What’s your opinion...?

Who should be responsible for funding the

conservation of heritage sites in New Zealand?

Most Responsible

Least Responsible

Government
(incl Council and Heritage N2Z)

Heritage Site Owner
(incl iwi groups)

Me

Private Corp (non-owner)

Non-Govt Org. (NGO)

Others (Pls specify)

Please list 'others’ here

Please list 'others’ here
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Heritage sites often struggle with funding constraints for
maintenance. There have been solutions to save them from the
wrecking ball, but it often involves individual philanthropy or
government intervention by means of tax rebates or acquisition.
Struggling heritage sites are often privatised, which often result
negatively in regards to its cultural significance. This research aims
to promote the role of private corporations in the maintenance of
heritage sites by incorporating “Corporate Social Responsibility”
(CSR). Several case studies are raised and the effectiveness of
bridging partnership between private corporation and heritage sites
through this approach is discussed.
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Terminology and Scope of Discussion

Scope keywords
= Heritage is a resource.
= Financial context of heritage conservation.

Private Corporations Heritage Sites
 Business oriented organisations. « Listed in Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
or Taonga and/or scheduled under local authorities

. Profit driven individuals. under local plan

or
* Buyers/sellers « Inscribed by UNESCO.
« NGOs and NPOs  Built or natural - Cultural values.
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Financial Issues

Heritage Free market will not
>>> property / commodity / » preserve heritage without ———
(hence, a resource) government’s help.

(Starr, 2013)
(New Zeland Historic Places Trust Pouhere Taonga, 2007)

Question of economic feasibility __loophole in legislation
— >>> at the cost of equity and/or < >>> Demolition and neglect.
the environment. (Lichfield, 1988)
Heritage viewed as a « Chronic lack of resources.
> barrier to progress —> +« Question of legislation’s power.

(Ashworth, 2014)

« Debate of responsibilities.
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Heritage plea in our own backyard

Heritage New Zealand Revenue Trends
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* Tabulated from Heritage New Zealand Annual Reports (2014 to 2017) and Crown Entity Funding of Ministry for Culture and Heritage.

« Stagnant or decreasing grants.

« Growing heritage list (although at a decreasing rate)

« Overwhelming capacity or deflating capacity?

« Sites de-listed every year (natural and non-natural circumstances)
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Heritage plea in our own backyard

Maungawhau (Mt. Eden) '
(Schedulegd Category A and potential UNESCO heritage) I MY Agreement

2007 - 2010: 3 retail t t b AR Il —_—
- : 3 retailers as sponsors (event support, M
printing etc.). i P (e HPPoT T EDEN The Friends of Maungar
MAUNGAWHAU
2012: Real estate company rejected sponsorship proposal despite
benefiting from high-valued properties with backdrop of Maungawhau. onedg mag gl sl s

2010 - 2016: 16 contestable funding grants from just a few groups.

Having read Snd fully undersiood the terms and condaitions as writlen in this Sponsceship
Proposal, we officially agree o grant an amount of $3,500 %0 the Friends of Maungawhau to
hold Love Your Mountain Day 2012

Now: Mainly funded by Council.

Source: Love Your Mountain Day 2012 (p.7)

Auckland Heritage Festival

(community-driven event)

* Run on Council budget (mainly ads and publicity)

O“ « "Not managed to gain a sponsor the years I have
SP worked on the festival” (Coordinator, 2018)



Worst case scenario?
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Local government The Observer Bureau

Parks, libraries, halls: cities pay price of
austerity by selling their heritage

00000

Across the country, architectural gems are being bought up by
developers

‘?-'M.L e n ATt SR
Greece protests over government plans
to sell off historic national buildings
Angry demonstrations in Athens after public buildings

around the Acropolis and other landmarks included in
privatisation list

Helena Smith in Athens

Dan Glaister

« Escalating costs.

* Pressure of global financial issues.

« Governments releasing their responsibilities.
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New Brunswick

( Learn mare about the new look

Heritage group can have 'whatever it wants' from
doomed buildings

f
¥ pMV Canada spokesman says 2 older Main Street buildings will be first to
s COmMedown

<

Privatisation

(Yanez, 2016)



Exploitation

Souffe: Elton Daily, 2010
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* Two extremes — welcoming or frowned upon. * Rented for use of films, billboards and concerts.
» Lack of cultural integrity, loss of authenticity. » Ethics — trade of artefacts and looting.
» Areflection of government’s desperation for funds. » Local community exploitation — little or no contribution to the

local socio-economy.

Overwhelmed with tourism.

Privatisation is cost-efficient and successful only if managed with respect to
cultural values.

“The private sector can be as much a threat to conservation as it is an aid.”
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Why is this an issue? What can we do about it?

WHANGANUI CHRONICLE

13/12/2017
Tax aid and legal frameworks are not sufficient. Whanganui Council considers
\ subsidy for heritage restoration
A market that allow unprofitable heritage sites to e
give way for profitable new buildings. e ——
S0 R [N )
To discuss the benefits of private
With budget cuts and financial constraints to save corporations’ involvement in the
our heritage, is there a need to involve private maintenance of heritage sites while

corporations for help? ensuring a win-win situation.

|

Case studies to analyse the
How do these incompatible parties approach one

effectiveness of bridging this
partnership.

another to close gaps?
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Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) — How does it work?

1980s to 1990s
* From philanthropy to market-driven strategic philanthropy.

Overview '

* The base of sustainability (triple bottom line investment).
» Responsible use of resources through business activities.

Analogy: Gold-coin donation (not legally mandatory but voluntary) An investment that _haS
: _ _ outcome that benefits all
- Donation for good of others (and for self-satisfaction?) three sides.

Q: Can you name an example of a CSR in New Zealand?
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CSR in New Zealand

StarSh

ve Star Spor

w ' “ Department of ‘ 2
onservati OUR
P AS B Q| oo © tomorrow
1 : e I-l/r.l,“(”l/)({l AIR NEWZEALAND mar ustainabill

In regards to Comments Source

* There is interest but not willing to put at center of business. Lim & Loosemore, 2017

Construction irms » Fear of losing instead of gaining competition.

» Mostly focus on waste, energy, health and safety.
» Social dimension of CSR yet to mature.
* Minimal interaction with community and wellness etc.

Construction firms Loosemore, Lim, Ling, Zeng, 2018

* Not fully committed.

Companies in general - Concerned about stakeholders.

Dobbs & van Staden, 2016

* Investors worrying that their returns will reduce.

Companies in general - Perception of doing good is a cost.

Kloeten, 2014

Companies in general * There have been increasing development. Eweje & Bentley, 2006
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CSR and Heritage Conservation

i Heritage
‘ /SR\
Public 4> (Corporation

e Cultural sites as a non-renewable resource of
the environment.

Examples:
« Responsible use of resources (respecting
cultural values).

« Adaptive re-use of buildings - avoid new
investment on new resources.

« Fulfils the triple bottom line of sustainability. . Responsible tourism — contributing to local

» Heritage funding can be addressed through community.

good rapport between parties. etc
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CSR and Heritage — Domestic Case Studies (Japan)

Mitsubishi (Conglomerate)
+ Manages >20 sites (1890s)

» Historic sites that are
significant to its
founder (former office,
parks, pavilions etc.)

Tangible

Kurokabe Inc. (multi-cos.)

» 8 pvt cos. & Council to form a
3rd sector to save
Nagahama town (16t C)

* Promotes local crafts.

A catalyst for regional
development.

Tangible + intangible

Corporate Fu

NTT (Telco)

 Manages >10 sites and
artefacts (1900s)

* Former telephone switching
offices/telegram processing.

« Adaptive re-use as wedding
halls, restaurants etc.

Tangible

nding of Heritage Conservation

02/04/2019

Kok Hong Wan for Civic Trust Auckland
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Panasonic (Electronics)

« Kabuki Theatre (UNESCO
Intangibles 2008)

» Collaboration to project
performance in Las Vegas.

* Increased company value
and tourist arrivals in Jpn.

Panasonic

| source: pakiasonic, 2018 |(@i

Intangible




CSR and Heritage - Case Studies (beyond borders)

American Express (Finance) Singapore Airlines (Airline)
» Early example of corporate philanthropy. » Collaboration with Global Heritage Fund.
» 1983 - Every cent of transaction channeled for the restoration * Mostly cultural sites at risk within Asia.

ISP EEIIS S * My Son Sanctuary, Vietnam (listed 1999), Lijiang Town,

« Collaboration with National Trust for Historic Preservation and China (2012), Hampi, India etc.

World Monuments Fund. « Provide free air travel for GHF staff members.

¢ 19% (US$6.4mil) of CSR funds go to historic preservation.

National Trust for AVAV‘ | { \

: ; Global Heritage Fund [EERINTatt s}
%@‘ Historic Preservation® Lﬂ. g 1GAPORE
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(Original source Starr, F.)

—~
-
)
h=
Ty
©
—
]
O
—
35
(o]
(5]
©
=
(=]
-
@)
~

SourcafiINESCO, 2018

oo}
~—
o
~N
@}
Q
0
L
=
o
%
O
“
=}
[}
2]




Private Sector: “Why should we be involved?”

“A corporation that merely complies with minimum requirement of the law is not
socially responsible’. (Eweje & Bentley, 2006)

“Customers are willing to paying more for products that they believe are less harmful

to the environment.” (Ministry for the Environment, 2008)
« Short-term cost for a long term benefit. Burke & Logsdon, 1996
« Positive outcome for financial performance. Drews, 2010
« Reduced risk level (scandals etc.) = cost benefit. Patrizia, 2012
« A good reputation among stakeholders. Carter & Manaster, 1990
« Increase in motivation of personnel. Molteni, 2004

« Lower turnover (better employee retention) Eweje & Bentley, 2006
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CSR and Heritage — How much is too much?

Heritage

« Can be a problematic relationship. |
o (an2019) |

GOAL OF DIALOGUE: » Awareness of goals and issues CSR
A win-win-win relationship of both ends.

* Interest driven (publicity, tax Ability to achieve benefit and Public <+

thor’s own

[ ]
urce: Au

dod?mg or genuine expectations of all 3 parties. :
contribution
_ o « Commitment to a long-term
* Not fuelling commercialism partnership.
 Clear intentions and non- * Acknowledgement - Essential
exploitative. or distasteful.
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Closing Discussion and Conclusion

Investing in a Growing Economy Public Services for a Growing Country
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Social Investment Infrastructure for a Growing Economy

Source:
https://treasury.govt.nz/sites/default/f
iles/2017-05/b17-at-a-glance.pdf
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Heritage is a resource in commercialism stwortn, 2014)

Exploited for profits without awareness of its non-renewable nature.

Central Government currently juggling priorities and short of fund.

Heritage units (including councils and HNZ) to be more proactive in

seeking private sponsors (esp resource users).

Not about inadequate legislation, but the lack of pressure towards profit-

oriented private corporates (vanez 201).

A good fit is not necessary = Every industry has impact on heritage.



Personal Thoughts

“There needs to be a conversation about resources (including heritage)
that are exploited for profits, but not taken care of by the exploiters.”
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