford Street

	Llandudno Open Spaces
	Mostyn Street, Market Street

	Buxton Opera House
	Market Square - Higher Buxton, Spring Gardens

	Wardown Park
	High Town Road Post Office, Post Office – Dunstable Road

	Consett Park, Derwentside 
	Post Office and Library - Victoria Road

	Esplanade Arts and Heritage Centre, Rochdale
	Yorkshire Road

	Carrickfergus Museum
	Woodburn Shopping Centre, Bridewell Drive

	Rutherglen Town Hall
	High Street, Bankhead Road/Wallace Street

	New Walk, Leicester
	Humberside Gate

	March Town Hall
	Creek Road

	Solihull Manor House
	Poplar Road

	Copt Hill
	New Bottle Street, Hetton Le Hole on Front Street

	Brent Museum
	Willesden Green on the High Road, Harlesden High Street

	Fisher Theatre Project
	Town Centre, St Mary’s Street

	St Paul’s Cathedral, Dundee
	Wellgate Centre, Outside Overgate Centre

	Tiverton
	TIC on Phoenix Lane

	The Craftense Gallery
	Church Street, Bilston Market by Pinfold Street

	Congleton Town Park
	Bridge Street, Market Street by the Library and bus station

	Fishbourne Roman Palace
	South Street, West Street

	Lincoln Arboretum and Temple Garden
	Castle Hill, City square/Cornhill market pedestrian area

	St Mary’s Church, Haverfordwest
	Bridge Street, Riverside Quay


.
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