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• Cultural heritage, including historic places, objects, and traditions, plays a vital role in 
shaping societal identity, fostering a sense of community, and connecting generations.

• This study focuses on cultural heritage (not natural heritage), aligning with research on 
preserving historic sites and artifacts.

• Heritage offers both cultural and economic value, but preserving it involves costs.

• Understanding public preferences and willingness to pay for heritage conservation is 
important for guiding conservation decisions.

• Findings can help align conservation efforts with public preferences.

Background



• Non-market valuation methods, such as Discrete Choice Experiments (DCEs) and Contingent Valuation 
Method (CVM), estimate both use and non-use values of cultural heritage.

• Australian studies are limited; key examples include:
- Allen Consulting Group (2005): Explored WTP for broad conservation measures across Australia but did 

not differentiate by heritage type (e.g., buildings vs. monuments).
- SGS Economics and Planning (2018): Assessed WTP in Victoria for multiple heritage types (e.g., civic 

buildings, lighthouses), but findings are now outdated due to economic and policy changes.
- Throsby, Zednik, and Araña (2021): Focused on WTP for major historic buildings, but did not cover 

other heritage types.

• No study has comprehensively valued all heritage items within a jurisdiction, considering both heritage 
types and key attributes.

• This study fills that gap by examining WTP for eight major heritage types in NSW using DCEs.

Research gaps and objective



Objective
To assess community willingness to pay (WTP) for 
the conservation of eight major cultural heritage 
types in NSW using Discrete Choice Experiments 
(DCEs) to provide a comprehensive valuation to 

inform policy decision-making.



Discrete Choice Experiments (DCEs)



Historic places for civic 
functions and 

government services, 
such as halls, schools, 

post offices, banks, gaols, 
convict sites, 

courthouses, lighthouses, 
wharfs etc

Historic places for religious practice. 
E.g. church, temple, cathedral etc.

Historic places for 
cultural activities and 
recreation. E.g. 
museums, galleries, 
library, theatre, sports 
facility, amusement 
park etc.

Historic landscapes 
modified or 
managed by 
people. E.g.  
gardens, parks and 
lookouts.

Sites of historical 
importance that are 
modified or 
managed by people. 
E.g. war memorials, 
monuments and 
cemetery.

Historic places that are significant for the culture and 
heritage of Aboriginal people. E.g. rock art, hearth site, 

scarred tree, Aboriginal reserves and missions, community 
places, massacre sites etc.

Historic buildings 
used for human 

habitation. 

Historic 
commercial places 

such as shops, 
offices, hotels, 
factories, and 

agriculture.



From 41,416 heritage items to 
91 unique archetypes, 

representing key characteristics 
of type, era, and significance

Number of archetypesTotal number of items in the 
NSW Heritage database

Type

1116,844Residential buildings
136,631Commercial retail & industrial places
1810,882Community and civic items
112,987Places of worship
12476Art culture & recreation
152,995Designed landscapes

9477Historical and memorial sites
2124Aboriginal culture

9141,416Total

Archetypes 
instead of the 
full database



DCE attributes and levels
Aborigina
l culture

Historical and 
memorial sites

Designed 
landscapes

Art, culture & 
recreation

Places of 
worship

Community 
and civic items

Commercial, retail 
& industrial items

Residential 
buildings

Attribute

Levels

Pre 1788
Colonial (1788 – 1840)

Era

Victorian (1840-1890)
Pre-WW1 (1890-15)

Post-1788
Interwar period (1915-40)

Post war & Brutalist (1940 -1970)
Late twentieth century to present (1970 -present)

Local significance (Places important to the history and heritage of the local area or region)
Significance Local + State significance (Places which contribute to NSW’s history and heritage)

Local + State + National significance (Unique or outstanding heritage in a national context)
Private access only (such as a private house)

Access
Public access – free (such as a heritage park)

Public access – for commercial or service delivery purposes (such as a shop)
Public access - with small entry fee (such as a tour fee)

Good condition – heritage places are in good condition with heritage elements generally well conserved
Current condition

Poor condition – heritage places are in poor condition and/or their heritage elements lack integrity
10km

Distance
100km
300km
500km

Depends on heritage typeNumber of heritage items

$10, $50, $100, $150, $200, $250, $300, $350Annual household levy



Example scenario



Scenario development and experimental design
• Applied D-efficient design structures in 

Ngene (Rose & Bliemer 2009).

• Two experimental designs were 
implemented:

- Design 1 for heritage types / models 
1–7

- Design 2 for the Aboriginal cultural 
heritage model

• 16 scenarios per participant

Included a certainty 
calibration question after 
each scenario to measure 
respondents’ confidence 

in their choices

Budget reminders to 
support realistic and 
thoughtful responses

Collage images to 
represent heritage type 

Icons to help represent 
attribute levels

Hover-over definitions to 
support comprehension



Online survey 
with discrete 

choice 
experiments

Sample:
• 4,061 NSW residents 18+
• Recruited via online panel

20-min online survey
• Pilot tested with ~2,500 participants over 3 phases in Oct 2021, 

May 2022 & Nov 2023
• Final data collection: Jan-Feb 2024

Survey sections
• Screener
• Participant background
• Preferences for heritage preservation in NSW (DCE)
• Preference feedback
• Attitudes about heritage
• Socio-Demographics

The DCE component
• The study included 8 DCEs based on heritage type 
• 16 scenarios per participant focused on 1 heritage type

Focused on a 
single randomly 

assigned 
heritage type



Analysis
Model type
• Mixed multinomial logit model (MMNL)
• MMNL model accounts for preference 

heterogeneity between participants
• Eight models were estimated, one for 

each heritage type

Payment vehicle
• Annual household government levy

WTP
• Change between ‘no heritage 

preservation’ and ‘support heritage 
preservation’. 

• The monetary value the community places 
on NSW heritage

• Includes use and non-use values.

Heritage 
preservation

No Heritage 
preservation

Consumer 
Surplus 
(TWTP)

CS =  
1

−𝛽௖௢௦௧
ln ෍ 𝑒௏೙೐ೢ

௃೙೐ೢ

௝ୀଵ

− ln ෍ 𝑒௏್ೌೞ೐

௃್ೌೞ೐

௝ୀଵ

no new funding will be 
allocated for heritage 

preservation of that item



Results



When you think of ‘heritage’ and what it means to you, 
what things come to your mind?



Sample characteristics

Age and gender Number of respondents by location (postcode)



Attribute importance

The relative importance of each attribute is calculated 
by finding the maximum difference between each 
attribute’s level utility as a percentage of the total 
sum of all the maximum differences

Most
important

Least
important

Aboriginal 
culture

Historical and 
memorial sites

Designed 
landscapes 

Art, culture 
and recreation

Community 
and civic items

Commercial, 
retail and 

industrial items

Residential 
buildings

Places of 
worship

Attribute

6341111Era

1112222No. of items

2233634Distance

3424343Access

5666556Condition

4555465Significance

• Era and Number of items were the most important 
attributes for most heritage types

• Condition and Significance were the least important 
for most heritage types



Attribute 
importance

Selected example:
Places of worship



Willingness to pay- scenario analysis

Scenario 3Scenario 2Scenario 1Attribute

Victorian (1840-1890)
Interwar period 

(1915-40)

Late 20th century 
to present (1970 

-present)
Era

Local + StateLocalLocalSignificance

Public access – freePrivate access only
Private access 

only
Access

GoodGoodPoorCondition

500km500km500km
Distance to nearest 
item

5050010Number of items

$130.84$45.81$18.01
WTP

(per household per 
year)

Residential buildings
Scenario 3Scenario 2Scenario 1Attribute

Colonial (1788 – 1840)
Interwar period 

(1915-40)

Late 20th century 
to present (1970 -

present)
Era

Local + State + NationalLocalLocalSignificance

Public access – free

Public access – for 
commercial or service 

delivery purposes 
(such as a shop)

Private access onlyAccess

GoodPoorPoorCondition

500km500km500km
Distance to nearest 
item

92005Number of items

$114.95$80.32$12.90
WTP

(per household per 
year)

Community and civic items

WTP for heritage preservation ranged from approximately $9 to $198 per household per year

Selected examples

How can results be applied in a CBA?



Valuing specific heritage items



• This study is the largest heritage valuation DCE undertaken in NSW (and possibly 
Australia), providing robust evidence on community preferences and willingness to pay 
for preserve heritage items.

• Participants strongly valued heritage items that were older, publicly accessible (especially 
free access), in good condition, and of high historical significance.

• Results support cost-benefit analyses and better-informed heritage funding decisions. 
Findings can guide tailored heritage policies in NSW and beyond.

• While the study focused on valuing individual heritage types, future research on valuing 
the total heritage stock could better support overall planning and conservation priorities.

Conclusion



Thank you

Contact:
Dr Simon Fifer
Director: Research and Innovations
simon.fifer@cappre.com.au
+61 403 862 091
www.cappre.com.au


