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ATTACHMENT 1
Elements of the ACT’s Heritage Arrangements.

Government
Core elements:
e ACT Heritage Act 2004
e Heritage Minister
e Heritage Council
e ACT Heritage Unit within the Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development
Directorate (EPSDD)

Related elements:
¢ The Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate
ACT Heritage Library (TCCS/ ACT Library Service)
Archives ACT (CMTEDD/ Territory Records Office)
Canberra Historic Places (CMTEDD/ Cultural Facilities Corporation)
Canberra Museum and Art Gallery (CMTEDD/ Cultural Facilities Corporation)
Arts ACT (Gorman House, Ainslie School, Power House Glass works, Strathnairn,
Lanyon etc)
e Planning and Development Act 2007
¢ Minister for Planning.
e ACT Property Group (management of heritage and historically significant properties).

Non-government
History and heritage societies perform many invaluable functions and operate in a very tight
financial environment with limited government support. Some of their functions include:
e Custodianship of significant archives and collections
Supporting the ACT Heritage Festival
Undertaking projects funded by ACT Heritage Grants
Undertaking. public programs e.g. talks and tours
Providing volunteer opportunities for the community, especially for retirees/senior
citizens.

The following is a list of history and heritage groups in the ACT. It does not claim to be
complete:

The Canberra & District Historical Society

The National Trust of Australia (ACT)

Hall School House Museum and Cultural Centre

Family History ACT

ICOMOS (ACT Branch)

ACT Regional Studies Network

Canberra and Region Heritage Researchers

Fire Brigade Historical Society (Canberra Fire Museum)
Tuggeranong Schoolhouse Museum

Minders of Tuggeranong Homestead




St John’s Schoolhouse Museum

Capital Region Heritage Rail (Canberra Railway Museum)
Australian Garden History Society (ACT Monaro Region)
Canberra Archaeological Society

Military History Society of Australia (ACT)

Naval Historical Society of Australia (ACT Chapter)
Tidbinbilla Pioneers Association

St Andrew’s Archive and Heritage Committee

Canberra Modern

Ginninderry Conservation Trust

Engineering Heritage Australia — ACT

Anglican Historical Society of the Dioscese of Canberra and Goulburn.



LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND HISTORY SOCIETIES
Maximising the value of local history

The Value of History

We acknowledge that history shapes our identities, engages us as citizens,
creates inclusive communities, is part of our economic well-being, teaches
us to think critically and creatively, inspires leaders and is the foundation of

our future generations.

INTRODUCTION

Local history is our cultural heritage; an
asset that is valuable in many ways.
Maximising its value to the community
requires a strong partnership between
local government and history societies.
Those local councils which effectively
support their community history

groups enjoy the benefits, as does the
community as a whole.

Local history is an often underused major
asset despite its potential to generate
considerable economic and social
benefits for local governments and the
communities they serve. History societies
have considerable resources that

can be harnessed with relatively small
investments by local governments o
maximise those benefits. Therein lies the
basis for productive partnerships.

Recent natural disasters such as bushfires
and floods have demonstrated how
much value many communities place
on their local history in their ongoing
recovery process. There is a strong and
deep need to erect memorials, record
experiences, restore valued buildings
and to recover other aspects of
community history.

Yarra Ranges Council Plan 2021-2025

THE VALUE OF HISTORY AND
HERITAGE

A growing body of research has
generated hard evidence that

history and heritage have significant
economic and social benefits for local
governments and their communities.
Local history groups contribute
significantly to these benefits through
their extensive knowledge and volunteer
input.

This NSW village of cobargo promotes its historic
landmarks as tourist attractions.
























Attachment 3
FUNDING OUR HERITAGE:
Innovative practices for sourcing funding and assistance for
heritage in the ACT.

1. Introduction
Currently the ACT Government provides two major sources of funding to heritage
within our borders: ’

o Competitive funding programmes under which eligible bodies can apply for
specific projects to be considered for funding within a formal round.
Examples of competitive funding are the ACT Heritage Grants Program, which
is aimed at conserving a wide-range of cultural, and natural heritage values
and places; and within this program and Indigenous Heritage Program which is
aimed at conserving Indigenous heritage throughout Australia.

e Discretionary funding programmes which allocated non-competitive,
ministerial approved grants to specific bodies to carry out conservation and
repair works (often urgent).

Currently, the diversity and unevenness of funding opportunities adds to the
confusion and complexity the community feels when dealing with the heritage
registration processes. An ACT Heritage Strategy would provide an opportunity for
different levels of government and the community to work in partnership to collate
and distribute available funding effectively and efficiently.

Tax deductions
Heritage to benefit through taxation incentives:
e Recognise the tax system does play a modest role in supporting heritage
conservation.
¢ Recognise the potential to achieve greater heritage conservation benefits
through the tax system.
® Make appropriate recommendations to enhance the role of the tax system in
achieving good heritage outcomes for Australia.
* Not making any recommendations without considering the impact on those
measures which currently support heritage conservation.

Taxation through a partnership

One example of a tax reduction incentive is the National Trust Conservation Appeals
partnerships, which remain a very successful and cost-effective way of offering tax-
deductibility for heritage conservation. An example of these partnerships is with the
ACT National Trust.! This Trust has entered into conservation appeals with three
Territory and National Trust listed churches in Canberra: All Saints Anglican
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Church, St Andrews Church and St John the Baptist Church. These appeal funds
assist in the conservation and restoration of each of the churches, and allow for tax-
free donations to be made.

A Green Taxation

A further option for taxation benefits could come from the retention of embodied
greenhouse gases/carbon/energy in existing buildings by opting for a policy aimed
at adaptive reuse rather than demolition of existing fabric. Such a policy would start
to encourage retention of buildings instead of demolition with the inherent energy
expenditure required and rebuilding new structures again with the inherent energy
expenditures.

At this time it seems that the status quo revolves around a conceptual capital
depreciation of aged buildings leading to abandonment (‘ghost buildings’), which in
turn encourages decay leading to structural instability then to demolition on the
premise that a building has become ‘beyond economical repair’. Thus, a concept of
new building on the site of an old one is the primary, and sometimes only, vision
when redevelopment is being planned.

A taxation incentive to retain rather than demolish could be instituted with
deductions for adaptive reuse of exiting building and fabric.

Amendments to development planning laws that stop the advent of ‘ghost
buildings” would be more in the territory jurisdictions but this does not exclude the
Commonwealth from developing some funding programs leading to financial
benefits.

Heritage Tourism
Partnerships with Travel Agents and Tourism operators.

Much has been written about the links and interface between heritage conservation
and tourism as a way to interpret, promote and fund the conservation of places with
recognised heritage values. In fact, the literature forms a whole genre of its own —
‘heritage tourism’.

NGOs concerned with history and heritage in Australia have long emphasised the
need to attract tourists to their properties and have developed tour programs as a
major source of revenue raising which can then be utilised in their conservation
budgets.

While the heritage tourism literature genre keeps growing with regular input,
particularly from academic and professional heritage practitioners; and although
these NGOs along with other non-government heritage organizations have tourism
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policies and practices in place within their strategic plans, there is a realisation that
the process of education and tourism is not reaching expectations. The desired levels
of revenue generation are not being achieved even though participation in cultural
and heritage related tours and activities by younger, middle and elderly age
categories have been predicted to increase in the present decade.

While the reasons for the shortfall in developing ‘tourist dollars’ are most likely
multifarious and specific to types of places, there appears to be an over-riding
connection problem between the National Trusts who own the properties and the
travel agents who create tours, advertise them in the public area and sign up the
prospective tourist into a structured holiday itinerary.

Most Australian historical societies do indeed have local, regional and in some cases
overseas tour programs for which they utilise the services of a travel agent, but the
relationship between the two is often based on a series of individual tours planned
by the bodies themselves.

What is missing from these heritage tourism policies and practices is a close and
well-developed partnership with the Australian travel industry. Australia promotes
its tourism and tourist destinations widely®, but there is little or no connection
between the various government and corporate agencies and the National Trust.

Unfortunately, there is just no partnership programme between the corporate tourist
industry who organise and run the tours, the government tourist agencies who
promote Australia as a tourist destination and the non-government bodies Each
entity is aiming at the same target but shooting from different directions. What is
needed is a long-term coordinated approach with partnerships between ACT
Heritage and local tourist agencies.

A Case Study

Enabling Development

Enabling Development is a policy used by English Heritage to provide and sustain
funding for heritage conservation, particularly but not necessarily, for built heritage.

English Heritage defines Enabling Development as ‘development that is contrary to
established planning policy — national or local — but which is occasionally permitted
because it brings public benefits that have been demonstrated to clearly outweigh
the harm that would be caused.

Normally such development would not be permitted, but it is considered in special
cases where conservation costs are high and could not otherwise be achieved and
where it can be demonstrated that the current and future benefits to the public
outweigh the negative impacts of the development.
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Consideration on allowing an enabling development should meet the following
criteria.

The proposed development:

e will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting.

e avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the place.

e secures the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its continued
use for a sympathetic purpose. .

e isnecessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place,
rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the purchase price
paid.

e must satisfy a requirement that sufficient subsidy is not available from any
other source.

e itis demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the minimum
necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form minimises harm
to other public interests and

e must demonstrate the public benefit of securing the future of the significant
place through such enabling development decisively outweighs the dis-
benefits of breaching other public policies.

If it is decided that a scheme of enabling development meets all these criteria,
English Heritage believes that planning permission should only be granted if:

e the impact of the development is precisely defined at the outset, normally
through the granting of full, rather than outline, planning permission.

o the achievement of the heritage objective is securely and enforceably linked to
it, bearing in mind the place concerned is repaired to an agreed standard, or
the funds to do so are made available, as early as possible in the course of the
enabling development, ideally at the outset and certainly before completion
or occupation.

¢ the planning authority closely monitors implementation, if necessary, acting
promptly to ensure that obligations are fulfilled.

Heritage Disaster Fund

Over the past few years, Australia has probably seen the greatest number of natural
disasters in its recorded history: floods in Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria,
South Australia, bushfires in Victoria, Western Australia, and most relevant here in
the ACT, together with long-terms droughts across the whole country. Yet the loss of
cultural capital from these disasters has received little attention. There is a pressing
need for funding for emergency heritage responses to natural disasters as well as
longer-term assistance for recovery.
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However, there is an opportunity to develop a Heritage Disaster Fund as a
partnership between the ACT government and the insurance industry. Having the
insurance industry involved in such a fund would be an important part of its
sustainability. It would be made very clear that the purpose of the fund is not to
replace insurance or alleviate insurance companies of some of their responsibilities,
but to work with insurers to get the best possible outcomes.

Establishing a Heritage Disaster Fund on its own could be difficult and costly to
administer, but if it was part of a larger Territory Heritage Fund, then resources
could be available at very short notice if need be.

The benefits of a Heritage Disaster Fund would include:

e Getting heritage professionals on the ground as early as possible after a disaster
to help make informed decisions and the future of damaged places and
collections.

e Being able to fund the difference between the insurance cover and the cost of
repairs to make retention viable in marginal cases; and

e Funding for disaster management training (for example Museums and Gallery
Services in Queensland run disaster management courses for small museums).

Blue Shield Australia

The Blue Shield organization is the cultural equivalent of the Red Cross. It is an
international committee, working to protect the world's cultural heritage threatened
by armed conflict and natural disasters. It is made up of a network of committees of
dedicated individuals across the world that is committed to the protection of the world’s
cultural property, and is concerned with the protection of cultural and natural heritage,
tangible and intangible, in the event of armed conflict, natural- or human-made disaster.
The name Blue Shield comes from the UNESCO 1954 Hague Convention for the
Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Contflict, which specifies a blue
shield as the symbol for marking protected cultural property.
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Attachment 4
An example of non-compliance of ACT Heritage Act
and lack of communication

between government agencies.

A Tale of Two Trees

Peter Dowling,
Nick Swain
(Published: Federation of Australian Historical Societies Newsletter January 2019, No. 46 pp. 7-9.)

When we nominate a place of cultural significance to a government body under a legislative
act, we do so with the anticipation that the place will be afforded protection. When the
government body accepts the nomination, recognises its heritage significance and inscribes
the place on to a register of heritage places with legal protection, we gain a strong expectation
that the place will be protected and conserved for our present and future generations. This is
what the various state and territory heritage registers are for. But what happens when the
protective mechanisms of the heritage act fail, and the place is unexpectedly destroyed? This
what has happened here in Canberra when two heritage significant trees displaying evidence
of past Aboriginal cultural practices were deliberately felled. One was felled in 2017 and the
other in 2018.

In June 1991, a small team of experts comprising two archaeologists, a botanist, an
arborist and a member of the local Aboriginal community carried out a survey in one of
Canberra’s southern suburbs. They were examining the old growth eucalyptus trees which
had survived the rural clearing of land and later the urban development. In the suburbs of
Wanniassa and Kambah there are many of these trees scattered in what are now front yards,
playgrounds, school yards, reserves and road verges. They are the remnants of a pre-
European society. Some of the trees bear the scarring of deliberate bark removal, a long-
standing practice by Aboriginal people who used the bark slabs for shields, coolamons, shelter
and canoes. It was these trees that the small team were looking for. They identified a clustering
of seventeen of these trees, recorded them and nominated them to a Commonwealth heritage
register (the former Register of the National Estate). Later, following legislative changes, the
trees were transferred to the ACT Heritage Places Register. The group of trees was also
Classified by the ACT National Trust.

While each of the trees bearing the cultural marks left by the Aboriginal population are
individually important enough to be inscribed on a heritage register, the team recognized that
they were associated within a specific landscape formation. Each of the trees was located on
the slopes above natural drainage lines which in the past flowed as ephemeral waterways



leading from the higher land into the Tuggeranong Valley and eventually into the
Murrumbidgee River. The group also recognized that these drainage lines had been used by
Aboriginal people as corridors as they moved in and out of the Tuggeranong Valley. They
were the areas where it was easy to walk through the valley. On their way they would stop
when needed and carefully remove bark from trees to build shelters, or coolamons to carry
their infants or the equipment they needed. They expertly removed the bark slabs, just enough
for what they needed, but not enough to kill the trees. The trees identified by the team in 1991,
are the physical evidence of this cultural practice which with the settlement by Europeans
now no longer exists. And it is this that makes these trees culturally and historically important
in understanding the human past of Canberra.

So why were two trees deliberately chopped down when they had been on a heritage
register for over twenty-five years? The trees were Blakley’s Redgum (Eucalyptus blakleyi), a
smooth bark tree common to the area. One tree, located, within the playing fields of a primary
school, bore a ‘shield” size scar and was a favourite of the young students who had learnt
about its Aboriginal connection. Because it had a distorted trunk it also made a good climbing
tree. The other tree, much larger, was located about one-hundred metres away in a small
reserve and bore a large ‘canoe’ type scar. We have been unable to ascertain why they were
cut down, perhaps it had something to do with health and safety reasons. But the real question
to be asked is why were they not recognized as heritage listed trees by those responsible for
cutting them down? This was the question that was put to the ACT Minister for Heritage.

An investigation by the Minister’s Department concluded that it was not “malicious
activity’ that resulted in the removal of trees, but rather a ‘genuine and unintentional
administrative error’. By whom has not been specified. However, the ACT Government has
taken the issue seriously and at the time of writing were in the stage of ‘ongoing
investigations. So, what have we lost? We have lost two individual culturally important trees,
both heritage listed. The Indigenous people of the ACT have lost more physical reminders of
their culture. Archaeologically, we have seen a diminution in the marked trees as a complex
marking the targeted use of this species of trees along a former communication corridor
through the valleys of southern ACT. But also, importantly, we have lost confidence in the
legislative processes and compliance to the Heritage Act in protecting our heritage places.

The removal of the trees is of serious concern to local indigenous groups as well as the
Natjonal Trust (ACT) and the Canberra and District Historical Society. The unauthorised
removal of these heritage trees raises serious issues about the adequacy of existing
administrative mechanisms - clearly these mechanisms have failed, and the heritage loss has
been significant. This situation could be seen as part of a wider malaise in heritage protection
— poor and under resourced administration which, through lack of capacity and/or will to
enforce heritage protections, results in the loss of the community’s heritage. Much improved
practical and fail-safe protections are needed, and it is the government’s responsibility to
implement such protections.

The protectors have simply failed to protect. An unfortunate and ‘unintentional” error
twice done, to be sure, but not ones that should be accepted by the public or those responsible.
















The flats sit along the Northbourne Avenue corridor in the area set to be declared a special
precinct to allow the Capital Metro rail link from Gungahlin to the city to go through.

Designed by Ancher, Mortlock and Murray for the National Capital Development
Commission in 1959, the Northbourne Housing Group was built in 1962.

On his website, Mr Miles, who does not live in a heritage building, writes that the flats were
"Canberra's and probably Australia's first and only true example of the rationale of the
Bauhaus principles used for public housing".

END CANBERRA TIMES ARTICLE

The Heritage Council was keen to place the whole precinct on the ACT Heritage Register.
However other parts of government saw this as locking up a valuable piece of real estate
that would provide extensive value capture to help fund the Light Rail project.

There were ongoing negotiations and eventually an agreement was reached to place on the
ACT Heritage Register a representative sample of dwellings. More information, including
maps of the whole precinct and the representative sample, can be found at:

https://www.environment.act.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0007/798901/No
rthbourne-Housing-Precinct-Representative-Sample-Background-Information-
November-2015.pdf






