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1. Architectural heritage funding issues

1.0. Introduction

Theaimofthispublication is to identifyopportunities for themobilisation
of financial resources for conservation, restoration, rehabilitation and
management of the architectural heritage, drawing on examples from
Europe and North America.

There is a need to increase private investment, which is only likely to
be achieved according to the principles of profitability, which govern
the free operation of the market.

The sustainable approach should be for tax mechanisms and credit
policies to favour conservation and use – rehabilitation – in housing
policy or in the establishment of business and tertiary activities, rather
than new construction. This, in turn, supports the idea of a “living”
heritage rather than a “museum” heritage. Most historic buildings
should be capable of allowing an economic or otherwise beneficial
use.

However, it is well recognised that there are limits to the use of private
investment in the rehabilitation process, particularly as credit institu-
tions (such as banks) may be reluctant to lend money on old build-
ings to assist in conservation or rehabilitation work because there are
inherent risks as compared to modern property.

The possibility of obtaining a subsidy in addition to private sources of
funds or some other form of security can reduce the risk factor and
may lead to a more enthusiastic attitude by private sector investors
(including individual owners of protected property). Moreover, where
housing loan policy in European countries has favoured new construc-
tion, there is a need to create a framework more conducive to the
operation of the rehabilitation market, which can have other asso-
ciated socio-economic and cultural benefits when applied to prop-
erty with recognised heritage value. The aim should be to place both
markets on an equal footing.

Legal restrictions on the ownership of property and on investment
can also have a negative impact on potential investors in the archi-
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tectural heritage. In the free market all potential investors should be
encouraged.

In some countries the institutions and legal procedures necessary for
opening up markets to competition are still developing. Moreover,
in the countries-in-transition in central and eastern Europe the ques-
tion of land and property restitution is still in process – and there may
even be a reluctance to return heritage assets to private ownership for
fear that the private sector will not accept the responsibility for safe-
guarding heritage assets.

There may also be a reluctance to allow foreign investors into the
market for cultural, philosophical or political reasons. However, the
development of appropriate regulations and policies for heritage
protection should ensure that all potential owners and users, whether
nationals or not, are equally bound in law and equally able to benefit
from financial incentives.

1.1. The heritage-funding problem

There are recognised limits on state budgets to support the built
heritage. Based on the premise that financial resources are finite and
that most governments are unable to provide as much funding as may
be needed or desirable, bearing in mind other demands of society, it
may be necessary to find arguments to persuade governments to allo-
cate a larger slice of the state budget for this purpose. In this context
it is relevant to consider the direct and indirect benefits to be gained
from financially supporting the heritage.

Studies have been carried out by ICOMOS and some countries (notably
the United Kingdom, Germany and the United States), and reported by
the European Union, that reveal the direct and indirect benefits to be
gained from investing in the cultural heritage. Direct benefits include
the conservation, restoration and rehabilitation of heritage property:
long-term preservation. The indirect benefits are much wider. These
include the provision of accommodation for living and working, and
tax revenues gained as a result of occupation; supporting traditional
crafts and professional employment, with the tax revenues gained
through people employed in conservation work; tourism and the asso-
ciated employment, income and tax revenue; and the improvement
of facilities and enhancement of the environment to the benefit of
society as a whole. Moreover, these studies have consistently shown
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that public investment in the heritage usually levers a considerably
higher amount of investment from the private sector (with resultant
tax revenues for the public budget), with an overall gain for the built
heritage and a gain for society.

These types of studies are now being used as an argument to generate
financial support from public budgets – principally because of the overall
benefits that can be gained. However, it is important that funding is
directed in a way that will benefit wider society: not necessarily to
those built assets that are of the greatest importance, but to those that
are endangered. For example, the rehabilitation of older buildings can
create opportunities for good housing, as well as preserving a heritage
asset. Thus, if it can be argued that preserving architectural heritage
will benefit society generally (rather than it being an elitist activity to
the benefit of a few), this is more likely to encourage government
financial support.

It may be useful to develop “indicators” of benefits (not just relating to
preservation) that can be gained from financial support to the heritage,
which could be statistically analysed and presented when government
budgets are being considered. The possibilities for cultural tourism,
the development of enterprises, jobs, and living and business accom-
modation, the benefits of an improved environment and the resulting
tax revenues should all be considered.

1.2. Programmes and strategies, and the use
of official incentives for the preservation
and enhancement of old buildings and areas

There are two main ways in which governments can take action to
encourage conservation, restoration and rehabilitation. The first
involves policies and measures to stimulate the private sector to invest
in architectural heritage (the dynamic approach). The second derives
from the fact that, without government support, the private sector may
decide that investment is not economically justified, thus creating the
need for financial incentives and subsidies (the support approach).

If both forms of action are considered together, this can be very effec-
tive in encouraging investment. For instance, some countries have
adopted policy mechanisms focused on areas of architectural, cultural
and historic interest, using a form of partnership whereby municipal
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authorities must devise an action plan for heritage-led revitalisation in
order to obtain public funds to support action. Evidence suggests that
such programmes can generate six times the initial public investment,
or more, through private-sector partners or other sources.

Heritage conservation involves a range of cultural and socio-economic
values, each of which needs to be taken into consideration. In the case
of monuments, heritage authorities will normally have full regard to
cultural values in their conservation work. Where funds are available
from public sources, the competent authority will be able direct action
to this goal. However, when the implementing agent comes from the
private sector, where an important objective is to achieve at least a
minimum level of profitability, cultural values will be less important;
the objective is more likely to be either to minimise costs or to enhance
commercial values. A balance between these differing objectives must
be achieved.

Within a sustainable framework, there is a need to balance the
requirements of all interested parties: public authorities, private-sector
interests and the public at large. Thus some guidelines are necessary,
which may be categorised as one of two methods: first, to create a
favourable setting for the launching of projects concerning the built
heritage; and, second, where financial incentives are made available,
to ensure that the mechanisms for protection and enhancement can
be more specifically directed.

In general, there is a range of heritage values (cultural, aesthetic,
educational, economic, functional and social) and these need not be in
conflict. There may be a margin within which the capacity for change
can be negotiated (some buildings can be adapted more easily than
others). The end result should be an agreement between the rele-
vant heritage and planning authorities and those who would benefit
from the intervention in the market, whereby the public benefits from
the primary objectives of the whole exercise: sustaining architectural
heritage, and creating or furthering a living heritage.

1.3. Raising consciousness

A number of impediments to conservation, restoration and rehabilita-
tion projects by the public sector stem either from a lack of suitable
administrative structures or from undue complexity, particularly overtly
negative and restrictive control.
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An appropriate consciousness-raising policy is essential to encourage
owners and developers to invest in conservation and rehabilitation.
Such a strategy must emphasise to investors the potential economic
value of their asset, which makes it possible to use existing resources
and to avoid “wasting” assets. For example, the state department
responsible for cultural heritage or the municipal authorities respon-
sible for land-use planning could be encouraged to develop “at risk”
registers of endangered historic buildings in their area, on the basis of
a brief survey of their condition and occupancy.

A register of this type will assist those who are looking for opportu-
nities to invest in built heritage, focusing attention where it is most
needed. Moreover, subsidised surveys to encourage regular mainte-
nance and conservative repair, rather than costly restoration, which in
itself can be damaging in terms of authenticity, can be linked to public
financial support.

1.4. Council of Europe advice on funding
and fiscal measures

This publication builds on previous recommendations, resolutions and
conventions that have sought to raise awareness of appropriate forms
to be utilised in relation to architectural heritage. These are summa-
rised here.

The first consideration of financial issues by the Council of Europe was
through Resolution (66) 20 on the reviving of monuments (adopted by
the Ministers’ Deputies on 29 March 1966), which urged governments
to provide fiscal (tax relief) and financial measures (loans and grants) to
assist owners of monuments and other bodies to protect architectural
heritage.

Following the discussion of financial issues at the Congress on Euro-
pean Architectural Heritage (Amsterdam, 21-25 October 1975), the
Congress’s Amsterdam Declaration included a more extensive descrip-
tion of financial measures, which was put forward in Resolution (76)
28 concerning the adaptation of laws and regulations to the require-
ments of integrated conservation of the architectural heritage (adopted
by the Committee of Ministers on 14 April 1976).

These included the reallocation of funds via national budgetary poli-
cies, from redevelopment and construction schemes to become more
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evenly in favour of rehabilitation of architectural heritage, using offi-
cial financial aid mechanisms and practical arrangements to support
publicly managed and privately owned architectural heritage. Specific
measures included:

• financing of preliminary surveys (to obtain the information needed
for drafting programmes for the integrated conservation of monu-
ments and groups of buildings);

• grants (both repayable and non-repayable) to help public and private
owners restore or rehabilitate buildings;

• tax relief to enable to owners to devote more of their means to
maintenance and conservation (including reductions in property tax,
the setting-off of maintenance and restoration costs against income
tax, and reductions in estate tax); and,

• the establishment of a “revolving fund”.

The need to consider financial measures in laws on architectural heritage
was made a requirement of signatory countries to the Convention for
the Protection of the Architectural Heritage, the Granada Convention
(Granada, 3-4 October 1985; ETS No. 121).

Under Articles 6.1 and 6.2 of the convention, each party is required to
provide appropriate financial support measures, including fiscal meas-
ures if necessary. The explanatory report to the Granada Convention
emphasised that the burden of conserving an even more extensive
heritage should be shared by the community as a whole: “it cannot be
borne by public authorities alone”.

Article 14 further identified the need to foster the development of:

• sponsorship; and

• non-profit-making associations.

Detailed advice on financial support measures was subsequently
provided in Recommendation No. R (91) 6 on measures likely to
support the funding of the conservation of the architectural heritage
(adopted by the Committee of Ministers on 9 September 1991) and
through a Council of Europe publication entitled Funding the Archi-
tectural Heritage published later in 1991. These were summarised in
a companion volume to the compendium of texts of the Council of
Europe in the field of cultural heritage as follows:
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i. Administrative measures

In order to create favourable conditions for the initiation of conserva-
tion projects the following measures can be considered:

• The adoption of an appropriate urban development strategy to
inform potential investors about and draw their attention to the
resources that exist for putting the heritage to use;

• The implementation of a planning and urban development policy
that is sufficiently flexible to reconcile the cultural requirements of
conservation with the need for projected development to be profit-
able. This approach can be linked to the adoption of management
plans for areas of recognised importance;

• The simplification of administrative procedures such as the need for
one form of authorisation;

• The appointment of project co-ordinators and field operators,
possibly in the form of a team representing the public and private
sector partners, to be fully responsible for a project and capable of
overcoming the administrative and financial complexities facing any
major conservation project or strategy;

• The preparation of a structured financial evaluation for every
maintenance and restoration project, using modern building-site
management techniques. This approach can be linked to the use of
management plans for single monuments;

• The adoption of a rental policy, where this is a responsibility of the
public authorities, that is not a disincentive to private investors.

ii. Intervention measures

Appropriate legal forms should be created to mobilise investors,
encourage the reinvestment of profits in new conservation opera-
tions or permit the launching of building maintenance and restoration
programmes that accord the operator the right to use the building
while preserving the rights of the owner. The following examples may
be cited:

• Revolving funds using both public and private funds, which with the
help of other financial measures will enable either the generation
of new money and the automatic renewal of the fund through an
original credit mechanism, or the reinvestment of the proceeds in
new projects following the sale of completed projects;
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• Housing improvement programmes which, combining financial
assistance from the state, local authorities and public bodies respon-
sible for social housing, encourage owners to modernise their build-
ings while guaranteeing low rents;

• A leasing system to enable ownership of a building to be trans-
ferred to a specialised company, which would manage and fund the
operation and then lease back the restored building to the former
owners;

• A ‘renovation lease’ scheme, the aim of which is to re-market dilapi-
dated housing vacant for that reason, by letting the lessee carry out
works and transferring tenure of the building back to the owner
after a given period.

iii. Financial measures

There are three principal forms of financial measures:

• Subsidies (or grant aid)

The award of grants of money through public subsidy policy should
take account of the nature of the operation. Preference may be given
to maintenance or restoration of a monument and may depend on
other factors such as whether the monument is exclusively used for
cultural purposes or for social housing, or is capable of generating a
profit. (This may include a group of buildings of historic interest or in an
area of cultural significance, whether protected or not). It should also
take account of the beneficiaries’ income level. With particular refer-
ence to social housing, subsidy policy could be designed to encourage
the conservation of old buildings rather than the construction of new
housing.

• Loans

Measures to cover or diminish risks should be taken in order to
encourage credit institutions to finance old buildings, particularly by
combining mortgage loans with public subsidies, establishing appro-
priate forms of insurance, and the provision of a public security by a
public (particularly local) authority. Diminishing risks can be achieved,
for example, by means of a public guarantee. In order to realise their
commitment to programmes to enhance the heritage, authorities
could also participate in joint structures involving a number of different
partners and aimed at handling rehabilitation programmes.
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• Taxation

Measures should be taken, particularly in countries where the tax
system favours investment in new rather than old buildings, to arrive at
a situation where taxation provisions encourage maintenance or resto-
ration on old buildings. Different forms of relief can be considered,
including income or profits tax, value added tax on the sale of goods
and services (including maintenance or restoration works), inheritance
tax and land (occupation) taxes.

iv. Specific measures to promote sponsorship

• Measures should be taken to encourage donations (through finan-
cial contributions or the donation of assets), not only by means of
tax incentives but also by methods likely to promote “popular”
sponsorship institutions involving several small businesses or a large
number of individuals.

• Specific tax incentives may fall into one or more categories. Measures
may be adopted to favour private individuals, by enabling them to
claim tax relief on a certain proportion of sums donated for heritage
conservation purposes, the proportion varying according to the
nature of the beneficiary. Measures may be adopted to relieve firms
of company or profit taxes in relation to gratuitous gifts, expendi-
ture to enhance the heritage and expenditure to enable research
into architectural heritage. Tax concessions may also be provided to
sponsored foundations or non-profit bodies.

• Co-financing procedures could be established to link the award of
public loans to the prior collection of private funds from individuals
and firms.

• Appropriate legal frameworks should be adopted to enable busi-
nesses to make philanthropy part of their management scheme, as
a tool of institutional communication. To this end, the advantages
traditionally accorded to foundations classed as charitable should be
granted to foundations bearing the firm’s name whose aim is the
maintenance or restoration of part of the heritage. The establish-
ment of specific foundations for the conservation of architectural
heritage should be encouraged by the granting of special tax advan-
tages to donors. Encouragement should be given to the establish-
ment of associations of diverse partners for the conservation of the
heritage, by recognising their legal status as bodies corporate, their
financial autonomy and the appropriate tax advantages.
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Furthermore, in recognising that public funds are necessarily limited,
the 5th European Conference of Ministers responsible for the cultural
heritage (Portorož, 6-7 April 2001) gave further support to encour-
aging appropriate financial measures and incentives through sponsor-
ship and investment in the less profitable aspects of the heritage.

Moreover, Resolution 1355 (2003) draws attention to Recommen-
dation 1634 (2003) Tax incentives for cultural heritage conservation
adopted by the Standing Committee, acting on behalf of the Parlia-
mentary Assembly of the Council of Europe, on 25 November 2003
and the Report of the Committee on Culture, Science and Educa-
tion under the same title (Doc. 9913 rev.) debated in the Standing
Committee, which gave further weight to the idea of encouraging the
private sector to invest in architectural heritage through the provision
of tax incentives.

1.5. Forms of action and financial assistance

This publication builds on previous work by the Council of Europe,
as identified in section 1.4, by providing a more in-depth analysis of
measures and examples of systems in operation.

In a number of European countries and also in North America, many
different forms of assistance have been developed. Coupled with
public-sector-led initiatives, programmes and strategies, a range of
mechanisms and practices can be identified and disseminated. These
will be examined in the next five chapters of this publication, which
consider the following:

• Alternative revenue-raising methods (Chapter 2);

• Grant-aided subsidies (Chapter 3);

• Loan and credit facilities (Chapter 4);

• Fiscal measures (Chapter 5);

• Integrated heritage funding strategies: administration and manage-
ment (Chapter 6).
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2. Alternative revenue-raising methods

2.0. Introduction

Bearing in mind the limitations on state budgets in giving financial
support to architectural heritage, a number of other approaches can
be identified.

Non-governmental organisations (NGOs), such as heritage trusts,
foundations, associations and limited liability companies, can make a
significant contribution to raising revenue for built heritage by encour-
aging private investment, and in some instances may actually admin-
ister private and government-backed heritage funding programmes.

The legal regime for the establishment of such bodies will depend on
the form of law adopted in particular countries. Countries governed
by Common Law (such as the United Kingdom, Ireland and North
America) share common legal characteristics, such as a reliance on
the court system to provide guidance on the interpretation of law,
facilitating the setting up of trusts, associations, charities and non-
profit organisations for public benefit. The legal regime governing
foundations in Civil Law countries (such as in continental Europe) is
not uniform. Foundations are subject to a mixture of private law and
public law because they are carriers of private funds dedicated to goals
of public interest.

Part IV of the Council of Europe’s Recommendation No. R (91) 6 of
the Committee of Ministers to member states, on measures likely to
promote the funding of the conservation of architectural heritage,
gave specific encouragement to the promotion of sponsorship and
the establishment and legal recognition of sponsorship organisations,
foundations, trusts, charitable organisations and other non-profit legal
entities with associated tax advantages (for business and individual
donors and for the organisations themselves).

Corporate sponsors can increase their market presence or improve
their public image by joining high-profile partnership arrangements
and targeting architectural heritage assets that can be developed for
commercial purposes.
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Economic activity by trusts and foundations and other such bodies in
support of their legal purposes should not endanger their character
as non-profit bodies. However, all legal systems prohibit such bodies
from making payments to the members of their governing bodies or,
on liquidation, from distributing assets to such members or to the
original founder(s) or predecessors. The majority of countries treat
architectural heritage under the “culture” umbrella. Beneficial uses
of architectural heritage may incorporate religious, educational or
cultural activities. However, considerable differences exist between
different countries in the fiscal treatment of charitable bodies. In
most countries of the civil law and common law traditions, non-
profit organisations and their benefactors enjoy privileged tax treat-
ment, though some countries impose punitive fiscal treatment on
charitable bodies.

One can identify a number of types of third sphere (not entirely public
or private) organisation for the purpose of raising revenue for archi-
tectural heritage.

Chapter 2 also examines methods by which public authorities may
raise finance, such as through issuing debt bonds or concession agree-
ments and by applying revenue charges.

In addition, legal tools can be used to secure funding for historic
buildings, for example by legal agreements such as easements with
associated endowment funds, transferring development rights to
safeguard historic buildings with associated legal agreements to ensure
funding and by enabling development.

2.1. Charitable trusts

A charitable trust established to safeguard architectural heritage bene-
fits public purposes, which can be treated in law as being charitable. A
trust is a relationship, initiated by the settlor, that arises when property
is vested in persons called trustees who are obliged to hold such prop-
erty for the benefit of other persons called beneficiaries. The interest
of the beneficiaries will usually be laid down in the instrument creating
the trust, but it may be implied or imposed by law. For a trust to be
valid, three certainties must be present: certainty of words, certainty of
subject and certainty of object.



23

The income of a charitable trust must be applied exclusively for chari-
table purposes. While heritage trust organisations around the world
vary in emphasis, in general such organisations are charitable (for the
benefit of the public), non-profit bodies relying on membership fees,
donations of funds and properties, legacies on death, donated skills,
tourism revenues, investment incomes and possibly small government
donations. Most trust organisations derive additional income from
fund-raising and corporate promotion.

The power of trust organisations is granted through legislation. An
important power of heritage trust organisations consists of the right
to own property inalienably, which means that once declared such
property can never be sold or taken from the trust by government
except by legislation. Thus, a declaration of inalienability implies
perpetual protection of heritage assets donated to charitable trusts.
A further legal power is embedded in “conservation agreements”
– sometimes termed “restrictive covenants” (see also section 2.5,
Easement donations, endowment funds and tax relief) – which can
be agreed with owners of privately owned heritage properties who
wish to ensure the continuity of their property regardless of future
ownership. This legal provision is a continuing burden on the title
of the property, regardless of inheritance or succession. This option
gives charitable trusts the advantage of perpetually protecting
heritage structures without bearing the costs of acquisition, repair or
maintenance. In some instances, private donors may retain a lifelong
right of personal use or attach conditions to heritage assets donated
to the public.

In some countries, trusts can also acquire buildings with the help of
allocated government resources, charitable organisations and dedi-
cated lottery revenues. A committed non-government organisation
may manage the affairs of a trust in the public interest. This has the
added advantage of opening private funding channels that would not
be available to government institutions.

The charitable non-profit status of trusts is an important asset in
persuading the public to donate money or property. Charitable status
may require compliance with government bodies, such as the revenue
authorities, or a national charity commission. In most jurisdictions,
charitable trusts benefit from fiscal privileges. Examples of charitable
trusts can be seen in the United Kingdom and Canada. In both cases,
donating income to such bodies has tax benefits.
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2.1.1. Example: The National Trust, United Kingdom

The National Trust, established in 1895, is a registered charity charged
with the preservation of places of historic interest or natural beauty on
behalf of the nation (it covers England, Wales and Northern Ireland; a
sister body, the National Trust for Scotland, was established in 1931).
It is one of Europe’s leading conservation bodies, protecting through
ownership, management and covenants over 250 000 hectares of land
of outstanding natural beauty and over 1 100 km of coastline.

It cares for over 20 000 heritage buildings and holds protective cove-
nants over many more. These include buildings in vernacular styles
and local materials set in rural landscapes, modest dwellings and great
houses with associated landscape parks, gardens and temples, ancient
monuments, town and industrial buildings, villages and farms. Over
300 historic mansion houses with gardens (many of which hold collec-
tions and have fine interiors) are open to the public and in some cases
former owners continue to live in properties donated or sold to the
Trust. It has a unique legal power to declare land inalienable – such
land cannot be sold, mortgaged or compulsorily purchased against the
Trust’s wishes without special parliamentary procedure. This special
power means that protection by the Trust is forever.

The Trust relies on financial support from membership subscriptions
(there are over three million members of the National Trust and 270 000
members of the National Trust for Scotland) as well as gifts, legacies
and volunteer activity. Because it is a registered charity, membership
subscriptions and other donations paid by tax-payers can be increased
by 28% at no cost to the donor as the Trust can reclaim the income tax
that has already been paid (charities are exempt from tax). Moreover,
legacies given to the National Trust are tax-exempt (from inheritance
tax). It spends all its income on the care and maintenance of the land
and buildings in its protection.

2.1.2. Example: The Architectural Heritage Fund
supporting Building Preservation Trusts,
United Kingdom

The United Kingdom’s Civic Trust first advocated the need for the
establishment of Building Preservation Trusts (BPT) in 1968 following a
survey of the work of 21 local preservation trusts. In 1971 it observed
that many underused and redundant historic buildings could be saved
if such trusts had access to working capital and recommended that a
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National Building Conservation Fund be established with £1 million
in resources. The government endorsed the idea as part of the UK
commitment to the Council of Europe campaign for the European
Architectural Heritage Year in 1975 by offering up to £500 000 if this
could be matched from the private sector.

An appeal was launched and the Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF)
was set up in 1976 with a potential revolving fund of £1 million. From
the 30 BPTs registered with the AHF in 1976, the number had grown
to 270 (with 171 of these working on a revolving fund basis) by 2005
and the accumulated fund of the AHF having grown to £13 million
(and has remained around this figure up to 2007). The number of
trusts in operation tends to vary from year to year; by 2007 there were
a total of 165 BPTs operating in the United Kingdom that were regis-
tered with the AHF.

The AHF, a registered charity, promotes the permanent preservation
of historic buildings through the provision of financial assistance and
advice to BPTs, which are non-profit charitable organisations estab-
lished to preserve historic buildings for the benefit of the nation. They
work on the basis of acquiring protected buildings that are in poor
condition or under-occupied or redundant, repairing and rehabilitating
them in the public interest and not for profit. As charitable organisa-
tions, the AHF and BPTs are able to reclaim income tax on donations
and legacies. Every £1 donated qualifies for tax relief and provides
£1.28 (as with the National Trust). The 28% rate will reduce to 25% in
April 2011 following a government announcement in 2008.

Apart from donations and legacies, the AHF has received finan-
cial support from the government, English Heritage (with funding
of £129 000 by English Heritage in 2006-7) and other grant-giving
bodies. However, a significant amount of its funds comes from the
accumulating fund, which provides low-interest loans.

Most BPT projects supported by the AHF involve loans, because most
projects need working capital to pay the contractors and professionals
while the project is on site, and/or to acquire the building in the first
place. Loans are usually essential where the building is being sold after
completion. Even if the whole building cost is covered by grants, a
loan is often necessary because grant income does not come in when
it is needed. Many BPT charities obtain AHF loan offers as a precau-
tion even if they do not expect to need the money. Loans are normally
for up to £500 000 and the AHF charges interest at 4% simple rate
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(rather than compound), payable in one lump sum at the end of the
loan period.

The normal loan period is two years, or until the building is sold, which-
ever is earlier. For an exceptionally large-scale or complex project, it
can be three years. If the building is being sold on completion, the
loan is usually repaid from the proceeds. If not, it is repaid from grant
income, and/or from longer-term refinancing, usually by mortgaging
the building. To protect its charitable funds, the AHF needs security
for every loan. This can be either a formal repayment guarantee from
a local authority or bank or other acceptable body, or a first charge
over property (including the building for which the loan is needed) to
which the borrower has a free and marketable title. The amount the
AHF can lend will depend upon the value of the security. (See Chapter
4 on Loan and credit facilities.)

The AHF also publishes and annually updates a directory called Funds
for Historic Buildings. This is a valuable means of identifying possible
sources of funds to bridge the conservation gap, including those
targeted at other objectives like regeneration, which may nonetheless
make the reuse of historic buildings viable.

In addition to its loan facility, the AHF also provides some specific
grants to BPTs, including:

• Options Appraisal Grants (which replaced Feasibility Study Grants)
to assess the key conservation issues affecting a building and to
identify the most viable options in a project likely to qualify for a
loan. The grant covers up to 75% of costs of the appraisal, up to a
maximum of £7 500 (up to £12 500 in exceptional circumstances
such as for complex or large-scale studies);

• Refundable Project Development Grants to help BPTs meet applica-
tion requirements of AHF and co-funders (up to £15 000, repayable
with interest at 4%). Eligible work may include drawings, specifi-
cations, costs, surveys, business plans and conservation plans. The
grant may be consolidated into an AHF loan at a later stage;

• Project Organiser Grants to finance project co-ordination by an expe-
rienced project manager, either external or a BPT employee (75% of
cost up to maximum of £15 000, which is usually spread over more
than one year);

• Project Administration Grants providing £4 000 (in four instalments
over a 12-month period) towards non-professional costs, including
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loan application preparation. This grant is directed towards small
trusts with restricted cash-flow. In order to qualify, the BPT must
show that it has less than £10 000 in accumulated resources;

There are two main types of BPT that can benefit from these funding
measures. Single project trusts, which are formed to tackle a particular
building or group of properties, represent about one quarter of all
BPTs. They are often set up by members of a local community who are
concerned about the condition and future of a particular building. The
majority of these trusts, as well as carrying out necessary conservation
and rehabilitation work, usually maintain and manage the building
when a project has been completed. However, the majority of BPTs
work on a revolving fund basis (see section 2.4).

In order to qualify for charitable status (allowing income tax and corpo-
ration tax relief), BPTs must register with the United Kingdom’s Charity
Commission as non-profit organisations. BPTs must obtain consent
from the Charity Commission before mortgaging or selling a property,
to ensure that the realised sale price is realistic. To ensure the long-
term preservation of a building, a BPT may impose restrictive cove-
nants (see also section 2.5 on easement donations, endowment funds
and tax relief) requiring the first and successive purchasers to enter
into a Deed of Covenant. Alternatively, a BPT may retain the freehold
in a building and sell a long lease, ensuring that restrictive covenants
can be enforced against a future owner. Charitable status requires the
management committee to work for the trust on a voluntary basis.
The Trust’s Memorandum of Association may allow members to be
reimbursed for professional service fees and expenses. Fund-raising
activities must be undertaken by setting up a separate trading company
that covenants its income to the trust (see section 2.3).

The majority of preservation projects undertaken by BPTs are small-
scale and often associated with protected buildings in small towns or
rural areas, which may not be priority cases for grant aid or attractive
commercial propositions for rehabilitation. The fact that the majority
of BPT projects are financially successful provides an exemplar of the
approach that could be taken to ensure the survival of many historic
buildings at risk (see Figure 1). This approach is backed by United
Kingdom Government policy on the historic environment, which
specifies that applications for consent to demolish listed buildings
must include evidence that the property has been offered for sale at a
price that fully considers its state of repair. Moreover, where statutory
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powers are used to compulsorily acquire buildings in poor condition, it
has been recommended that “back-to-back” deals should be organ-
ised so that the local authority acquiring a property can immediately
resell to a BPT, which can secure the repair and/or rehabilitation of the
building and then sell it on to a suitable new owner.

Combined funding of restoration work by a UK charitable trust
with limited liability company status

Alderman Fenwick’s House was originally a merchant’s residence dating
from the late 17th century, with 18th-century alterations and additions.
In 1781 it became a coaching inn and then in 1883 it became a political
club. In 1962, the building was vacated and fell into a state of disrepair.

In 1974 Newcastle City Council was required to buy the building, on the
basis of a legal argument that the building was incapable of “reason-
ably beneficial use” following refusal of permission to demolish the listed
building. The City Council later offered Tyne and Wear Building Preserva-
tion Trust the opportunity to take over and restore the building with a
£100 000 start-up project grant, of which £60 000 went on professional
fees to cover the cost of an initial structural survey (including archaeo-
logical analysis) and a feasibility study. In 1982 the building was acquired
by the Trust on a 125-year lease, with the first 25 years rent-free and an
annual rent of £2 500 thereafter.

The first three restoration phases concentrated on the fabric, to ensure
protection from external elements, with a new roof, windows, brickwork
and rainwater goods, and were completed by 1992 at a cost of about
£560 000. Most of the funds for this work came from grant aid provided
by the City Council and English Heritage. The remainder was financed by
private charitable trusts, private donations and fund-raising activities.

In 1992 Tyne and Wear BPT decided to proceed with a final phase of
work, but at first had difficulty in securing the required funds. By 1995,
100% grant funding was secured for the remaining works: £600 000
from the European Regional Development Fund as an employment crea-
tion project, £300 000 from English Heritage and £750 000 from the
Heritage Lottery Fund. The Architectural Heritage Fund provided a loan
of £300 000 to the trust to ease cash-flow problems (due to delays in
receiving grants). Work began on site in 1995 and was completed in
1997 (an 18-month contract).
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The Trust originally expected to sell the building, to clear any remaining
debts, but on completion and having received 100% grant aid, it decided
to retain the long leasehold interest to provide rental income. The annual
rent pays for the salary of the manager of the Building Preservation Trust,
feasibility studies for other trust projects, insurance costs on buildings held
by the trust and a nominal internal debt (as the project had to borrow
from the trust’s capital reserves).

Figure 1 – Alderman Fenwick’s House, Newcastle upon Tyne, England

This historic building was restored and rehabilitated by the Tyne and
Wear Building Preservation Trust Limited, helped by funding from many
sources.

2.1.3. Example: Heritage Canada Foundation

Canada has a variety of heritage organisations, foundations and non-
profit bodies registered as charitable trusts. Charitable tax receipts are
provided for donations so that donors can reclaim tax on the amount
donated. At federal level, the Heritage Canada Foundation was created
by the federal government as a non-governmental charity in 1973; at
the provincial level there are various similar charitable trust heritage
organisations.

The Heritage Canada Foundation was granted an endowment by the
federal government to ensure that it would remain financially, admin-
istratively and politically independent. The foundation has operated
specific support schemes, including an area conservation programme
(to assist in the adaptive reuse of heritage buildings within an area),
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a property programme (including the acquisition of properties for the
purpose of creating joint ventures for their restoration), a “main street”
programme (to help revitalise the centres of small and medium-sized
towns) and a heritage regions programme (to help regenerate rural
areas).

The present focus of the foundation is, however, on acting as a
national advocate in key areas such as tax reform and heritage policy,
promoting awareness of national heritage issues such as working with
municipalities to recognise and use heritage properties and ameni-
ties for the benefit of communities, and conducting research and
disseminating findings in the field of heritage conservation. The foun-
dation has Crown trustee status so that it can offer tax incentives to
encourage the donation of real or personal property in support of its
aims and objectives. It is custodian of five heritage properties.

2.1.4. Example: Ontario Heritage Trust, Canada

Ontario Heritage Trust (Foundation until 2005) has operated for
over forty years and is the lead heritage agency for the province of
Ontario. It is a Crown Agency with charitable trust status, reporting
to the Minister of Culture of the province. Its principal activities are
to promote the importance of heritage conservation; preserve and
protect significant heritage sites; uphold and advocate the highest
standards of conservation; demonstrate the adaptive reuse of heritage
properties; commemorate important heritage sites and events with
plaques; encourage community heritage activities and the involve-
ment of young people in heritage activities; and to raise revenue to
support heritage activities. As a charitable trust, it benefits from tax
relief on all gifts of money and the fully appraised value of gifts of
property and heritage conservation easements (see also section 2.5).
The foundation’s properties held in trust include 24 built heritage sites
(11 of which have been designated as National Heritage Sites) and
140 natural heritage properties. It also holds, in trust, over 650 000
archaeological artefacts related to its properties and the title to about
200 conservation easement agreements.

With financial assistance from the provincial government and dona-
tions from the private sector and individuals, the foundation has
undertaken extensive conservation work on the properties it holds in
trust and their associated collections. Finance is also raised through
income from properties held in trust, the rental of properties for confer-
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ences, offices or film locations, the sale of heritage-related merchan-
dise, public tours of some sites, and the interest earned on investment
funds and other sources.

2.2. Heritage foundations

Heritage foundations fulfil various functions in the conservation of
architectural heritage. They are registered in public records, and the
courts exercise jurisdiction where foundations fail or violate the law.
Foundations are considered legal persons that can participate in civil
life in the same way as natural persons.

Heritage assets can be entrusted to foundations on the basis that a
building or site will only be used for a specified purpose in keeping
with its cultural heritage importance. Apart from giving grants, foun-
dations can promote financial support for architectural heritage
through fund-raising campaigns. National laws differ on the permis-
sible purposes of foundations, varying between complete liberty for
the founders to decide the purpose (Netherlands law simply requires
a “given purpose”) to a strict determination of purposes by the law.
Fiscal legislation on the deductibility of charitable donations may
include allowances for direct donations to heritage assets in addition
to donations to foundations (see section 5.6).

Legislation in some civil law countries, including Belgium, France and
Germany, requires foundations to obtain prior consent or participa-
tion of a state body. In Denmark and the Netherlands, registration
is required only for certain types of foundation, and the possession
of legal personality does not depend on registration. Some countries
require a minimum initial capital as a precondition for the existence of
a foundation.

2.2.1. Foundations in France

French law distinguishes three types of foundation:

• A public utility foundation (fondation reconnue d’utilité publique)
– one that is recognised as having a public use – cannot be created
unless it has undergone a procedure that has been validated by the
Conseil d’Etat, which is France’s highest administrative court.

• A sheltered foundation (fondation arbritée or sous égide) does not
have separate legal status, but works through another foundation
that is willing and able to shelter it.
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• A corporate foundation (fondation d’enterprise) has a more flexible
legal regime.

Where cultural heritage is concerned, three different categories of
foundation come into play:

• bodies that distribute money for various purposes,

• bodies that specialise in heritage conservation, and

• bodies that focus on one building or site.

Firstly, there are foundations that distribute money for general
purposes. They can finance restoration, conservation and enhance-
ment either directly or through sheltered foundations.

The Fondation de France, created in 1969, is such an umbrella organisa-
tion. It can assist individuals, businesses and associations in carrying out
projects of a generally philanthropic, social, cultural or environmental
nature or in health-related matters. It is an autonomous, non-political
entity governed by private law, but also a non-profit organisation. The
Fondation de France has three main objectives: to collect funds for
various purposes, including cultural and environmental projects; to
assist in developing and running associations; and to encourage private
sponsorship. It acts as a framework within which foundations can be
established, and many firms and private individuals have established
cultural foundations under the aegis of the Fondation de France.

Secondly, there are institutions or foundations that specialise in
preserving and enhancing heritage, which is the case for the Fonda-
tion du Patrimoine (‘Heritage Foundation’), which was created by
legislation in 1996 and given public utility status in 1997. The goal
of this heritage foundation is to preserve, develop and spread aware-
ness of the national heritage, focusing in particular on the identifica-
tion, preservation and restoration of unprotected rural and vernacular
heritage. It supports the upkeep of monuments, individual buildings
and groups of buildings, and natural or landscaped areas of interest
that are threatened by decay, degradation or ruin, and it also provides
employment and training in restoration and heritage preservation
work. It is the only organisation in France authorised by the Ministry
of Economy and Finance to issue a “label” to sites of cultural interest;
this allows a tax deduction for maintenance and restoration work on
buildings not protected by the state. The Fondation du Patrimoine also
benefits from an allocation of revenue from the state, which has been
collected from a fraction of inheritance tax.
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Since legislation in 2003 the awarding of a label (for a period of five
years) has resulted in certain private landowners being immediately
eligible to receive tax deductions. Eligible beneficiaries include private
landowners or individuals who are liable to income tax and groups of
private individuals in co-ownership of property. The tax deduction can
be given for buildings visible from public thoroughfares that are not
used for business purposes in the following categories:

• Uninhabitable properties that are part of local heritage, in both
rural and urban areas (such as dovecots, wash houses, bread ovens,
chapels and windmills);

• Habitable or non-habitable properties that are typical of the rural
heritage (including small farms, barns, village properties and small
country houses). While these types of buildings are mostly located in
rural areas some buildings now in urban areas (following expansion
of built-up areas) are also eligible to receive the Label.

• Habitable or non-habitable properties situated in a zone of archi-
tectural, urban and landscape importance (ZZAUP) (see also
section 5.2.3).

Eligible work includes high-quality work on a building’s exterior, that
has been approved by the Official Architect (Architecte des Bâtiments
de France) and aims to preserve the original character of the building.
For uninhabitable buildings, work on the interior may be carried out if
the owner agrees to open the building to the public. With the Label of
the Fondation du Patrimoine, owners can obtain a tax deduction for
the cost of approved works against their net taxable revenue, if the
building does not generate income, and against property tax subject
to certain limits.

Foundations of the third type contribute to conserving and enhancing
a structure or particular site. They can be corporate foundations that
are recognised as having a public role.

The system of corporate foundations (fondations d’entreprise) was
established by legislation in 1991, modified in 2002, to encourage
commercial bodies to sponsor culture, specifically heritage, and to lend
continuity to their sponsorship activities. A corporate foundation is a
legal entity established by a company to carry out, for profit, work in
the public interest that cannot be funded through donations, bequests
or appeals to the generosity of the public. The possibility of working
for gain makes this a better solution for businesses as compared to
public interest foundations of a more general nature. However, in
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return the foundation must provide for a programme of grants of a
defined value over several years, as well as an initial endowment calcu-
lated in proportion to the amount of the grant programme, being
between one fifth of the minimum total value of grants and one fifth
of the actual programme amount. Corporate foundations may receive
public subsidies from local or regional authorities.

In the majority of cases these three categories of foundation support
restoration projects and help to manage a monument, architectural
ensemble or site; it is very rare for them to be the owners of such
heritage assets (see further: section 5.6.3).

2.2.2. Foundations in Belgium

Anannual subsidy isprovided thoughthebudgetof theFlemishRegional
Administration of Belgium for non-profit organisations that fulfil tasks
complementary to the management of architectural heritage. As an
example of a foundation operating in Belgium, the Flemish Founda-
tion of Monuments and Sites (Stichting Vlaams Erfgved) can be cited.
This is a non-profit organisation that has been in operation since 1993.
Foundation members, totalling over 3 000, are entitled to tax relief on
membership fees and donations. The foundation also receives regional
funding to cover administration costs and restoration projects. It holds
a number of government and non-government monuments. To avoid
complex administrative procedures, architectural monuments owned
by the regional government may be transferred to the foundation for
a nominal sum. The restoration and future management of the monu-
ment, including public access, then become the responsibility of the
foundation.

2.2.3. Foundations in the Netherlands

There are two types of organisation working as non-profit agencies in
the field of monument preservation in the Netherlands. Most operate
in the form of a limited liability company (see section 2.3), while others
operate more as a society or association but resemble a foundation in
terms of tax incentives and sponsorship.

The Dutch Preservation Society Hendrick de Keyser is an example of
such an organisation. Hendrick de Keyser was set up in 1918 as an
idealistic society depending on donations of money from members
and the donation of historic houses. The objective of the society is non-
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profit-making activity to preserve architecturally or historically impor-
tant buildings. Its members’ donations, typically from €50 to €500
per annum, are invested in society restoration projects. All proceeds
are re-invested in restoration and maintenance projects. Hendrick de
Keyser is unique among preservation organisations in the Nether-
lands because it guarantees the continued integrity of the building in
an authentic condition both internally and externally. Owners place
historic monuments in the ownership of the society to ensure sympa-
thetic restoration and maintenance in perpetuity. Over 300 historic
properties have been consigned to the care of Hendrick de Keyser,
across 64 municipalities in the Netherlands, with over 100 of these
being donated.

Property held by the society is never sold, but may be let out to tenants.
If the original use of the monument cannot be maintained, the society
strives to find a new use similar to the historical one. Where possible,
the society also ensures that the original layout is maintained. From
the rental income of let properties that have been restored, the society
uses 20% to finance administration and staff wages, another 40% to
pay for maintenance and a further 40% to finance restoration projects
and buy monuments.

As a non-profit entity, the society is exempt from income tax. Tax relief
against income and corporation tax is also available on donations to
the society (subject to certain limits). The society must pay inheritance
tax on gifts over a defined value, but at a reduced rate of 11% (instead
of 30%) based on its non-profit status.

The society also receives state subsidies for restoration work on the
historic fabric of monuments. Generally 60% of the costs are eligible
for subsidy at a rate of 70%, resulting in a subsidy of about 42% of
the total costs (see section 3.3.6). Because the society is registered as
an “idealistic foundation” and is a non-profit organisation, exempt
from paying income or corporation tax, it is entitled to an increased
subsidy of 70% on eligible restoration works. Private individuals and
companies receive a 20% subsidy on eligible works but, unlike the
society, may supplement this with income/corporation tax relief.

The society may also borrow money from a bank or from the National
Restoration Fund, but it must pay market interest rates. However,
financial institutions are positively disposed to lend money to the
society based on its perceived security.
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2.2.4. Foundations in Germany

The establishment of foundations in Germany requires the permis-
sion of the Foundation Regulatory Authority (Stiftungsaufischt) in the
federal state where the organisation is based. The charitable or philan-
thropic status of such institutions is determined under German Excise
Law (Abgabenordnung). These tax regulations specify that such insti-
tutions will be freed from corporation (profit) tax, trade tax and land
tax (but not purchase tax on property) if their purpose is exclusively to
serve the general welfare in a material, cultural or moral sense. The
relevant state finance ministry determines the level of tax reduction
applicable. Donations to foundations are usually given relief at 5% on
income tax, but where the purpose of the foundation is cultural the
relief is 10%.

Public and private foundations can play a significant role in financing
architectural heritage conservation projects in Germany. For example,
in the public sector, the Baden-Württemberg Heritage Foundation
(Denkmalstiftung Baden-Württemberg), set up in 1985, finances
architectural heritage conservation projects by private individuals,
heritage action groups, municipalities and churches, and the North-
Rhine-Westphalia Heritage Foundation (Nordrhein-Westfalen-Stiftung
Naturschutz, Heimat und Kulturpflege) was established in 1986 to
promote natural and cultural monuments. Examples of private-sector
foundations include the Wustenrot Foundation (Stiftung Wustenrot),
which was set up in 1990 to support the preservation of architectural
monuments in the eastern states of Germany (extending its remit to
western states in Germany in 2002), and the Messerschmidt Founda-
tion (Messerschmidt Stiftung), established by the founder of the avia-
tion company, which changed its original dedication from problems
in the field of aeronautics and astronautics to the “maintenance and
preservation of German artistic and cultural monuments at home and
abroad”.

2.2.5. Example: The National Foundation
for Architectural Heritage Protection
(Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalschutz: DSD)

DSD was established in 1985 as a private trust with an initial capital
of 500 000 deutschmark (about €250 000) donated by 23 well-
known companies to support the preservation and restoration of
important cultural monuments. The foundation supports requests
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for assistance from monument owners and smaller specific building
foundations, such as for churches or castles (DSD has helped to set
up over 100 non-profit foundations). The aim of the foundation is to
preserve endangered cultural monuments and to promote the idea
of monument care through long-term maintenance and preservation
(including their rehabilitation to new uses if carried out in a sensitive
manner).

It sets strict criteria for projects, requiring that its limited funds generate
the greatest impact, by concentrating on endangered monuments
where action is not sufficiently guaranteed by government aid or where
DSD funding could help lever other public funds. Social considerations
may also be taken into account, such as the rehabilitation of protected
buildings for community facilities, churches or for young people that
the foundation chooses to assist, particularly in areas where help is
most needed. Support is not only for the buildings, but also for the
people behind these buildings. The foundation manages private reha-
bilitation initiatives with cultural heritage and social aspects, such as
providing employment.

The foundation has a large capital fund comprising capital assets
(such as land, buildings and investments) and other assets including
book stocks, publishing products and a cash fund. It raises some of
its funds from private individuals and companies who benefit from a
provision allowing 10% tax relief on donations to cultural institutions.
Over 170 000 private donors and companies have donated to the
foundation over its lifetime (amounting to over €120 million). Since
1991 it has received part of its income from the Glucks-Spirale televi-
sion lottery (DSD receives one third, and the other two thirds go to
sport and social welfare) with €18 million provided from this source
during 2004. It also receives occasional contributions from the federal
government (over €3 million in 2004). These sources have enabled the
foundation to provide over €390 million in funding to endangered
heritage in Germany for some 3 200 projects.

The foundation looks after many church buildings and monuments,
such as castles and small palaces owned by municipal authorities,
mostly in eastern Germany. Since reunification, the DSD foundation
has focused its funding on the eastern states. Under the agreement
for the reunification of Germany, property confiscated by the commu-
nist government was not returned to the original owners following
reunification, but placed in the ownership of municipal governments
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(communities). Many of these monuments were left in poor condition
and the municipal authorities lacked the financial resources to repair
and maintain them.

2.3. Limited liability companies

Various legal systems have different types of incorporation, but all
jurisdictions have a corporate body equivalent to a company with
broadly similar characteristics. Most jurisdictions distinguish between
public and private companies. Companies limited by guarantee are
the most common for architectural heritage conservation purposes in
the United Kingdom, rather than companies limited by shares (but
special arrangements can be made for companies working in the field
of building preservation, as in the Netherlands or Germany).

In United Kingdom law a company limited by shares is used for invest-
ment purposes and commercial ventures. The liability of shareholders
to meet the debts of a company is limited to the amount paid for
the shares at the outset. On the other hand, in a company limited by
guarantee the members do not pay any money unless and until the
company is unable to pay its debts. Members agree to guarantee the
company’s debts up to a certain sum (which is usually a nominal sum)
in the event of dissolution. Limited liability by guarantee is an attrac-
tive vehicle for use in the conservation of the architectural heritage
as creditors of the company are unable, should the assets of the
company be insufficient, to look to the shareholders to make good
any shortfall.

2.3.1. Example: Building Preservation Trusts

The model of a company limited by guarantee is often used for
Building Preservation Trusts (BPTs) (see section 2.1.2). Thus interested
persons can establish such a trust without incurring personal financial
risk. Although BPTs are voluntary charitable organisations, in order to
protect trust members from being personally responsible if a BPT falls
into financial difficulties, they are normally incorporated with limited
liability provisions as a company limited by guarantee. This requires
the establishment of a management committee (the equivalent to
a Board of Directors in company law), which is responsible for the
general control, administration and management of the BPT as a
charity. The members of the management committee effectively act
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as charity trustees and are required to appoint a company secretary
who is responsible for the BPT’s accounts, which must be filed annually
with the Registrar of Companies. As a charitable trust, the company
benefits from tax relief.

Generally, the underlying principles of a company (ownership and profit)
conflict with the principles of a charitable trust (protecting heritage
assets for public benefit). But a BPT incorporated as a company limited
by guarantee is essentially a not-for-profit company. If a company goes
into liquidation, heritage assets may be sold for the benefit of the
creditors.

Different models are operated in other countries. For example, compa-
nies in the Netherlands for the purpose of assisting the architectural
heritage can be established as limited liability companies but with
shareholders.

2.3.2. Example: Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV
(The Amsterdam Restoration Company)

The threat of comprehensive redevelopment in Amsterdam in the
1950s led to action to save historic buildings. A group of businessmen
founded a limited liability company (Naamloze Vennootschap) in 1956
for this purpose and approached important Amsterdam companies
to join the venture, which was independent of the city council. The
capital of the company came from the shareholders, including commu-
nities, businesses and banks based in Amsterdam. In 1957, Stadsh-
erstel Amstel (the Company for City Restoration) obtained the legal
status of a public housing corporation, entailing tax advantages such
as exemption from company tax (35% of profit) and property transfer
duties (paid on the purchase price). In 1970, the City of Amsterdam
became a shareholder. The company concentrated on buying and reha-
bilitating threatened historic buildings, mainly protected monuments,
returning historic houses to residential use with modern interiors and
maintaining the buildings they owned.

The Amsterdam Monumenten Fonds NV was founded in 1992, to
restore 19th-century listed monuments such as churches that could
not be adapted to residential or commercial use without damage to
the building interior. Many shareholders of Stadsherstel Amstel became
shareholders of this new company and in 1999 the two companies
consolidated their organisations, following negotiations with the
ministries of Housing and Culture, the city authorities and the share-
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holders. As a result, Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV now restores all types
of threatened monuments, not just dwellings (see Figure 2).

Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV (The Amsterdam Restoration Company)
has achieved the synthesis of a private profit-making limited company
and an institution serving the common good through public-private
partnership in restoring and rehabilitating buildings in the city of
Amsterdam. It is essentially a non-profit making organisation that
operates as a revolving fund (See section 2.4). The contradictory
nature of a profit-making limited liability company and a non-profit
public housing corporation is justified by the fact that the annual
dividend to shareholders is fixed at 5% (and commercial share-
holders are exempt from tax on this income so long as the upgraded
value of a building does not exceed the cost of works). The low
dividend ensures that shareholders invest in the company for social
reasons. In the case of dissolution, the shareholders only receive
their initial capital outlay plus the dividend on it. Any surplus funds
go to the Central Fund for Public Housing or to an institution for
restoring historic monuments. Limited companies of this nature are
also exempt from paying VAT on work carried out on properties that
are rehabilitated for commercial use, as opposed to residential use.
Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV often operates by restoring monumental
features of protected historic houses and then sub-dividing them into
apartments, sometimes with a commercial – office or retail – use on
the ground floor (see Figure 3).

Shareholders’ capital has been used by the company to buy prop-
erties. After over 50 years’ work, funding for projects now mainly
comes from rental income from properties held by the company
which have been restored and rehabilitated (by the end of 2001
the company owned 453 buildings). The company generally retains
ownership of its properties in perpetuity to ensure continued main-
tenance, with about 20% of rental income being used to maintain
properties over a four-year programme. Occasionally properties held
by the company may be sold to raise a large capital sum to assist in
paying for a major project. Subsidies for work on historic buildings
have also been obtained, but the company has relied less on this
source of funding in recent years.

There are about forty similar organisations working on monuments
in the Netherlands. Stadsherstal has equivalent companies based
elsewhere, such as Stadsherstel Hague, but all these limited liability
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companies are separate. They meet once a year to discuss issues of
common interest.

A limited liability restoration company: Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV

Figure 2 – The Amstelkerk, built between 1668 and 1670

This was originally a temporary church for inhabitants in the new belt
formed by the canals around Amsterdam’s city centre. Stadsherstel
Amsterdam NV acquired the building in 1986, when it was in poor condi-
tion, began restoration work in 1990 and set up its office in part of the
building in 1991. The nave is available to let in the evenings and at week-
ends for lectures, conferences, concerts, dinners and receptions.

Figure 3 – Historic canal houses in Kerkstraat, Amsterdam

Stadsherstel Amsterdam NV has restored and rehabilitated many of these
typical buildings as apartments or for mixed commercial and residential
use, including nos. 323, 328 and 329-331 Kerkstraat.
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2.3.3. Example: Brandenburgische Schlösser GmbH

Non-profit foundations for architectural heritage in Germany have
difficulty in setting up a revolving fund to purchase and restore build-
ings because they would incur a tax liability if any profit was made
on the sale of the property above a defined limit (about €30 000 per
annum) and this could result in the organisation losing its tax-effi-
cient status as a foundation. To avoid this situation a form of limited
liability company can be used for private-sector activity (and sponsor-
ship) in the field of monument preservation – known as a Gemein-
nützige Betriesbsgellschaft (GmbH), a non-profit-holding company
for community benefit. Such a company has members called part-
ners, who by law can only be held liable for a specified sum of the
capital invested. This arrangement is similar to the way the Archi-
tectural Heritage Fund supports Building Preservation Trusts in the
United Kingdom.

In 1992, the German National Foundation for the Protection of
Monuments (Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalshutz: DSD) formed such a
non-profit-holding company in partnership with the federal state of
Brandenburg (including the City of Berlin), called the Brandenburgische
Schlösser GmbH. The company operates by taking over under-used
heritage properties owned by towns and municipalities, particularly
large buildings such as castles of local importance, and by investing
annual grants from the DSD foundation and the state (Land Branden-
burg) for sensitive restoration with a view to finding new users. The
DSD foundation provided funding of €4.5 million in 2007.

Under German law, by this arrangement the municipality (community)
retains ownership of the monument in the long term, but the resto-
ration project and letting rights belong to the company (the right to
hold such properties is usually gained by payment of a nominal sum,
typically €1). The municipality can only take full ownership rights back
from the company if the partners agree. As a result, the company
cannot sell the restored monument following restoration, but can rent
the building to new users and the rental income is used to fund future
projects. The rent level is usually below a market rent to ensure that
there is new use of the property and therefore an income stream to
ensure that future maintenance can be guaranteed. In the future, it
is envisaged that the company will become financially self-sufficient
with the rental from restored buildings. The method of managing
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projects prior to finding a new user provides the company with strong
bargaining power to negotiate strict guidelines with new occupants
over future management and maintenance plans to protect heritage
monuments.

The Brandenburgische Schlösser GmbH has been successful in
managing the restoration and rehabilitation of a small number of
castles and palaces. By the end of 2007, sixteen properties had been
repaired and a further five rehabilitated for a new use.

2.4. Revolving funds

A revolving fund provides a proactive tool for heritage conservation
organisations to buy endangered properties and resell them to sympa-
thetic buyers with protective covenants. The principle of revolving
funds is that capital investment in one property is recovered (or even
enhanced by some return on capital) through sale or letting of the
improved building, so the money can be recycled into improvements
to a further property. A revolving fund is therefore a pool of capital
created and reserved for a specific activity such as heritage conserva-
tion, with the restriction that the monies are returned to the fund to
be reused for similar activities.

The most common source of start-up capital for revolving funds is
grant aid from local foundations, corporations or state or local govern-
ment agencies. As funds gradually become depleted, fund-raising is
a continual activity of most revolving funds. To attract capital from
donors, a privately operated revolving fund should be incorporated as
a non-profit, tax-exempt organisation. To retain tax-exempt status, a
revolving fund must be organised and operated exclusively for exempt
purposes and no part of its net earnings may add to the benefit of
any private shareholders or individual. Local lending institutions can
provide funding in the form of a line of credit secured by the fund’s
assets or personal guarantees. When a property needs emergency
stabilisation or when the size of the conservation task is a deterrent
to buyers, funds may carry out necessary works prior to resale, acting
as a developer of last resort. Revolving funds can also lend money to
enable sympathetic buyers to acquire and repair historic properties.

A variety of public or private entities can operate a revolving fund,
but the majority of funds that buy and sell properties are managed
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by private, non-profit organisations. Non-profit heritage conservation
revolving funds rely on techniques such as rehabilitation agreements
and restrictive covenants to ensure the appropriate repair work and
long-term protection of the properties they assist. Remedies in the
event of non-conformance must be included in the agreement, such
as the right to sue for specific performance, provision for liquidated
damages or the right of the fund to complete the rehabilitation and
place a lien on the property for the expenditure incurred.

Revolving funds are most effective when they target areas or proper-
ties that have been neglected by the private sector. Some funds are
reactive, waiting for potential properties to come to them, whereas
some funds are proactive, instigating area-based heritage projects.
Properties sold to revolving funds at less than fair market value are
termed bargain sales, where the vendor benefits from a charitable
contribution deduction for the difference between the bargain sale
price and the market value of the property.

2.4.1. Example: The Architectural Heritage Fund
and Building Preservation Trusts

The United Kingdom’s Architectural Heritage Fund (see section 2.1.2)
effectively works as a revolving fund. Over a 30-year period the
fund has risen from £1 million to £13 million. Up to 2005 the AHF
had offered grants totalling over £4 million and loans of more than
£82 000 million from this accumulating fund.

The majority of Building Preservation Trusts (BPTs; see section 2.1.2)
carry out multiple projects in their lifetime, in a particular geograph-
ical area such as a town or city, and some concentrate on particular
types of building and operate on a revolving fund basis by acquiring,
restoring/rehabilitating and disposing of buildings. Any development
surplus derived from sale proceeds, less any loan repayment, is used
as working capital towards the next project. (Note that this surplus
is not profit, as a BPT is working for the charitable purpose of saving
historic buildings in the public interest.) Loans from the AHF are usually
short-term, depending on the time taken to complete the project and
dispose of the building. During periods of market recession, BPTs may
choose to retain ownership and let properties (providing income) until
the capital values increase or they may retain ownership of historic
buildings to use as security for loans for further projects.
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2.4.2. Example: Nationaal Restauratiefonds, Netherlands

A National Restoration Fund (NRF) was established in the Netherlands
in 1985, because of a shortage of funds to subsidise protected monu-
ments: at the time there was a long wait for the determination of
applications for subsidies and also for their payment, which obstructed
the progress in restoring monuments.

The government decided to use an existing private-sector organisa-
tion to run this fund, namely Bouwfonds, a large company specialising
in property development, management and finance, including the
provision of home and investment mortgages and project financing.
However, the organisation has a close relationship with national and
local authorities because its shareholders are all local government
municipalities, and the ministry dealing with cultural affairs maintains
control over what the NRF can do. Bouwfonds receives a management
fee for running the fund which, in turn, has its own board of gover-
nors.

The government provided the fund with a loan of 5 million guilders
when it began. The fund is essentially a revolving fund and one of its
first requirements was to repay the loan once the resources of the fund
had built up. However, the fund has been replenished, not just by loan
repayments but by further grants from the Ministry of Finance under
a strategic plan for the care of monuments until 2010. The agreement
to pay these additional amounts to the NRF arose from studies that
showed that public investment in heritage resulted in an 8% rise in
tax payments resulting from work carried out for monument care and
restoration.

The NRF provides two services for owners of protected monuments.
Firstly, it provides advice to owners to assist them in financing manage-
ment projects. This includes information about appropriate architects
and contractors, though without specific recommendations – addresses
are given for specialist restoration architects and contractors, from
which the owner can choose. Secondly, the NRF manages the subsidy
programme provided by the government, and provides pre-financing
schemes for subsidised work and “restoration mortgages”.

Grant-aid subsidy awards are made according to predetermined
amounts allocated to provincial and municipal authorities in four-year
programmes, and different levels of award (by percentage of costs) are
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made, depending on the type of property and whether the owner of
a monument is a taxpayer or not (see section 3.3.6).

A subsidy award is only paid once the work for an approved scheme
has been completed. Due to this the NRF provides a pre-financing
scheme to cover the cost of works while they are being carried out.
This advanced financing prevents further deterioration of monuments
and allows economies to be made on, for example, the increase in
prices of materials and labour costs that would occur, and allows a
monument to be ready for use as soon as possible.

In addition, the NRF has provided loans in the form of “restoration
mortgages” since 1990 (see section 4.2, The Netherlands). These are
low-interest (subsidised) loans. The rate is fixed for the period of the
loan and is usually set at 5% less than the normal bank loan rate (and
has been set as low as 1%). The loans usually last for 30 years, but
can be paid back earlier without penalty. The revolving fund is fed by
instalments of interest on loans plus other business revenues of the
NRF, including loan redemptions, so that other monument owners can
be assisted in the future.

2.4.3. Revolving funds in the USA

There are many revolving funds operating in the USA. The National
Trust for Historic Preservation plays a significant role, by operating two
revolving funds itself and assisting other organisations to establish
revolving funds.

The National Trust for Historic Preservation was created in 1949. It
finances its work through its members and the contributions of indi-
viduals, corporations and foundations. Though the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 provided federal funding for the trust’s work,
this appropriation was terminated by mutual agreement in 1998. Since
then the trust has relied on private-sector contributions. Donations can
benefit from tax relief, and the gift of heritage property avoids capital
gains tax on the property’s appreciated value and provides a charitable
tax deduction from federal income tax.

It operates the National Trust Loan Fund, which has a 30-year track
record of lending to low-income historic districts and to specific endan-
gered historic resources. It consists of two preservation revolving funds:
the Inner-City Ventures Fund and the National Preservation Loan Fund.
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The combined asset base of these funds has grown since 1994 from
some $4 million to about $10 million.

The Inner-City Ventures Fund provides low-interest loans to organisa-
tions for projects that re-use designated historic properties for afford-
able housing, community facilities, retail and office space in low- and
mixed-income neighbourhoods. The loan rate is usually fixed at 1%
below normal bank loan rate.

The National Preservation Loan Fund is more flexible in its project
criteria, funding a variety of preservation projects at below market rate.
These include establishing or expanding specific local and state-wide
preservation revolving funds, acquiring and/or rehabilitating historic
buildings, sites, structures and districts, and preserving National Historic
Landmarks. Eligible applicants are tax-exempt non-profit organisations;
local, state, or regional governments; and for-profit organisations.
Preference is given to non-profit and public-sector organisations.

Properties eligible for loans are local, state or nationally designated
historic resources; contributing resources in a certified local, state or
national historic district; resources eligible for listing on a local, state,
or national register; or locally recognised historic resources. The loan
amount is based on the type of project and use of funds, with a
maximum loan amount of $350 000 and loan terms ranging from one
to seven years. Projects must comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

Other examples of revolving funds include the state-based revolving
fund operated by Preservation North Carolina and the City of New
York’s Landmarks Conservancy Historic Properties Fund.

2.4.4. Example: Preservation North Carolina

Preservation North Carolina (PNC) was founded in 1939 and is the
state of North Carolina’s only private, non-profit, state-wide historic
preservation organisation. Its mission is to protect and promote build-
ings, landscapes and sites important to the heritage of North Carolina.
In 1975, the North Carolina Society for the Preservation of Antiqui-
ties (now PNC) received $35 000 from the Mary Babcock Reynolds
Foundation to create a small revolving fund to acquire endangered
historic structures (starting in 1977). Since this time the revolving fund
has developed and enjoys a national reputation, having been cited
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by the National Park Service as “the premier state-wide preservation
organisation of the South, if not the Nation” and the National Trust for
Historic Preservation as “the model organisation of its kind”.

Through its award-winning Endangered Properties Program, PNC
acquires endangered historic properties and then finds buyers willing
and able to rehabilitate them. It has helped save over 500 endangered
properties, levering an estimated $100 million in private investment.
PNC has a net worth of more than $5 million and is supported by over
4 000 members.

In 80% of the cases, Preservation North Carolina secures an option
to purchase property at a given price over a fixed period. During this
option period, usually ranging from three months to two years, PNC
markets the property and secures a buyer who is willing to acquire the
property subject to protective covenants. Since the charitable purpose
of PNC is to resell property, the property held for resale is exempt from
property tax. Alternatively, the revolving fund secures funds to directly
purchase property, sometimes at a price less than market value. Occa-
sionally properties are donated as a gift to PNC. It may also take a
long-term lease on a property in order to protect it.

The significant aspect of the PNC’s revolving fund is the relatively
modest amount of money that is required to run the programme each
year (about $500 000). Despite this, it is usually working at any given
time with more than $5 million in property.

Local, city and county governments and school districts receive over
$1 million every year from the property tax revenues generated by
the buildings with which PNC has been involved. The impact of the
revolving fund is increased by the fact that prospective purchasers seek
to buy and rehabilitate property in close proximity to revolving fund
properties.

2.4.5. Example: New York Landmarks Conservancy
Historic Properties Fund

The New York Landmarks Conservancy (NYLC) has since 1982 operated
a revolving loan fund known as the Historic Properties Fund, whose
purpose is to offer low-interest loans, grants and technical assistance
to owners of historic residential, non-profit, religious and commer-
cial properties throughout the city, mostly in low- to moderate-income
communities. Since 1982 the Historic Properties Fund has assisted
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over 200 buildings, awarding more than $14 million in loans and over
$300 000 in grants. The fund is one of the largest private revolving
loan funds in the USA that is used exclusively for historic preservation
action.

Loans are generally provided for exterior work or for structural repairs,
and range from $20 000 to $300 000. Interest rates are generally
below market rates, and loan terms are usually up to 10 years. There
is a requirement that a loan must be secured through a first or second
mortgage or other acceptable collateral.

Eligible recipients of loans are owners of individually designated
historic landmark properties, properties in certified historic districts, or
buildings listed or eligible for listing in the State or National Register of
Historic Places within one of the five boroughs of New York City.

The Landmark Conservancy’s professional staff and consulting archi-
tects work with every loan recipient to manage the process of restoring
older buildings. They assist in developing plans and specifications, select
qualified contractors, negotiate bids, obtain any necessary approvals
and permits, and ensure that the work is performed correctly.

2.5. Easement donations, endowment funds
and tax relief

Legislatures can stimulate the architectural heritage policies they
desire by defining property rights in ways that encourage efficient and
socially desirable private-sector transactions involving heritage prop-
erty. One such way is through the use of preservation (or conservation)
easements, as used in the United States and Canada.

An easement is a legal agreement designed to ensure long-term pres-
ervation of architectural heritage by prohibiting demolition or inap-
propriate alterations. Preservation easements, also called “restrictive
covenants”, are in practice used to safeguard facades, interior features
and even views. Easements originate in common law (as developed in
the United Kingdom, Commonwealth countries and North America)
and have evolved through court decisions involving immovable prop-
erty and contracts.

Easement agreements work on the basis that the owner of a historic
structure donates a preservation easement to a non-profit preservation
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organisation or government entity while maintaining private owner-
ship. By the agreement, the owner forfeits certain rights (such as to
be able to sub-divide or develop the property for commercial activity)
and it may compel the owner to maintain or restore the property. In
fact, an easement agreement may authorise the receiving organisation
to make repairs or correct violations at the owner’s expense. Such an
agreement is enforceable through the courts.

Preservation easement donations may apply for a term of years or in
perpetuity. The easement applies to the land and binds future property
owners to its provisions, in many cases providing stronger protection
than heritage designation.

Most easement programmes require the easement donor to contribute
to an “easement endowment” or administration fund, which is used to
cover the cost of annual inspections by an architect to verify condition
and assess what maintenance work is needed. Some grant-making
organisations in the United States require grant recipients to donate a
preservation easement as a condition of funding. An easement can also
be used to raise conservation funding in other ways. For example, the
Elfred’s Alley Association in Philadelphia was set up to buy a number of
row (terraced) houses built in the 18th century that had been left in a
poor condition. The Association sold the properties once their market
value had risen, each being subject to an endowment agreement, with
the proceeds of the sale being invested in mutual funds so that grants
and low-interest loans could be offered to the new owners to help
them rehabilitate the properties. Owners can be offered grants of up
to $5 000 and interest-free loans subject to the money being repaid
within one year.

In the United States and Canada it is acknowledged that the use of an
easement agreement has the effect of reducing the capital value of the
property, generally by 5 to 20%, but in some instances the reduction
in value has been assessed at 50% (as when a historic building is on a
large parcel of land with development potential). For this reason, ease-
ment donations are accepted as being charitable contribution for tax
purposes (if donated to a tax-exempt charitable organisation or public
agency and subject to public access provisions), enabling any reason-
able expenses related to the donation (such as legal and accounting
fees, survey costs, recording and property appraisal fees) also to be
tax-deductible. The tax savings can assist the owner in maintaining the
property under the terms of an easement agreement.
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Examples of easement holding organisations include the New Jersey
Historic Preservation Trust in the United States and the Ontario Heritage
Trust, Canada (see section 2.1.4).

2.6. Public authority bonds

In the United States, if a state or local authority issues its own debt in
the form of bonds, the interest received on the bond is exempt from
federal tax. This makes state bond issues competitive with company-
issued bonds in terms of rates of return.

In a number of states (such as Maryland, New Jersey, New York and
Pennsylvania) there is an authority to sell “bonds” to the public in
order to raise funds for multi-year programmes to finance state capital
projects, including the funding of heritage programmes. These have
been justified by the better quality of life and the multiplying economic
development created by such programmes. Economic studies to assess
the benefits of heritage preservation have been essential in justifying
the raising of money through bond financing, by identifying the
increased return from increased tax revenues whether by income taxes
from jobs created or property taxes or sales taxes according to mate-
rials purchased.

For example, legislation enacted by the State of New Jersey in 1987
created the Historic Preservation Bond Program, which authorised
the sale of $100 million in state bonds to finance the acquisition
and development of lands for recreation and conservation, and the
restoration, rehabilitation and improvement of New Jersey’s heritage
resources. The legislation provided $22 million for a competitive grants
programme and $3 million for a revolving loan fund to assist capital
projects. It also authorised the New Jersey Historic Trust (a non-profit
organisation) to administer the following programmes:

• The Historic Preservation Bond Program Revolving Loan Fund,
providing loans of $25 000 to $450 000, with a repayment period of
up to 20 years and interest rates below 4%. The trust was allowed
to lend up to 90% of the project costs for non-profit entities and up
to 40% for local and county governments;

• The Historic Preservation Bond Fund, providing grants from $25 000
to $1.25 million. All grant applicants were required to meet strin-
gent criteria established in the Bond Act and the programme regula-
tions, relating to eligibility requirements, research, architectural and
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historical integrity, financial capability, public benefits and conform
to Standards and Guidelines;

• An emergency grant and loan fund to provide seed funding for criti-
cally needed work (see also Chapter 4: Loans and credit facilities).

For grant assistance the Bond Act required 50:50 matching funds, and
recipients were required to enter into an easement agreement to ensure
maintenance of the property for a defined period of years, depending
on the size of the grant. Between 1987 and 1997 the trust awarded
between $50 and $55 million in matching grants to 108 projects.

2.7. Lotteries

A number of countries use the proceeds from public lotteries to support
heritage projects. Lotteries can provide a useful source of finance, for
example in Italy (for restoration of important monuments). In Germany,
one third of the income from the Glucks-Spirale television lottery is
given to the Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalschutz foundation (see section
2.2.5), raising €15 million or more per year for built heritage. In the
Netherlands, the BankGiro Lottery (BankGiroLoterij) donates over
€50 million per year to charities. Hendrick de Keyser (see section 2.2.3)
is one of the institutions that benefits from the lottery. The BankGiro
Lottery has also run an annual competition to support the restoration
of a chosen historic building since 2006. In the United Kingdom, the
National Lottery has transformed funding for the heritage since it was
set up in November 1994.

2.7.1. Example: The National Lottery:
Heritage Lottery Fund, United Kingdom

The National Lottery was established in 1994. It raises money for a
range of good causes that benefit communities across the United
Kingdom. From every pound sterling spent on lottery tickets, 28%
goes directly to good causes, split between:

• arts;

• charities;

• health, education and the environment;

• heritage;

• sports.
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Of money spent on lottery, 4.66% goes to heritage projects. This
money is distributed by the Heritage Lottery Fund, which makes grants
for projects concerning heritage anywhere in the United Kingdom. It is
the leading funder of the heritage in the United Kingdom and covers
the entire spread of heritage – buildings, museums, natural heritage
and the heritage of cultural traditions and language. It assists groups
and organisations with projects that:

• encourage more people to be involved in and make decisions about
their heritage;

• conserve and enhance the heritage;

• ensure that everyone can learn about, have access to and enjoy their
heritage.

This includes, for example:

• building repairs and conservation work;

• repairing places of worship of all faiths;

• buying items, land or buildings that are important to the heritage;

• supporting heritage-led regeneration;

• restoring historic landscapes and urban parks;

• improving museums, galleries and archives and their collections;

• making it easier for people to gain access to their heritage;

• increasing learning about recording and conserving our heritage;

• widening participation among people of all ages and backgrounds
– especially people from communities who have not been involved
in the heritage before.

From 1994, when the Heritage Lottery Fund was established, to July
2007, it had awarded £3.97 billion to more than 26 000 projects across
the United Kingdom. In the heritage environment about £1 billion has
been awarded in 4 000 grants to restore thousands of historic build-
ings and monuments. Award-winning architectural, new-build projects
have also been supported. £380 million has been awarded to restore
245 historic, public parks ranging from urban and country parks to
public gardens, squares, promenades and historic cemeteries.

The Heritage Lottery Fund has contributed more than £2 billion to
regeneration projects in the United Kingdom, with £147.5 million
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having been given to 468 projects through its Townscape Heritage
Initiative (see section 3.3.3.ii) or in partnership with English Heritage.
These grant awards have delivered urban regeneration by bringing
derelict buildings back into use, providing business units, low cost
housing, creating and sustaining jobs. This investment often acts as
a catalyst for the regeneration of a wider area while preserving its
special character.

The fund has also supported a local heritage scheme set up with the
Countryside Agency (since 2006: Natural England) to enable people to
look after and learn about their local landscape, landmarks, tradition
and culture, with £13 million being distributed to over 900 projects.
Over 150 community groups have received funding to create commu-
nity archives of maps, photographs, websites, videos and oral history
recordings.

The decision to establish the Heritage Lottery Fund was as a result
of the shortfall in public funding of heritage and also of the recogni-
tion that heritage matters to everyone in society. The Heritage Lottery
Fund is committed to preserving this heritage for future generations
to discover and enjoy, opening it up for the benefit of new audiences.
It has a uniquely broad approach – which allows it to support many
different causes that reflect the variety of heritage that is important to
all kinds of people. It prioritises areas for funding across each of the
United Kingdom’s principalities and the English regions, ensuring a fair
distribution of grants across the United Kingdom and throughout its
communities.

2.8. Concession agreements

The particular difficulties in raising finance experienced by countries
in eastern Europe have led to the use of concession agreements. Such
agreements are relevant for heritage property in public ownership. In
effect, a concession is a “right to use” for a monetary payment – a
contract between the state (or local government) and the occupier or
user of public property (including heritage assets). It creates obliga-
tions on the concession holder, which could include a requirement
to perform conservation or restoration activities on a monument. For
example, in relation to the use of a historic building in a medieval town
a concession could allow the occupation of the building for tourism or
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other business purposes in return for a fee, with the payment being
used to assist the conservation/restoration of the buildings.

This approach to raising finance has been considered in the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Bulgaria and other eastern Euro-
pean countries where the process of restitution of property to private
owners remains incomplete. It offers a means to open up heritage to
the private sector. In the absence of adequate financial support, the
concept of “concessions” would seem to be a plausible approach to
using the heritage with appropriate safeguards – which could be spec-
ified in contractual terms, though the normal procedures of control
that should apply to monuments may be sufficient.

However, there is the danger that the concession approach is used to
retain heritage property in public ownership for fear that the private
sector cannot or will not manage it properly. It is therefore impor-
tant that sufficient information and technical guidance is provided to
assist private owners and private initiatives in preserving the cultural
heritage. Moreover, whereas countries like France also use the conces-
sion approach for heritage property in public ownership, there are
other methods of providing finance to private owners. The concession
approach should not be a way of replacing financial support mecha-
nisms.

2.9. Monument annuities

Another method of raising finance for heritage that is being consid-
ered by some eastern European countries is commercial exploitation
of the heritage. This includes charging for the use of the image of
cultural property or a “monument rent” for certain types of business
activity carried out in heritage property or within a “cultural historic
entirety” (this might cover hotels and restaurants, taxi services, banks
and wholesale dealing in machines, equipment and accessories).
Private individuals and legal entities that pay income or corporate tax
in this situation would be liable to pay a rent at a defined percentage
on income and depending on the location of the premises. This money
would be directed to a “competent administration body” and the local
government.

For example, measures for the commercial exploitation of the heritage
as a means of revenue-raising through a monument annuity can be
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found in the Croatian Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural
Goods. Under this law, the annuity is collected by two means.

Firstly, the monument annuity is collected by charging for direct
consumption of a monument or monument site. Under Article 114
of the Croatian Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural
Goods (1999, amended 2003), legal entities and individuals who are
required to pay taxes on income or profits that use an “immovable
cultural good” for economic benefit or perform commercial activity
“in the region of a cultural-historical site” must pay a monument
annuity. The basis of the annuity is the usable area of the business
space and the amount charged ranges from 3 to 10 Croatian Kuna
(HRK) per square metre of useable space (as decided by each munici-
pality). Those individuals or legal entities that are required to pay the
annuity must deliver information concerning the useable area of busi-
ness space to the relevant municipal authority by 31 March of the
year in which the monument annuity is established. Beneficiaries of
concessions (see section 2.8) granted under the law are exempt from
paying the annuity.

Secondly, a monument annuity can be collected through indirect monu-
ment consumption. The first legal provision for this form of monument
annuity in Croatia was through the 1986 Law on the Restoration of
Endangered Architectural Heritage in Dubrovnik. Under Article 51 of
this special law for Dubrovnik, the use of the coat of arms or symbol
of Dubrovnik or a recognised part of the monument site (or objects
within it) on photographs, stickers, badges, souvenirs or other similar
products was subject to a 10% surcharge on the retail price of the
product, which the retailer was required to pay into a resource fund
to maintain the Dubrovnik monument site. The implementation of this
provision generated considerable funds for the historic city. As a result
of this beneficial experience, new provisions were established by the
Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural Goods to extend
this procedure throughout Croatia as a method of raising income to
finance work on protected heritage.

Article 112 of the law extended the 10% surcharge to the use of
the image of any “recognised cultural good” (meaning monuments
and the like) or part of it in “photographs, stickers, badges, souvenirs,
publications and other written material, apparel items or other items”.
Furthermore Article 113 provided that legal entities and individuals
that use a “recognisable cultural good” (or part of it) for promotional



57

activities (in films, commercials, billboards, photographs or other
items) are required to pay HRK1 000 for their use – the exchange rate
being about HRK7.25 to €1 in 2008. An amendment to the 1999
law, created through the 2003 Law on Changes and Additions to the
Law on the Protection and Preservation of Cultural Goods, introduced
a new Article 114a, which required that particular named economic
service activities (for example, taxi services, activities in travel and
tour agencies, wholesale trades, hotels, restaurants and commercial
banks – among 27 named activities) must pay into the national budget
0.05% of their realised annual income from the previous year as a
monument annuity.

The money derived from these different types of monument annuity
goes either to the state to be distributed by the Ministry of Culture
(40%) or to the city or municipal authorities where it is collected (60%);
see Figure 4. Revenues collected in this way can only be used for the
protection and preservation of cultural heritage. However, though it is
the responsibility of the owner of a protected heritage asset to ensure
that it is maintained for future generations, these revenues can benefit
owners who pay the annuity through the provision of financial assist-
ance. Such assistance can be made available to cover the difference
between the cost of fully implementing measures for the preserva-
tion of the asset, as prescribed by the conservation department of the
Ministry of Culture, and the regular maintenance expenses.

The Croatian law presents a fairly balanced approach (balancing incen-
tives against coercive measures). It allows aid to compensate for the
additional restrictions that result from owning protected as opposed
to ordinary property. At the same time the basis of the provisions is
that, if an owner is not able to meet the obligations required by the
law, their responsibility still remains, which may result in the owner
being required to sell or relinquish the property. In theory this is justifi-
able, but any such procedures should be reasonable.
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Monument Annuity: Dubrovnik, Croatia

In 2004 the Ministry of Culture of Croatia asked all city and municipal
authorities to deliver a decision on the level of monument annuities and
other estimated resources that the administrations were planning to
collect. As at 23 September 2004 the total area for the urban site of
Dubrovnik was 17 680 sq. m and the monument annuity was HRK2 102
122 (about €284 000).

In 2006 Dubrovnik had the fourth highest collected resources of all
municipalities in Croatia from monument annuities per square metre, at
€703 000, collected via Article 114 of the law. In 2006 Dubrovnik had
the fifth highest collected resources from monument annuities at the rate
0.05% of income, at €176 000, collected via Article 114a of the law.

The total amount raised from monument annuities in all cities and muni-
cipalities in Croatia in 2006 was HRK163 100 000 (about €22 100 000).

Figure 4 – Houses in the Stradun, Dubrovnik, built after the 1667 earthquake.

These late 17th-century buildings are uniform in height and in the config-
uration of arched doorways and display windows at street level, and are
purpose-built to accommodate shops. The monument annuity is based
on the useable area of business space (direct monument consumption),
but the souvenirs and other goods sold in the shops may be subject to a
further surcharge (indirect monument consumption).
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2.10. Transfer of development rights
This is a system of transferring development rights from one property
to another, by which a property owner may sell or transfer a right
to develop land on which a “historic landmark” (heritage building)
stands. It originated in the USA and has also been used in Canada,
Israel, Hong Kong and elsewhere. Such rights are associated with
land-use planning systems that use zoning to define types of permis-
sible land use – so a development or construction proposal that meets
the requirements of permitted uses for that particular zone should be
granted consent. This type of planning system is common in North
America (USA and Canada).

By selling the development rights to a receiving site, the owner
receives funding which is then committed to maintain and preserve
the protected building. Although the situation is vastly different to
that of eastern European countries in transition, the concept never-
theless has merit in raising finance for owners of heritage property to
assist in conservation/rehabilitation.

The transfer of development rights derives from a planning technique
known as “zoning bonus” – which, in this context, is a permit for
increased density, granted as a trade-off for the inclusion of special
amenities, such as preserving historic buildings within a development.
It is a form of “enabling development” whereby an investor or devel-
oper uses the additional land associated with a historic building (for
new construction) and gains consent for the development by agreeing
to undertake enabling works to a historic building (see section 2.11).
In theory the amount of the bonus should equal or slightly exceed in
value the cost that the developer will incur in providing the amenity.
This trade-off is advantageous to the public and the developer, as long
as strict planning and design guidelines are adhered to.

The traditional concept of property rights in countries that use zoning
assumes that zoning controls allocated to any given site will be used
solely on that site, or will not be used at all. An innovation in zoning
in North America is the reformulation of property rights to sever devel-
opment rights from their host site for transfer to another zoned site.
For example, in some states in the USA and some provinces in Canada
a property owner may transfer or sell the right to develop land upon
which an historic building lies to a parcel of land elsewhere in a town or
city (see Figure 15). By selling foregone development rights to a receiving
site, the property owner receives funding which can be partially used to
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finance the preservation of the historic building (and in fact there must
be some form of legal commitment to maintain the building in the long
term). There may also be an intermediate stage between severing and
transferring, in which the development rights are placed in a develop-
ment bank, created for the purpose of buying and selling these develop-
ment rights, for eventual transfer. In effect, this system sets up a market
for zoned development rights that can be transferred from one property
to another. The transfer of development rights is particularly beneficial
to places of worship (churches or buildings for worship of other faiths)
and other non-profit property owners who are tax-exempt and cannot
take advantage of tax incentives where they apply (such as the historic
rehabilitation tax credit operated in the USA).

The transfer system necessitates planning controls to ensure that the
aggregate density of the entire transfer district (where the right to
develop is transferred) is not increased by the creation of the transfer
regime and to avoid the undue concentration of development rights
on any single transferee site within the district. Moreover, the legal
validity of any new zoning restriction on a receiving site, to promote
a specific public purpose such as the preservation of buildings in the
public interest, would have to be addressed by the judicial system.

The ability to transfer development rights for the purpose of safe-
guarding a historic building works on the basis of a preservation restric-
tion. Typical preservation restrictions detail the obligations placed on
the owner for the long-term preservation of a historic building – usually
tailored to meet the needs of the individual building. These can include
restrictions on use of the building; the prohibition of material altera-
tions or demolition; limitations on signs and on the subdivision of the
land and/or addition of buildings to the site; conservation/restoration
requirements, including agreed periods for the completion of works;
obligations on the owner to keep a property in good repair (such as
through a predetermined maintenance plan); and other procedures to
cover such matters as remedial action for the breach of restrictions, the
requirement to allow periodic inspections of the premises to ensure
that the restrictions are being honoured and miscellaneous provisions,
such as for public access to the building.

In practice these types of restriction may be legally determined as
being perpetual or limited to a number of years (usually by a form of
restrictive covenant, recorded through land registration to give notice
to future purchasers and mortgagors). Moreover, it is normal for such
preservation restrictions to be safeguarded by enforcement rights by
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public agencies or specific preservation associations (including injunc-
tions to prevent damaging works or legal remedies to ensure that
funds are committed for maintenance work).

This system for transfer of development rights may not sit easily in the
context of European planning systems. However, it merits considera-
tion as a means to resolve the dilemma of how to maintain historic
buildings in places where development pressures may occur, a way
of resolving the conflict between development pressures and preser-
vation goals. Moreover, through the negotiation of legal agreements
(or specific legislative tools) it may be a means to provide finance for
historic buildings to ensure their long-term preservation, conservation,
restoration or rehabilitation.

The only European country to have developed a system of transfer of
development rights is Cyprus, which also uses a system of site-specific
land-use zones (identified through local plans). Heritage protec-
tion forms a major component of the planning legislation through
the Town and Country Planning Act 1972 (put into operation from
1990) and later amendments. Built heritage in Cyprus has been under
threat from many causes (including the post-independence boom of
the 1960s, the Turkish invasion of 1974 and more recently tourism
development). To encourage restoration and revitalisation of listed
buildings, a package of incentives was introduced through legislation
in 1992, including grant aid towards restoration costs (up to 40% of
approved costs for urban listed buildings and 50% for listed build-
ings in rural settlements and the countryside, which do not benefit
from certain transfer of development right provisions), tax incentives
(available once listed properties have been restored, to encourage
maintenance) and the provision of low-interest loans. The provision
for transfer of development rights is regarded as the most innova-
tive measure and relates to plot ratio (applicable development density/
building coefficient as defined in local plans) of a site.

The procedure for transfer of development rights in Cyprus is that any
owner of a listed building is entitled to transfer the development rights
attached to it (the donor building) to another building (the receiver
building) in a specified commercial or tourist area anywhere on the
island provided that legal requirements are met. In fact, the owner of
a listed building can either transfer or sell square metres of permitted
building area to another property through two separate procedures:
residual building coefficient or donated building coefficient.
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The transfer of what is known as the residual building coefficient
(transfer of that part of the plot in square metres that the owner is
normally allowed to build on, according to the Local Plan for the area in
which the historic property is located, but cannot in fact do so because
of other restrictions imposed by the fact that the property is listed under
law). In this case, owners are permitted to transfer or sell the residual
area of their listed property to any other area that has been established
as a “user of coefficient”. However, only buildings in urban areas may
benefit from this incentive, because the land value in rural areas is much
lower than in urban areas – so this measure would not be of practical
value (properties in rural areas that do not benefit from this incentive
can obtain a higher level of grant aid for restoration costs).

There is also another transfer incentive, available to owners of listed
buildings anywhere in Cyprus (both urban and rural areas). This incen-
tive is the donated building coefficient (or the “provided plot ratio”).
This allows the owner of a listed building to transfer a certain number
of square metres that the government allocates to each listed prop-
erty so the owner may then transfer or sell these extra square metres
to effectively increase the amount of grant aid that can normally be
obtained for restoration work. This procedure may only take place
before or during the progress of building works.

An application for a transfer of development rights has to be submitted
to the Lands Office of the district where the property is situated in Cyprus
and must include: a permit for transfer of the plot ratio (obtained from
the Town Planning and Housing Department); certificates of registra-
tion of the properties; a statement referring to the manner in which the
plot ratio is to be transferred and, in the case of sale, the consideration
(price) for such sale; a certificate from the Town Planning and Housing
Department on the payment of an amount equivalent to 10% of the
value of the transferred/additional plot ratio determined by the Depart-
ment of Lands and Surveys; and, where the property on which the
listed building stands is encumbered (for example by a mortgage), the
written consent of the person in whose favour the encumbrance oper-
ates. Once payment of prescribed fees has been made, the transfer of
the plot ratio is registered by an entry in the Land Register and in the
certificates of registration of the buildings concerned.

The development of a master plan for the largest town in Cyprus,
Limassol, which aims to safeguard the preservation of architecturally
significant buildings and historic districts, has envisaged a number of
economic incentives for owners of historic buildings, including the
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transfer of development rights and specific tax incentives for restora-
tion works. Because old buildings are generally regarded as inefficient
and now often unusable, and are not developed to the maximum
allowable limits by the zoning provisions in the planning law, they may
become redundant. Therefore, the master plan envisages that owners
of such “landmark” buildings should be permitted to sell the develop-
ment rights of the plot to developers in areas that have been proposed
to receive such rights:

• Within certain older areas of the city (to be designated as historic
districts), properties that are recognised either as worthy historic
buildings or as contributing to the historic character of the district
should be granted the right to sell their development rights to
districts designated as “recipient” areas;

• The waterfront zone between the Old and New Harbours, which has
traditionally accommodated industrial uses, should be designated as
an “area recipient” of development rights (with the possibility of
developing mixed commercial and residential uses). This will enable
developers within this district to increase the area of their maximum
permissible building through the purchase of development rights
from properties within historic districts.

The use of transfer of development rights as an enabling mechanism
for conserving, restoring and rehabilitating architectural heritage in
European countries is a relatively new phenomenon. However, the
recent use of this type of mechanism in Cyprus could provide an exem-
plar, particularly to countries in transition.

2.11. Enabling development
“Enabling development” enables a heritage asset to survive by rescuing
it from decay, bringing it back into beneficial use, securing its long-
term future by some form of endowment, enhancing the asset or its
setting by reversing past development, or making it more accessible to
the public.

The concept of enabling development has been scrutinised in the
United Kingdom. It relates to new construction activity that would
normally be regarded as being contrary to approved planning policies,
but which is occasionally permitted because it brings public benefits
greater than the harm that would be caused by the development. So,
in the context of historic buildings, if a developer offers to provide a
community benefit by conserving a heritage asset in return for the
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grant of planning permission to develop that would not normally be
given, this would outweigh harm created to other interests by such
development. It can be regarded as a form of public subsidy: the public
benefit created by contravening normal policy brings added value.

An example of enabling development would be the development of new
housing in the grounds of a large protected country house that is not
occupied and is in a poor state of repair, where the new houses provide
sufficient funding for the repair and sympathetic rehabilitation of the
building by conversion into apartments to ensure its long-term future.

This form of development is not normally permitted unless certain
criteria are met:

• the enabling development should not materially detract from rela-
tive architectural, historic or other interest in the heritage asset, nor
should it materially harm its setting;

• the proposal should not result in the detrimental fragmentation of
the heritage asset;

• the enabling development should secure the long-term future of the
heritage asset and, where a new use is necessary for this purpose,
this must be sympathetic to the interest or qualities of the asset;

• the issue of enabling development should arise from the inherent
needs of the heritage asset rather than the circumstances or profit
motives of the landowner or the price given by the developer for
the land;

• financial help (through subsidies or other sources) is not otherwise
available for securing the heritage asset;

• the enabling development should be the minimum necessary to
secure the future of the heritage asset and its form should minimise
any disadvantages to it;

• the value of the benefit gained (in the survival or enhancement
of the heritage asset) outweighs the long-term cost to the wider
community of the enabling development.

If these criteria are met, this provides the basis for granting permission
for the enabling development. This type of approach requires careful
judgements in the balancing of benefits and disadvantages, ensuring at
the outset that all aspects are considered. To ensure that heritage objec-
tives are fully secured, the approach in the United Kingdom often uses a
form of legally enforceable agreement (termed a “planning obligation”)
to ensure that the commercial element of the development cannot be
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carried out without the heritage benefits of the scheme being realised.
Such agreements run with the land, so that any future owners are bound
by the agreement. They are normally used to restrict the development
or use of the land in a specified way, requiring certain action, payments
to be made (such as for carrying out repairs to a historic building) and
monitoring carried out during and after the works, and they are aimed
at protecting the significance of the heritage asset in the long run. The
financial element of the agreement should determine how the heritage
asset is funded in the long term (in addition to the cost of repair or
rehabilitation); this could be through a capital endowment (similar to an
easement donation), through rental income from part of the enabling
development or through other obligations to cover maintenance costs.

These types of agreement are usually necessary for this type of proce-
dure to secure the defined objects. However, though enabling devel-
opment may be a means to secure financial resources for heritage
assets, it is a tool that is strictly controlled and rarely brought into
play. There are dangers in relying on developers to provide finance
because any developer can encounter financial problems, and prac-
tice has shown that conservation work deferred until the completion
may not be realised. Therefore, enabling development requires careful
monitoring both during and after the works.

Building Preservation Trusts (BPTs) in the United Kingdom, as prop-
erty developers with charitable objectives, can have a role in enabling
development schemes. This can be by repairing and managing a
historic building funded by enabling development undertaken by a
commercial developer or by the BPT buying and repairing a protected
building and then selling it on to a developer for fitting out (perhaps
for conversion to a new use) and marketing the property for sale.
The bringing together of charitable (non-profit) or public agencies and
private sector operators can result in a sharing of risks (the risks asso-
ciated with the heritage asset and risks associated with the develop-
ment) to ensure a more satisfactory outcome.

2.12. International and pan-European
organisations

2.12.1. World Monuments Fund

The World Monument Fund (WMF) – founded in 1965 as an interna-
tional non-profit organisation based in New York, London and Paris,
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with a European regional centre in Paris – is open to requests for assist-
ance from interested parties around the world, including individuals,
organisations and government bodies, in the conservation of cultural
heritage sites. It receives nominations to join the World Monuments
Watch (WMW) list of 100 Most Endangered Sites and applications
for financial support for field conservation projects. The WMF is dedi-
cated to protecting endangered significant architectural heritage sites
throughout the world through advocacy, financial support, technical
assistance and educational activities.

The biennial listing of the 100 Most Endangered Sites, which began
in 1995, highlights the plight of threatened cultural heritage sites by
raising their profile and attracting financial and technical resources. It
aims to target specific sites at risk by devising financial and technical
solutions. Sites on the Watch list are nominated by government agen-
cies, non-governmental organisations, conservation professionals or
concerned individuals through a formal review process. About 400
sites have been selected for assistance.

To be considered for inclusion on the WMW list, sites must meet three
criteria:

• significance, in terms of its intrinsic artistic, architectural, historic, or
social value;

• urgency, in terms of the need for immediate attention;

• viability, in terms of the possibility of finding a solution to save the
site through advocacy or financial and/or technical assistance.

In providing financial assistance the WMF may commit restricted funds
that it administers on behalf of specific donors or through challenge
funds that result from fundraising efforts managed by WMF and its
affiliates:

• restricted funding is available for projects that meet the criteria of
one of WMF’s restricted funding programmes;

• challenge funding is selectively awarded by WMF to projects compat-
ible with its mission in order to attract local counterpart funding
from private or public sector sources. Challenge funding is offered
by invitation only.

Financial assistance from WMF supports conservation projects and
initiatives in all stages of development, including preliminary assess-
ment, planning studies, pilot projects, project implementation and
training activities related to the conservation of a specific site. The
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WMF also administers several funding programmes provided by
external sponors.

• American Express Grants

The American Express Company was a founding sponsor of the World
Monuments Watch programme. It has offered grants ranging from
$10 000 to $100 000 to selected sites on the WMW list (publicly and
privately owned) on a competitive basis and has partnered the WMF
in a global initiative on sustainable tourism. In 2006 American Express
launched a five-year programme with the WMF, Partners in Preserva-
tion, to safeguard significant architectural and cultural sites.

• Kress Foundation European Preservation Program

The WMF administers the Kress Foundation European Preservation
Program for the Samuel H. Kress Foundation. This provides grants to
non-profit organisations, cultural and academic institutions, govern-
ment agencies and local communities for architectural conservation
projects ranging in size from $25 000 to $100 000.

• Jewish Heritage Program

This programme was launched in 1988 with the support of the Ronald
S. Lauder Foundation. The Jewish Heritage Program has addressed
urgent conservation needs of historic synagogues at risk of losing their
architectural integrity. It has awarded grants to more than 45 sites in
over 20 countries.

• Robert W. Wilson Challenge to Conserve Our Heritage

The Robert W. Wilson Challenge to Conserve Our Heritage has provided
matching funds for the conservation of sites on the World Monuments
Watch list of 100 Most Endangered Sites. Finance is provided for field
conservation work at sites of exceptionally high architectural signifi-
cance, and for projects that foster partnerships with private and public
institutions addressing architectural conservation needs.

2.12.2. Getty Foundation

The programmes of the J. Paul Getty Trust, through the Getty Foun-
dation, support institutions and individuals throughout the world,
funding a range of projects that promote understanding and conser-
vation of the visual arts. There are two types of grant for architectural
conservation, directed at organisations working to preserve buildings
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or sites that are nationally recognised as being of outstanding architec-
tural, historical and cultural significance:

i. Planning grants

Planning grants assist in the drafting of an overall architectural conserva-
tion plan (support can also be given on a selective basis for the drafting
of archaeological site management plans). The work must be for conser-
vation planning rather than for reinstatement or rehabilitation.

Applications are considered for support of up to $75 000 for the research,
documentation and analysis necessary to develop a comprehensive
conservation plan covering the condition of the historic structure and
fabric of a building, detailed conservation recommendations, plans for
future use, and maintenance and conservation issues related to a build-
ing’s setting. Projects can also cover temporary emergency conservation
measures designed to stabilise a building while a conservation plan is
being prepared. Planning grants often provide training opportunities
for students or professionals in architectural conservation.

ii. Implementation grants

Implementation grants assist in the actual conservation of a building’s
historic structure and fabric. As with planning grants, architectural
reinstatement and rehabilitation for commercial use are not normally
eligible for assistance.

Applications are considered for support of up to $250 000 for the
actual conservation of the historic structure and fabric of a building
or site. These grants are intended to serve as models of conserva-
tion practice and are therefore highly selective. Grant awards usually
require on-site training opportunities for students or professionals in
architectural conservation or related disciplines.

To be eligible for either grant, the applicant must be a non-profit or
charitable organisation and the building must be owned by a non-profit,
charitable or otherwise tax-exempt body committed to its long-term
preservation. The building must also be accessible to the public or other-
wise used for the benefit of the community (see further: section 3.2).

2.12.3. Europa Nostra

Europa Nostra, a pan-European federation of more than 200 non-
governmental heritage organisations, seeks to encourage the
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protection of architectural and landscape heritage. The federation is
supported by the fees and donations of its collective and individual
members, public bodies (including the European Commission Culture
Programme), private foundations (such as the World Monuments
Fund), corporate members and business sponsors, including European
banking and real estate companies. The Europa Nostra Restoration
Fund has made contributions of up to €20 000 towards the restoration
of a privately owned endangered building or site with architectural or
historical value, on condition that grant recipients source matching
funds from other sponsors/donors. Europa Nostra has operated an
award scheme recognising outstanding restoration of historic buildings
or their surroundings, the restitution of land and the design of modern
buildings that fit well into the sensitive environment of historic cities.
Increasingly, Europa Nostra acts as a springboard to other European
funding initiatives (such as those of the European Union) rather than
offering its own assistance.

2.12.4. European Union

The European Parliament first considered the need for community
action in the cultural field, including the need to protect cultural
heritage, in 1974. The treaty establishing the European Community
(1993) has provided the legal basis for activities concerning the pres-
ervation and enhancement of cultural heritage. Article 151 specifies
that the Community must support and supplement action by member
states in order to conserve and safeguard cultural heritage (in its
broadest sense) of European significance.

The European Commission’s 2006 study on The Economy of Culture
in Europe highlighted two socio-economic spin-off effects of investing
in heritage: the creation of local jobs and the development of corre-
sponding skills; and the transforming of areas – in particular, cities
– through the improvement of buildings “thereby increasing local
attractiveness and generating significant returns on investments”.
Accordingly, the European Union supports cultural heritage, including
architectural heritage, through a number of funding programmes:

i. Transnational funds

Preserving and enhancing Europe’s cultural heritage was one of the
key objectives of the cultural co-operation programme entitled Culture
2000, which lasted from 2000 to 2006. This supported projects for
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conserving European heritage of exceptional importance, such as the
restoration of the frescoes in the Basilica of St Francis of Assisi in Italy.
The programme also supported co-operation projects in the heritage
field through the Europa Nostra awards granted to heritage resto-
ration projects. This programme has been replaced by the EU’s new
Culture Programme (2007-13), which has a budget of €400 million
for co-operation projects and exchange activities that aim to promote
cultural diversity and preserve and enhance “shared cultural heritage”
through the development of cross-border co-operation between
cultural operators and institutions. This is aimed at projects lasting one
to two years, where at least three countries are involved, and three-
year co-operation projects with at least five countries for partners.

ii. Structural funds

In the period 2000-06, EU Structural Funds from the European Regional
Development Fund (see Figure 1) were allocated to projects via region-
ally focused mechanisms (the three objectives) and via community initi-
atives, including the INTERREG III, URBAN, LEADER PLUS and EQUAL
programmes.

For example, under Objective Two (for economically disadvantaged
areas) of the regionally directed funding, a £35 million project to
restore the Grade I listed town hall in the city of Birmingham, England
was supported by £3 million of European funding.

An example of support from the INTEREG III programme is the INHERIT
project, which ran from June 2005 to December 2007. This project
aimed to increase the ability of towns and cities to regenerate physically,
economically and socially by investing in architectural and other physical
heritage with the key aim of understanding the processes that underpin
successful heritage-led regeneration. The project involved partners from
England, Italy, Northern Ireland, Poland, Spain and Sweden.

Examples of projects supported through the URBAN programme
include:

• the restoration and conversion of the Tsalapata brick and tile factory
in Greece, to create space for SMEs from the art and craft sector
(total cost: €3 111 263; EU contribution: €2 333 477);

• the conversion of the historic Lasipalatsi building in Helsinki, Finland
into a new centre of economic activity (total cost: €9 000 000; EU
contribution: €2 700 000).
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For the period 2007-13 the former URBAN and LEADER PLUS funds
have been mainstreamed into main structural funds, which have three
new objectives.

Objective One (Convergence Fund) supports those parts of the EU
where the average GDP was less than 75% of the EU average. The
priorities for funding include “investments in culture, including protec-
tion, promotion and preservation of cultural heritage; development
of cultural infrastructure in support of socio-economic development,
sustainable tourism and improved regional attractiveness; and aid to
improve the supply of cultural services through new higher added-
value services”.

Objective Two (Regional Competitiveness and Employment Fund)
replaces the objectives two and three programmes that existed in
the previous funding period (2000-06). It is for other parts of the EU
that are economically disadvantaged. The priorities for funding in this
objective include the “protection and enhancement of the natural and
cultural heritage in support of socio-economic development and the
promotion of natural and cultural assets as potential for the develop-
ment of sustainable tourism”.

Objective Three (European Territorial Co-operation) replaces the
INTEREG programme. It has two strands: cross-border co-operation
and transnational co-operation. Under the first strand, a priority is
the development of cross-border economic, social and environmental
activities through joint strategies for sustainable territorial develop-
ment, including by encouraging and improving the joint protection
and management of natural and cultural resources, as well as the
prevention of natural and technological risks. The second strand priori-
tises sustainable urban projects (among other matters), which include
“preservation and promotion of the cultural heritage”.

iii. Pre-accession aid

Pre-accession aid has been given to countries moving towards
membership of the European Union. Recent schemes have included
the PHARE programme, the Special Accession Programme for Agri-
culture and Rural Development (Sapard) and the Instrument for Struc-
tural Programmes for Pre-Accession (ISPA). These have been replaced
by the Instrument for Pre-Accession Assistance (IPA), which offers
rationalised assistance to countries aspiring to join the European
Union for the period 2007-13 via a single framework. Assistance is
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provided on the basis of the European partnerships of the potential
candidate countries (the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
Croatia, Turkey) and the Accession partnerships of the candidate
countries (Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Montenegro, and Serbia
including Kosovo as defined by the United Nations Security Council
Resolution 1244).

Pre-accession aid can include assistance in relation to cultural heritage.
For example, the IPAs for both Albania and Bosnia and Herzgovina
(2007-09) include Component II: Cross Border Co-operation (CBC)
in major areas of intervention. For both countries the CBC includes
the “Adriatic Programme” which builds on the 2004-06 Italy-Adri-
atic Neighbourhood programme and specifies the protection and
enhancement of the environment, culture and infrastructure of the
cross-border territory. Also the IPA CBC programme between both
Albania and Bosnia and Herzgovina and neighbouring countries in the
western Balkans includes interventions in the sphere of economic and
social development with particular reference to the preservation of
cultural heritage.

2.12.5. Council of Europe Development Bank (CEB)

The CEB provides loans and loan guarantees for projects that are in
conformity with the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights
and Fundamental Freedoms and the European Social Charter. It oper-
ates along three sectoral lines of action: strengthening social integra-
tion, managing the environment and developing human capital. The
protection and rehabilitation of the historic and cultural heritage forms
one of three sectors in the “managing the environment” line of action
and the CEB can finance projects that have been classified by UNESCO
or member states under this theme.

During the 2007 financial year, loans to the value of €12 892 000 were
granted by the CEB for projects concerning the protection and reha-
bilitation of historic and cultural heritage.

2.12.6. The World Bank

The World Bank operates through two principal mechanisms. First,
the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development lends
to developing countries (mainly financed by selling bonds on the
global financial market, as well as by lending from its own capital
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resources). Secondly, the International Development Association
provides interest-free loans (apart from a small service charge) and
grant assistance to countries with limited or no access to global credit
markets. Two types of loans can be granted through these two vehi-
cles. Investment loans are made to countries to pay for goods, serv-
ices and works to support economic and social development projects
in a broad range of spheres. Development policy loans provide money
that needs to be quickly disbursed to support policy and institutional
reform. Grant aid can also be given to assist development projects
by encouraging co-operation between organisations and local stake-
holders in projects.

The World Bank has a long history of working in the sphere of cultural
heritage, as is chronicled in its 2001 publication Cultural Properties
in Policy and Practice. The World Bank’s involvement with cultural
heritage began with large-scale projects to support the restoration
of historic buildings and landmark sites in the reconstruction of war-
damaged places in post-war Europe. In the 1960s and 1970s the
bank financed several infrastructure and tourism projects, including
cultural property, and began to develop procedures to protect the
environment, including cultural property. In 1989 the bank adopted
an environmental assessment policy that referred to cultural prop-
erty and the bank’s work became more interdisciplinary, with greater
consideration of cultural heritage issues. By the mid-1990s the bank
had begun to explore the social implications of cultural heritage and
in 1998 started the Cultural Heritage in Sustainable Development
initiative (see Figures 5 and 6), later renamed Cultural Assets for
Poverty Reduction. The World Bank’s review of its role in cultural
heritage recommended revising its policy to more systematically focus
on safeguarding cultural properties and the way cultural resource
activities relate to poverty reduction.

In recent years the World Bank has supported a Culture and Poverty
initiative, aiming to reduce poverty by using culture as an asset,
improving the effectiveness of investment projects by integrating
cultural aspects into their design. This programme recognises culture
as including architectural forms, historic sites and traditional technolo-
gies. It has been developed mainly because standard bank-financed
projects do not generally respond to local cultural assets or practices.
This programme has been supported by a grant from the Government
of The Netherlands.
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A World Bank-supported project in Georgia

The President of Georgia asked the World Bank and the Council of Europe to
help the State Programme for Cultural Heritage Preservation. Following their
positive response, a Cultural Heritage Initiative was launched and managed
by new body, the Fund for the Preservation of Cultural Heritage of Georgia.

The project was the first specific cultural heritage project funded by the
World Bank. On 18 February 1998 the Development Credit Agreement was
signed by the Government of Georgia and the International Development
Association in Washington DC, by which the World Bank allotted a
credit of $4.5 million in the form of a Learning and Innovation Loan. The
Government of Georgia contributed $480 000. The project collaborated
with the Cultural Heritage Department of the Council of Europe via a Specific
Action Plan. The basic aim was to rescue endangered heritage properties
and test new approaches to managing the preservation and conservation
of cultural heritage; therefore the project had two components: investment
and technical assistance.

The investment component included an Emergency Repair Programme
aimed at safeguarding endangered heritage properties all over Georgia and
Four Pilot Projects (the Zemo Kala District of Old Tbilisi, Shatili, Sighnaghi
and Uplistikhe), which envisaged restoration/rehabilitation of pilot sites
and peparing for their sustainable development.

During 1998-99 a programme of restoration and rehabilitation work was
carried out to listed residential buildings in the Zemo Kala District pilot
project. The Fund for the Preservation of Georgia made available small
grants for the restoration of facades, roof repairs, external painting, repairs
to guttering and the restoration of balconies.

Figure 5 – Residential buildings in need of restoration and rehabilitation work

in the Zemo Kala District of old Tbilisi, Georgia
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2.12.7. The Aga Khan Trust for Culture

The Aga Khan Trust for Culture was created in 1988. Its financial
resources are provided by His Highness the Aga Khan, as well as
government bodies and private institutions. It supports single-site
projects or regional projects throughout the Muslim world and aims to
use culture to transform and improve the socio-economic conditions
prevailing in many Muslim populations, especially communities that
often have a rich cultural heritage but that live in poverty. It supports
architectural heritage principally through two programmes.

Firstly, the Aga Khan Historic Cities Programme (AKHCP) was set up
in 1992 to undertake the restoration and adaptive re-use of historic
structures, the improvement of public spaces and the rehabilitation
of urban areas to provide a catalyst to social, economic and cultural
development in communities where Muslims have a significant pres-
ence. The programme also supports related socio-economic initia-
tives directed at upgrading local living conditions. The programme
has an integrated approach and aims to show that strengthening
cultural identity can go hand in hand with socio-economic progress
(see Figure 6).

Secondly, the Aga Khan Award for Architecture (AKAA), estab-
lished in 1977, recognises examples of architectural excellence,
encompassing new buildings as well as conservation and restoration
projects. It covers a wide range of issues, including contemporary
design, social housing, community improvement and development,
restoration and re-use of buildings, area conservation, landscaping
and environmental issues. A triennial award of $500 000 is distrib-
uted among the projects selected by an independent jury.

The Aga Khan Trust for Culture also provides funding support to
programmes of Tourism Promotion and Economic Development, and
for the study of Islamic Architecture.

Where governments give subsidies from public budgets, these are
provided by three principal methods: grants, loans and fiscal relief.
These are considered in the next three chapters.
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The Aga Khan Trust for Culture and other international funding
organisations in the City of Mostar, Bosnia and Herzgovina

The Aga Khan Trust for Culture (AKTC) started work in Mostar in 1986
when the city was granted an Aga Khan Award for its “exemplary conser-
vation, urban renewal and urban management efforts”. After the 1992-95
war, in which much of the heritage was damaged, the AKTC joined forces
with the World Monuments Fund in a partnership created under Robert
W. Wilson programme with UNESCO, the World Bank, the local commu-
nity and national and regional governments.

The original components of the project were the reconstruction of the old
bridge (Stari Most), the adjacent towers of Tara and Halebija and associ-
ated buildings, the restoration of other damaged monuments and build-
ings in historic districts of the city, and local upgrading of infrastructure
and open spaces to preserve the historic character of the area.

This programme of action lasted from 1999 to 2004, when the recon-
structed Stari Most was opened. The AKTC and World Monument Fund
then set up the Stari Grad (Old Town) Agency to oversee future rehabilita-
tion and development in the historic city and to implement the Conserva-
tion and Development Plan for the Old Town, which was developed with
the city authority in 2001.

Figure 6 – The reconstructed Stari Most (Old Bridge) and towers over

the Neretva River in Mostar, Bosnia and Herzgovina.

This work was funded to aid a climate of reconciliation and to symbolise
the restoration of peaceful co-existence among the three ethnic communi-
ties in Mostar. The work was carried out according to international stand-
ards and, where materials had to be replaced, stones were obtained from
the original quarry used 500 years before.
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3. Grant-aided subsidies

3.0. Introduction

Direct subsidies by awarding grants of money in line with public policy
should take account of the nature of the operation. Preference may
be given to maintenance, conservative repair or restoration of an indi-
vidual architectural monument (building); which is chosen may depend
on other factors, such as whether the monument is or is to be used
exclusively for cultural purposes or for a socially useful purpose (such
as social housing), or is capable of beneficial economic use (generating
a profit or an income). This consideration may include a group of build-
ings of historic interest or in an area of cultural significance, whether
protected or not. With particular reference to social housing, subsidy
policy could be designed to encourage the conservation and rehabili-
tation of old buildings rather than the construction of new housing.

3.1. Grant-aid programmes

In the context of architectural heritage, grant subsidies take the form
of payments by a donor government (or even a private philanthropic
body) to a recipient public body (such as a local authority), non-profit
organisation, private individual or private organisation, with the aim
of stimulating activity by the recipient. Some grants require matching
financial contributions from the grant recipient.

Essentially there are two types of grant programme. First are “formula”
grants, which are not confined to specific projects. They are gener-
ally allocated by a central government or specific ministry to a local
authority or other body responsible for heritage, for the purpose of
distributing grant aid for specific projects. Secondly, “project” grants
are meant to fund specific projects, usually concerning the conserva-
tion or restoration of protected buildings (but may sometimes include
other buildings of cultural heritage interest). These grants are usually
awarded through a competitive application process for a limited
period. Once a project grant has been made, the donor organisation
usually monitors and evaluates the result.

Project grants usually relate to conservative repair or restoration (repa-
ration of architectural values), but not for maintenance or improve-
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ments (though under some schemes rehabilitation and improvement
costs can be included, as in Germany). In some countries, a lack of
financial support for maintenance after a repair grant has been given
can lead to neglect, which may result in the inefficient use of finance
through the need for further major grant-aided work in the future.
However, maintenance work can be supported through standard
conditions (as in England) or by specific subsidies for this type of work
(for example, as in the Netherlands).

3.2. Administration and assessment criteria
for grants

While grant programmes in operation are broadly similar, they vary
greatly in specific characteristics like allocation criteria, administration,
the degree of government regulation and the degree of control over
their use exerted by the grantor.

The operation of a grant-aid programme is likely to require three prin-
cipal phases. Firstly, the funding programme itself will require specific
authorisation through legislation or regulation. Secondly, it will require
a system for selecting appropriate recipients and allocating funds.
Finally, it should have an assessment process to monitor how recipients
have used the funds.

The identity of the administering agency is important since this agency
typically has substantial discretion in determining how the grant
programme operates. A crucial issue in the design of grant programmes
is the determination of how grant funds are to be distributed. The
administering agency for project grants, which are awarded on a
competitive basis, defines the award criteria and ultimately chooses
the recipients. With formula grants, a much greater degree of discre-
tion in selecting recipients and determining the amount they receive is
left in the hands of the administering agency.

The responsible agency must establish the regulations that it will use
to operate the programme, detailing the following:

• administrative processes (application provisions, deadlines and
appeal procedures);

• activities eligible for aid;

• duration and phasing of assistance;

• matching fund requirements and other obligations;
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• weighting assigned to other criteria in making awards;

• monitoring and review process to determine performance; and

• any conditions.

3.2.1. Administrative process

Apart from specific regulations, explanatory documents should be
issued to explain the process of applying for a grant. These should iden-
tify the priorities for assistance and the type of work that can qualify,
explain how to make an application and how it will be assessed, iden-
tify how grants will be paid and how a project will be monitored, and
explain the standard conditions that will apply.

3.2.2. Projects and activities eligible for assistance

The criteria for eligibility of buildings for assistance may be deter-
mined by various methods, such as by protection at a high level (where
different levels of designation are considered by national legislation,
bearing in mind that financial resources are finite). Different criteria
can apply, such as regional or local importance or the need to under-
take emergency/urgent repairs (based on an assessment of condition
or threat, rather than national importance). Specific types of building
can be given priority, such as religious or cultural buildings that are
unlikely to have a beneficial economic use.

Normally heritage grants will dependent on the type of works proposed.
They should primarily be used for urgent repairs or other work that
needs to be undertaken within a relatively short time to prevent the
loss of architectural features. Thus, alteration, improvement, demoli-
tion, reinstatement or reconstruction is not normally worthy of direct
heritage subsidy. The priority should be conservative repair, though
it may be appropriate for some grant schemes to give aid for the
reinstatement of lost or destroyed elements where the integrity of
the design has been kept and there is sufficient evidence to reliably
undertake such work to regain the cultural significance of the building
(speculative reinstatement or reconstruction does not merit support
as it is against generally accepted notions of conservation philosophy
according to international charters and conventions).

Although alterations and improvements such as new heating systems
and insulation should not normally eligible for heritage grant subsidy, it
may be appropriate for some grant schemes to provide financial assist-
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ance for redundant or under-used properties that are capable of being
returned to use (the rehabilitation of a redundant protected building
may be a means to ensure long-term preservation). It may be possible
to pool subsidies from different sources, such as conservation grants
for repairing historic structures and housing improvement grants for
providing residential accommodation (see examples in Chapter 6).

Moreover, to sustain cultural heritage, some priority may need to be
given to repair projects that will make a sustainable contribution to
economic development – providing employment through tourism or
the provision of business accommodation by rehabilitation of existing
properties – or will provide significant social benefits such as housing,
educational facilities or community resources. Properties that are inca-
pable of being converted to a new use or of generating an income
should only be considered as cases for financial assistance based on a
formal assessment of need and financial priorities.

It may also be appropriate for grant aid to cover project development
costs for a conservation project, including the formulation of conser-
vation/management plans, feasibility studies and archaeological inves-
tigations and surveys. In some cases it may be necessary to undertake
preliminary structural investigation, access and opening-up work to
allow the scope of urgent works to be fully determined before a repair
programme is initiated.

3.2.3. Duration and phasing of assistance

Most grant schemes are likely to pay the grant only when the work has
been completed and approved as satisfactory. In some cases it may be
necessary for a grant scheme to consider offering interim payments
to meet cash-flow requirements (particularly for large or complex
projects), but the normal approach should be to make such interim
payments in arrears after the work has been carried out and an agreed
point in the works programme has been reached.

3.2.4. Matching fund requirements and other obligations

Most grant programmes operate on the basis of offering a grant as
a percentage of the total cost of approved works. This therefore can
require the recipient to provide matched funding or a part of the costs
(depending on the percentage offered by a particular grant scheme).
In some countries, there are tax incentives to assist the owner in under-
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taking repair and conservation works (see Chapter 5), but where such
incentives exist alongside grant subsidies the incentives normally apply
only to the non-subsidised portion of the work.

Assessment of financial need for a grant subsidy can depend on a
number of factors. Where properties are capable of producing an
income or realising a profit, there may be restrictions on the award of
financial assistance. It may be appropriate for the person who applies
for financial assistance to show that there is a shortfall between antici-
pated profits and the estimated cost of necessary works. For redun-
dant or derelict properties it may be appropriate to assess the total
cost of restoring or rehabilitating a property and its value after work
has been completed, as a basis for assessing the need for financial
assistance. There may also be some instances where subsidies can be
provided without any assessment of financial need; this is likely to
be so in the case of a property that is incapable of accommodating a
beneficial financial use (such as a property to be used for cultural or
religious purposes).

3.2.5. Weighting assigned to other criteria
in making awards

Apart from building-type criteria for the eligibility of projects to be
subsidised, the assessment of applications for grant aid can specify
other requirements, such as:

• access – a requirement to allow public access to the property (for a
limited and reasonable period);

• inclusion – where a project can provide social and education bene-
fits for the local community;

• revitalisation – where a project can contribute to resolving problems
of deprivation and to economic and social regeneration by bringing
vacant property back into beneficial use, providing employment
and housing, or where an exemplar project can act as a catalyst for
further investment in the area;

• training and skills – where a project may provide training, and
develop conservation and traditional building craft skills, particularly
where such skills are in short supply;

• maintenance – requiring a commitment to maintain the property in
the future;

• partnership – where the award of a grant may assist in levering funds
from other sources (such as sponsorship) to preserve a property.
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3.2.6. Monitoring and review process to determine
performance

The regulations for grant assistance may need to specify how a grant-
aided project should be monitored so the administrators of the scheme
can check both progress and how well the funded works are meeting
the aims set out in the application for assistance. This is particularly the
case before any interim payment. In turn, this will suggest the need
for regular reporting and supervision through site visits to confirm the
quality and scope of the work carried out.

3.2.7. Conditions

Most grant regimes should be accompanied by standard conditions
that may last for pre-determined periods and could depend on the
amount of the award.

Conditions covering how the work is carried out will need to consider
the contractual procedures for the type of enterprise that may under-
take the work and, if supervised by the owner’s professional represent-
ative, the type of professional who may undertake such work. In some
countries this will necessitate specific qualifications for enterprises and
professionals, though extensive experience in conservation work may
also enable this criterion to be met.

Grant recipients should normally be required to submit financial
records to a financial audit to show that funds are not being misspent.
Grant-aided work may also require specific consent or approval under
relevant heritage or planning legal provisions.

Conditions applying after the works have been carried out could relate
to public access and the need for a maintenance plan (implying the
need for annual reports on work carried out). The conditions could
also require the repayment of a grant award (in full or part) if the
recipient disposes of a property (by sale, exchange or lease) during the
agreed period when conditions are still in force.

3.3. Examples of grant programmes utilised
in different countries

Examples of grant-aid subsidy programmes can be illustrated from a
number of countries.
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3.3.1. Denmark

In Denmark, funding is directed at individual buildings; other funding
can support built heritage through urban renewal programmes.

i. Individual buildings

Protected structures privately owned (by individuals or foundations) are
entitled to receive a percentage of the costs of an approved scheme
of works as ratified by the relevant government agency. Typically 20
to 50% of the cost of approved work required to preserve a building
will be subsidised. The percentage depends on the nature of work and
annual budget constraints – which can make it difficult for owners to
establish the financial feasibility of projects. Complicated or expen-
sive projects may receive a higher budget, theoretically up to 100%,
though this is rare. Surveys are conducted of protected buildings at
risk to help prioritise funding allocations, and grants may be given up
to 100% of the cost of feasibility studies for protected structures to
determine condition, necessary preservation works and the most effi-
cient use for the building.

Grant recipients may borrow the money from a lending institution
for the duration of the project, pending satisfactory completion and
verification of the works by the government agency. If required, the
government agency will agree to pay grant subsidy awards directly
to the bank, instead of to the owner, on satisfactory completion of
projects. The bank will be informed that the grant amount is dependent
upon approval of work and provision of receipted bills. To ensure high
standards of craftsmanship and materials, the work must be super-
vised by a conservation architect. Grant aid is only available for repair
and conservation projects, and not for maintenance or the installation
of modern facilities such as central heating or bathrooms. In addition
to a grant award, support can be given in the form of materials from
the government architectural salvage stocks. There is no public access
requirement following receipt of grant aid.

Owners may combine state grants with private funding from foun-
dations, investment funds or banks, for example. Foundations may
provide top-up funding on consideration of the percentage of state
grant aid that the applicant has already been offered for an approved
scheme of works. The fact that a proposed scheme is entitled to state
funding provides security that the lender’s funds are being spent on
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a worthwhile project. For example, the Velux Window Company
supports work on protected buildings through such a foundation.

ii. Urban areas

Urban renewal legislation in Denmark has resulted in public support
for the renewal of buildings and urban areas that can benefit the archi-
tectural heritage, though it is not strictly focused on this (see Figure 7).
A number of urban renewal instruments have been designed to
encourage owners to make the decision to renew buildings. The state
allocates an annual sum to support urban renewal initiatives admin-
istered by local authorities. The extent of public financial support for
renewal projects is negotiated between local authorities and owners.

In some housing renewal schemes in older areas, care is taken to ensure
that the area is not gentrified to such an extent as to displace existing
communities. The financial support may be directed to the purchase
and administration of a building by a social housing corporation within
which tenants on social welfare benefits (unemployed or low income)
are entitled to rental subsidies.

Some urban renewal schemes are based on grant aid, whereas others
combine grants with loans or are purely loan-based (see further:
section 4.1). Examples of grant-based schemes include:

• The Agreed Housing Improvement Programme (Aftalt boIigforbed-
ring), which has supported minor improvement or repair to privately
rented and co-operative housing, based on negotiations and agree-
ment between landlords and tenants.

• The Comprehensive Urban Renewal Programme (Helhedsorienteret
byfornyelse), which has helped to co-ordinate regeneration of well-
defined urban areas in need of renewal, other than renovation of
buildings. In addition, 50% of the cost of preparing a master plan
to identify problem areas is refunded by the state.

Some special schemes have been occasionally set up, for instance,
to create work in areas of high unemployment, by providing special
housing grants which support work to listed houses.
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Urban renewal schemes assisting the heritage in Denmark

The municipality of Copenhagen initiated a comprehensive scheme of
renewal for an enclave of housing dating from 1850, to act as a catalyst
for citywide urban renewal projects.

The two-storey terraced dwellings were built to provide healthier housing
after a cholera epidemic. By the 1980s the houses were in very poor condi-
tion and lacked modern sanitary facilities. Under threat of demolition,
they were “listed” for their contribution to town planning. The renovation
work, entirely paid from state funds at a cost of some DK300 million, was
completed in 1996. Rehabilitation included the restoration of facades,
the installation of replacement window frames and the provision of sani-
tary facilities at a cost of about DK1 million per dwelling.

Many of the buildings had been privately owned and occupied by their
owners. They were expropriated by the municipality at a fair market value
and then resold following restoration. The remainder of the buildings
were in municipal ownership and let as social housing. The project took
six years to complete due to logistical problems of re-housing the tenants
while work was in progress. Former tenants wishing to return to the
project had to pay an increased rent.

During this period the Minister of Housing gave the Copenhagen extra
urban renewal funds spread over seven or eight years to renew similar
housing projects.

Figure 7 – Housing complex in Copenhagen, Denmark,

saved from demolition through urban renewal funding
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3.3.2. Belgium

Subsidy funding in Belgium is provided for classified buildings, groups
of buildings and sites by the three regional administrations (with the
exception of privately owned groups of buildings in the Brussels-Capital
region). These grants, at varying percentages of the cost of works
(ranging between 25 and 95%), are topped up for privately owned
property by grants from municipal authorities and also by provin-
cial authorities (except in the Brussels-Capital region). For example,
restoration grants in the Walloon region are given in the following
percentages: 60% (but 80 or 95% for special cases, such as buildings
on Walloon’s list of outstanding architectural heritage) by the region,
from 1 to 15% by the province and from 1 to 10% by the municipality.
Lower percentages are provided in the Brussels-Capital and Flemish
regions.

Grants are offered by the Walloon region for certain eligible work,
including the protection of monuments against damage caused by
the elements or vandalism, urgent works such as weather proofing,
stabilisation (sand consolidation), enhancement and major struc-
tural adaptation for new use. The eligible work also includes the
cost of preliminary studies. Under the normal system of grant aid,
up to 60% is offered to private owners by the region (higher in
special cases).

In the Brussels-Capital region, the work covered by subsidies falls
into two categories. Firstly, there is maintenance and repair work to
ensure stability and protection against the elements, and this includes
work for the preservation of structural components and the fitting
of amenities (central heating or electricity, for instance). Secondly,
eligible restoration work includes the restoration of component
parts, the replacement of component parts where the state of dilapi-
dation precludes maintenance, strictly documented replacement of
valuable missing components whose absence is a major deficiency
to be remedied, the removal of unsuitable components, additions
and alterations, as well as the cost of preliminary studies. Under the
normal system of grant aid, up to 25% is offered to private owners
for restoration work by the region (with up to 40% for maintenance
work for special cases).

In the Flemish region, eligible grant-aided work concerns mainte-
nance and restoration. For restoration, grants up to 40% have been
given to private owners (split between the region 25%, province
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7.5% and municipality 7.5%), with up to 80% given for special
cases – where, for example, the building is without an economic use
(split 50%, 15%, 15% accordingly). These grant levels are gener-
ally subject to a ceiling figure on total cost. The regional authority
ranks restoration grant applications in order of merit with regard
to the physical condition of monuments, the number of years that
monuments have been waiting for funding, the intrinsic value of
the monument and potential use of traditional craftspeople. Monu-
ments that have waited more than three years for a restoration grant
are considered a special priority. The regional authority also favours
phased restoration projects in order to avoid large-scale expenses.
If it is likely that a monument must wait a number of years before
receiving a restoration grant, the regional authority may arrange a
maintenance grant to prevent further decay.

Since 1993 the take-up of maintenance grants has been encouraged
on the basis that prevention is better than cure; maintenance is better
than restoration as owners can do maintenance work in a faster and
less complicated manner with financial support, and so they do. The
level of maintenance grant varies between different provinces in the
Flemish region. The maintenance grant can be applied for every year
and the application procedure is simpler (taking about three months)
than that for the restoration grant. As a result, owners of heritage
monuments are encouraged to carry out regular maintenance rather
than costly restoration.

The ministry recommends that prospective grant applicants use the
Monumentenwacht (Monument Watch) service and its status report
to guide them in forming a plan of works. This provides a platform for
prioritising action because each element of a monument is categorised
by its condition: good, reasonable, moderate or bad (see Figures 8 and
9). In some provinces in the Flemish region, membership of Monu-
mentenwacht is an obligatory part of the grant application procedure.
Monumentenwacht is based on a similar organisation in the Nether-
lands – see section 3.3.6.
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Combination funding with project support from Monumentenwacht

Originally a rich merchant’s dwelling built in the 15th century,
Reyndersstraat 18 was converted to a monastery in 1902 and used for
this purpose until 1974. It has now been restored following the recom-
mendations of Monumentenwacht.

The owner joined the Monumentenwacht organisation and asked for grant
aid based on yearly inspection reports of different parts of the building (as
it was too large and complex to do as a whole). The programme of works
included stabilising walls, restoring wall paintings and other works in the
former monastery chapel, restoring traditional window frames (removing
plastic frames inserted when the building was a monastery) and work to
façade renders and to roofs.

The Flemish Region department responsible for heritage gave a main-
tenance grant of 40% up to a ceiling (with some further works being
supported at 25%). The owner set up a company for the building, which
enabled the non-grant-aided part of the cost to be deducted from business
profits. During the work, part of the premises was let to a café/restaurant
and part was used for concerts, with the rent from these being mainly
ploughed back into the building to assist the programme of works.

Figure 8 – De Groote Witte Arend, Reyndersstraat 18, Antwerp
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Front façade re-rendered through a reversible construction method and
new window frames replacing UPVC frames.

Figure 9 – De Groote Witte Arend, Reyndersstraat 18, Antwerp

Courtyard café bringing in income to support the programme of works,
including restoration of the wall frescoes dating back to 1480.

3.3.3. England

In England, grants for conservation work are administered for archi-
tectural heritage largely through English Heritage, an executive non-
departmental public body sponsored by the central government’s
Department of Culture, Media and Sport, and the Heritage Lottery
Fund (supported by the National Lottery, which was set up in 1994).
Apart from specific heritage funding initiatives, other grant assistance
has been provided for historic buildings largely through regeneration
funding mechanisms (see example in section 6.2.4).

i. Historic buildings

English Heritage provides grant aid to owners of listed buildings in
grade I or II* category (the highest categories, forming about 6% of the
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400 000 protected buildings in England) as well as protected ancient
and archaeological monuments and some designed historic landscapes.
Exceptionally, grant assistance may be given to the remaining grade II
listed buildings and other unlisted buildings of significant historic or
architectural merit. Grant assistance is also given to local authorities
to assist them in using statutory powers to force owners to carry out
necessary urgent works to buildings considered to be at risk (such as
through disrepair or vacancy), or to compulsorily acquire them, and for
public-realm work for repairing and reinstating historic street works.

Grant aid from English Heritage for private owners of important listed
buildings (grade I or II*) is prioritised on a national and regional basis
with particular reference to whether a building is at risk from neglect
or disrepair (usually by reference to a building being recorded on a
Buildings at Risk register) and where alternative sources of funding
are lacking. The need for financial assistance has to be demonstrated
by applicants, and assistance is usually given for project development
work (preparation of specialist reports as a basis for repair work) and
for urgent repairs or other work that should be carried out within
a two-year period to prevent loss or damage to important features,
as well as associated professional fees. Assistance generally does not
cover alterations and improvements, basic maintenance (such as deco-
ration), demolition, reinstatement or reconstruction work. Exception-
ally, where a building has kept its integrity in design, the reinstatement
of lost or destroyed architectural elements may be grant-aided so long
as there is sufficient evidence to ensure a correct form of restoration.
Grant aid used to be given as a percentage of the total eligible cost of
works but since 2005 it has been based on the priorities of perceived
need and the demands of a limited budget with a restricted number
of larger projects being considered (projects costing less than £10 000
not usually considered for grant aid).

An award may be subject to conditions in how the work is carried out
(competitive tendering, copyright and other consents, and European
Community procurement requirements) and after the work has been
completed (public access, maintenance, repayment following sale of
a property). The amount of public access is decided on a case-by-case
basis with regard to the effect on the building and the size of grant
provided. A costed Maintenance Plan may also be required, indicating
work to be carried out, with an annual report on action taken. The sale
or lease of the property may also result in the grant being clawed back
if the conditions are still in force. Special grant schemes have also been
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provided for cathedrals, other places of worship (in association with
the Heritage Lottery Fund) and war memorials, which cannot have a
beneficial economic use.

The Heritage Lottery Fund also provides a programme of heritage grants
for historic buildings (and other issues including nature conservation,
museum and archive collections, spoken history records, cultural tradi-
tions, and objects and sites relating to the UK’s industrial, transport
and maritime history). The grant is offered to non-profit organisations
(including local authorities, the National Trust and building preserva-
tion trusts) to assist the acquisition, maintenance and repair (including
conversion of a historic building to provide a viable long-term use) of
land and buildings of outstanding scenic, historic, aesthetic, architec-
tural or scientific interest. The programme offers grants of £50 000
or more (there is no upper limit). An initial project planning grant has
also been given (between £5 000 and £50 000 to help produce an
access plan and conservation management plan, carry out research
and employ a project officer to plan the project), but since 2008 this
is no longer offered.

ii. Historic areas

Area-based funding mechanisms have focused on designated conser-
vation areas since the early 1990s, centring on the idea of conserva-
tion-led regeneration.

Conservation Area Partnership Schemes (CAPS), in operation from
1994 to 2001, introduced the idea of conservation-led regeneration
by tackling economic, social and physical urban problems in parallel
through the formation of strategic partnerships (combining the aims
and financial resources of organisations such as regional development
agencies, specific regeneration budgets and European Union finance
programmes). CAPS were managed by local authorities and funded
jointly by English Heritage and local government. To be eligible for
funding, the local authorities had to demonstrate a commitment to
heritage conservation and make a financial contribution to the project.
Through this scheme, varying percentages of grant aid were offered to
owners of historic buildings according to an agreed scheme of finance,
and local authorities gained access to finance to improve public space
such as historic streetscapes (the public environment of a designated
area).
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Heritage Economic Regeneration Schemes (HERS) were introduced
in 1999, essentially replacing the CAPS, and funding was provided
in a number of bidding rounds until 2002 (though some schemes
continued to run to 2006) specifically for historic areas with economic
and social problems. Similar to CAPS, HERS were administered by local
authorities that put forward bids annually for English Heritage funds to
manage a scheme in their area. Bids for HERS had to be co-ordinated
through an area-based strategy covering five key objectives:

• Rescuing buildings at risk and those vulnerable to deterioration;

• Investing in the regeneration of an area, including re-use of build-
ings that are important to economic prosperity and future local
employment opportunities;

• Reinforcing, revitalising or renewing the economic base of an area;

• Encouraging the re-occupation of underused upper floors above
high-street properties, (local businesses and shops), for residential
or employment-generating activities, thereby helping to bring life
back to declining town and village centres;

• Assisting with building repair costs, to help sustain the broader
economic contribution made by local business to the local commu-
nity, and to increase employment opportunities or residential accom-
modation to meet local needs.

The funding scheme allowed the preparation of bids for money from
English Heritage which had to be matched by the local authority.
The programme encouraged sourcing of additional funding through
partnership with other public and private sources for regeneration
purposes. HERS schemes could run for a maximum of three years and
allowed local authorities to administer grants to third parties. Eligible
expenditure included repair work relating to structure or external
appearance of a building or the enhancement of conservation areas.
Management costs could also be eligible in the scheme. Routine main-
tenance, alterations or conversion work were not eligible for grant aid.
Applications for grant aid through a HERS could be made by private
owners, small commercial owners and those responsible for environ-
mental enhancement (see example in section 6.2.4).

In 2004 English Heritage published a document entitled Funding for
local authorities: partnership schemes in conservation areas. This area-
based funding programme builds on the HERS concept and is similarly
for schemes of funding up to £100 000 per annum. The Partnership
Scheme approach is slightly different, with a greater emphasis on
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sustainable development. The aim is “to secure a sustainable future
for the historic environment” by ensuring that funding is directed to
five key areas:

• Repairing historic buildings and bringing them back into use;

• Investing in the social and economic regeneration of England’s urban
and rural communities, including the creation of safe and sustain-
able communities;

• Ensuring work realised is sympathetic to the historic importance and
character of an area;

• Completing works to an appropriate standard and ensuring that
subsequent regular maintenance will be carried out;

• Ensuring that the work done is sustained by the local authority’s
policies and actions for the area.

The national priorities for Partnership Scheme grant funding include
projects where significant elements of the historic environment are at
risk and/or projects where there is a lack of alternative funding (and
there may also regional priorities to consider). Eligible projects must
be based within a designated conservation area and must be able
to attract partnership funding from the local authority, and possibly
other funding partners, and involve a range of work to a number of
buildings, structures or spaces within a defined area. Projects must
also target at least 60% of the partnership funding towards building
repairs and require property owners to contribute financially towards
grant-aided work to their property.

The Partnership Schemes can provide grants for the same type of
work considered by HERS (major repairs to historic buildings, authentic
reinstatement, public realm works) and can cover management and
administration costs (for example, to support a project officer). A
scheme cannot be used to finance demolition, conversion and altera-
tion, modernisation, the provision of building services, or work eligible
under other funding schemes.

An application for a Partnership Scheme first involves a preliminary
application, including a map of the conservation area showing the
extent of proposed scheme, photographs showing the scale of prob-
lems, a conservation area appraisal, a vacancy survey, a condition
survey, a Buildings at Risk register, the indices of deprivation for the
area and its employment rates. A detailed application must include
a description of the special architectural and historic features of the
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conservation area, the problems faced by the area and the suggested
programme of works, and an analysis of the conservation area in terms
of its economic base, service and retail activity, business confidence,
tourism potential, housing and social mix, identity and coherence,
and opportunities for building on the area’s strengths. The application
must also explain why funding is needed, specify what planning poli-
cies have been adopted to support and sustain local economic activity,
and indicate the aims of the scheme such as public benefits of access
and interpretation, social inclusion, regeneration, training and skills,
sustainability and partnership funding.

The approval of a scheme brings a further requirement to provide
feedback on progress made towards an agreed delivery plan year by
year. Without this, funding allocations cannot be confirmed for subse-
quent years of the scheme.

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) launched the Townscape Heritage Initi-
ative (THI) in 1998, and projects throughout the United Kingdom have
been eligible for assistance. Similar to HERS and Partnership Schemes,
THI schemes have been directed towards the problems of an historic
area in parallel with economic regeneration, sustainability and raising
the vitality and confidence of the community. The annual budget for
THI will be £10 million for the period 2008 to 2013.

The eligibility of areas depends on an assessment of both heritage and
economic needs. The partner organisations eligible to apply for a THI
scheme include local authorities, regeneration companies, non-profit
bodies and community groups. The partnership forms a common fund
using funding from the HLF and other public or private sources. The
HLF contribute to a common fund for each THI. Heritage Lottery funds
directed to THI regeneration schemes support the repair of sensitive
historic buildings and their environs rather than the area regenera-
tion budget as a whole. HLF funding has typically ranged from 20 to
50% of costs (up to 75% in exceptional cases). THI funding has aided
specific purposes:

• Repair of the structure and external envelope of historic buildings
and structures. Maintenance costs are not covered and internal
repairs are only eligible to ensure structural stability or allow public
access. The HLF stipulate that grant levels to support eligible repair
work should reflect the difference between the cost of repairs and
the resulting financial value added to a property.
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• Authentic reinstatement of architectural features to historic build-
ings and their settings, provided the fabric is in sound repair or will
be repaired as part of the project. The HLF will not support conjec-
tural restoration or other works to remove previous alterations of
architectural or historic interest;

• Bringing vacant floor space in historic buildings back into economic
use, including unused upper floors over shops. Support will normally
be given to cover the difference between the cost of conversion (and
repair) and the value when converted. (This continued a previous
funding scheme called LOTS: Living over the Shop – see examples in
sections 6.2.3 and 6.2.4);

• Removing visual degradation by filling gap sites in established front-
ages with buildings of appropriate use and demonstrating a high
standard of contextual design, using natural materials indigenous
to the area. Where economic conditions for the area indicate that
appropriate quality can only be achieved via subsidy, the difference
between the cost of developing such an infill site and its end value
may be eligible for financial support;

• Repair and authentic reinstatement of elements lost from urban
green spaces, historic surfaces and other “public realm” townscape
features defining historic spaces. Conjectural restoration of lost
features, replacement of street furniture and modern layouts will
not be funded. The level of support is decided with reference to the
cost difference between repair to normal standards and the conser-
vation option.

Further financial support can be given for staffing costs and overheads
to run a THI scheme (for example, project officers, consultants and
marketing). In addition, the common fund of the THI can support
complementary activities, such as the creation of a town trail, training
initiatives to improve conservation skills, research of the area or other
work related to the long-term management of the area. If an applica-
tion for a THI scheme is initially accepted, then 75% of costs up to
£25 000 for developing the project may be offered by the HLF.

Proposals for THI funding are judged on the historic merits of a scheme,
the conservation and public benefits, the need for public-sector invest-
ment to solve major problems, technical quality, financial viability and
organisational strength.

Generally, areas already supported by other schemes such as HERS
or Partnership Schemes via English Heritage are given a low priority.
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However, the funding for THIs is at a higher starting point. Applica-
tions for a THI grant contribution towards the common fund from the
HLF were for schemes of £250 000 to £2 million, but since 2008 the
minimum is £500 000.

The level of grant offered to individuals and organisations for different
types of work through the common fund can vary – the advice is that
each THI scheme should set grant-aid levels to achieve the desired effect
and be based on the principle that public benefit should outweigh
private gain. They usually do this by grants of a fixed percentage of
the cost of specific work.

Both the English Heritage HERS/Partnership Schemes and THI schemes
have been concentrated in designated historic areas (conservation
areas) suffering from economic and social decline. Such areas are
subject to preservation and enhancement plans in approved develop-
ment plans. These programmes have been directed towards regenera-
tion, using the built heritage as a factor in improvement of areas and
communities. Such schemes have enabled the repair and rehabilita-
tion of buildings for housing and commercial uses, as well as cultural
purposes. Moreover, the funding has sometimes been used to provide
social housing.

3.3.4. France

In France funding is given for historic monuments, protected areas and
other ancient centres.

i. Historic monuments

Restoration and maintenance work on classified historic monuments
may be eligible for state grant aid of 40 to 50% of the cost of approved
conservation works. Grant aid towards approved works on monuments
listed with the title of historic monument cannot exceed 40% of the
cost. In practice, grant aid in either category can be up to 20% of
total cost and is sometimes higher. Supplementary regional grant aid
varies greatly from region to region. As a rule, communes do not grant
financial assistance for historic monuments owned by private individ-
uals (but may give assistance to historic monuments privately owned
by institutions such as universities). Work on monuments owned by
communes is funded 50% by the state (25% by the département and
25% by the municipality). The state may also pay 100% of the cost of
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research studies in connection with the preservation of historic monu-
ments and their surroundings.

ii. Protected areas

There are three types of protected area:

• Conservation Areas (secteurs sauvegardés) of which there are about
100 designated;

• Architectural Urban and Landscape Heritage Protection Zones
(ZPPAUPs) of which about 450 have been designated, with about a
further 600 zones under consideration;

• Land-use plans can make special regulations to take account of the
heritage features of parts of towns.

Funds have been provided for studies in connection with policy on
enhancement for secteurs sauvegardés (the state supplying up to
100% of the cost, with increasing funding by communes in recent
years) and ZZAUPs (where costs are divided equally between state and
commune). Communes may initiate studies for other older areas to be
protected and enhanced.

Regulations for these three types of protected area may provide for
operations to assist restoration and rehabilitation. The state is now
short of funds and rarely gives grant aid in this context, but many
communes are able to provide grant aid assistance. In particular,
communes sometimes provide grant-aid assistance of up to 20% of
costs in relation to the rehabilitation of houses for sale or rent.

The rehabilitation of residential property in old parts of towns
(“ancient centres”), whether protected or not, is also supported in
“planned housing improvement operations” (Opérations Program-
mées d’Amélioration de l’Habitat or OPAH) – a scheme which, since
it started in 1977, had by 2000 resulted in 3 000 such OPAHs and
the rehabilitation of over 600 000 dwellings (mostly in old quarters
and historic districts). An OPAH is a contract entered into for three
years between the state, the National Housing Improvement Agency
(Agence Nationale pour l’Amélioration de l’Habitat or ANAH) and a
local authority or group of local authorities. ANAH is the main body
for grant provision, whose role is to subsidise work undertaken by
private landlords, but the OPAHs can also gain support from the state,
the region and the municipality through other financing schemes (see
Figures 10 and 11).
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The OPAHs have a number of objectives: to provide healthy stand-
ards in living accommodation (to improve sanitation and resolve prob-
lems associated with lead paint), to improve heating and insulation, to
assist co-owners of housing that are in financial difficulty, to undertake
works of architectural repair and improvement (such as reinstatement
of traditional roofs and windows) and to encourage lower rent levels
(grant aid being given on the basis that an owner will agree to let
apartments at a low rent level – a “renovation lease”).

The renovation lease scheme set up by ANAH, in conjunction with the
French ministry responsible for housing, provides a subsidy-funding
vehicle for owner-landlords to finance works to substandard vacant
housing while retaining ownership of their property. Renovation leases
vary from 10 to 15 years. The renovation lease confers a right on
the owner landlord to use the building in return for the payment of
rent; that is, when the work is completed, the landlord manages the
property as rented accommodation. The landlord must tender guar-
antees that rehabilitation works and subsequent management will
be conducted in a sensitive manner. (See further examples of OPAH
schemes in section 6.2.3).

It should also be noted that the rules governing ANAH allow the agency
to offer one-off small grants and it can offer additional funding for
buildings of architectural interest in secteurs sauvegardés and ZZAUPs,
as well as OPAHs with a heritage component.

Tax relief and subsidies in the protected historic core in Troyes,
France

The municipality of Troyes first defined the perimeter of a secteur sauve-
gardé covering 22 hectares on 21 September 1964, only two years after
the Malraux Law (“Loi Malraux”) was introduced (4 August 1962). It
was subsequently extended in 1968 (to 29 hectares) and in 1975 (to 53
hectares). It was one of the first municipalities to request the formulation
of a Plan de Sauvegarde et de Mis en Valeur (PMSV) which was subse-
quently approved and published 19 May 2003, establishing the rules of
architectural restoration, urban planning and development for the area.
The protected area was extended again when the plan was developed,
now amounting to 180 hectares.
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In parallel to the PSMV, a third OPAH initiative was launched principally
to financially assist landlords with residential property in the protected
area who wanted to rehabilitate their property. The primary objective of
the OPAH, which commenced in 2004 lasting until 2009, is to solve the
problem of vacant dwellings with unhealthy conditions and to rehabili-
tate them. Approximately 700 residential units have been subject to the
OPAH. A second objective of the OPAH is to enhance the built heritage
of Troyes. (Two previous OPAHs had been operated between 1993 and
1996, and 1998 and 2002).

In 2002 the municipality decided to extend its protective measures by
commencing studies for a ZZAUP, to cover areas of the industrial and
textile heritage, which were subsequently approved in 2005.

Financial assistance is provided to landlords of tenanted residential
property through the tax incentives offered by the secteur sauvegardé
according to the requirements set out in the PSMV by which the cost of
eligible works can be deducted from global income for tax purposes.

Figure 10 – Property awaiting rehabilitation within the perimeter

of the Troyes secteur sauvegardé
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The OPAH provides grant aid for two types of residential property owner:
first, where the owner lets the property or the property is unoccupied. In
this case ANAH provides grant aid for upgrading the accommodation at
20%, 35% or 50% depending on the type of tenant, with the highest
rate applicable where the property is to be let to tenants on low income,
and the municipality of Troyes provide grant aid of between 10% and
40% specifically relating to the restoration of façades or roofs visible from
the public domain. Secondly, in the case of owner-occupied residential
property, grant aid is provided by ANAH for upgrading works at 20%
subject to a ceiling of €11 000 or 35%, subject to a ceiling of €13 000
for owners with a low income and by the municipality of Troyes (10% to
40% specifically relating to the restoration of façades or roofs visible from
the public domain or accessible to the public) and complementary aid is
given to retired owners.

Figure 11 – Rehabilitation of buildings in rue Emile Zola, Troyes

with financial assistance provided by an OPAH

3.3.5. Germany

In Germany subsidised financial support is provided by various building
funding programmes and specific heritage funding programmes.
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i. Grant-aided building funding programmes

Monument owners in the designated building programme areas apply
for funding via municipalities from three sources of government funding
– federal, state and municipal. The municipalities provide 20% of the
funding and the federal and state administration each provide 40%,
although in practice many municipal authorities in eastern states have
been unable to provide their entire funding obligation. Every munic-
ipality must define the percentage of restoration costs that will be
provided from public funding, thereby setting the level that the owner
will have to pay. On average, owners receive about 90% from public
funds, provided they comply with an approved scheme of works.

A number of federal grant-aided building programmes have been initi-
ated in Germany in the context of town renewal, with federal govern-
ment involvement. The Stadtbauforungsgesetz programme in West
Germany was resourced equally from the federal, state and municipal
levels of government. After reunification (1991), a similar programme
was initiated in the east, the Urban Architectural Heritage Protection in
Eastern Germany (Städtebaulicher Denkmalschutz). This programme
has been financed by the Federal Ministry of Transport, Building and
Housing (Bundesministerium fur Verkehr, Bau und Wohnungswesen)
providing funding to eastern states to aid the renewal of historic cities
and towns by the maintenance, preservation and modernisation of
individual buildings and groups, and the preservation and restructuring
of streets and urban spaces of historic, artistic or urban importance.

ii. Grant-aided heritage funding programmes

A number of specific heritage funding programmes have been provided
in Germany (which can be combined with the above building funding
programmes):

• The Stadtbauforungsgesetz grant programme, which funds archi-
tectural heritage restoration projects, is administered by the state
cultural heritage authorities (Landesdenkmalamt), either the Ministry
of Culture or the Ministry of the Interior in each state. Owners in
receipt of grant aid to finance restoration projects must comply with
conditions such as restoration guidelines for individual buildings and
streetscapes, and rent restrictions for agreed periods.

• The Dach und Fach (fabric maintenance) programme in the eastern
states was initiated in 1996 by the Federal Government Commis-
sioner for Cultural and Media Affairs (BKM) to fund the protection
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of architectural monuments of local or regional historical and archi-
tectural importance in rural regions of the eastern states and the
eastern part of the City of Berlin. The objective of this programme
has been to provide emergency assistance to repair the external
fabric of monuments at risk in order to prevent further deterioration
pending renovation.

• The Conservation of Cultural Heritage Sites of National Importance
programme, financed by the Federal Government Commissioner
for Cultural and Media Affairs (BKM), provides financial assistance
for the conservation of architectural monuments, archaeological
sites and historic parks and gardens that demonstrate the nation’s
cultural, political, historical, architectural, scientific or urban plan-
ning achievements or have influenced the cultural and historic
development of German cultural landscapes.

• The Historic Cities Support programme, funded by the Federal
Ministry of Transport, Building and Housing (Bundesministerium für
Verkehr, Bau und Wohnungswesen) to subsidise urban renewal and
conservation initiatives in historic city centres.

3.3.6. Netherlands

A number of different grant-aid mechanisms have been offered in the
Netherlands.

i. Restoration grants

The state budget for restoration subsidies is divided up between
provincial and municipal authorities (depending on the number of
monuments in a municipality area). Every year the municipalities
must supply the state with a four-year future restoration programme,
including details of proposed restorations. Budget allocations are
administered by the Nationaal Restauratiefonds (National Restoration
Fund), which is a private foundation. Municipalities are then given an
allocation of funds (based on planned provincial and municipal resto-
ration programmes and pre-defined quotas by building type: 50% for
dwellings and farms, 30% for churches and 20% for castles, windmills
and water-towers).

Grants range from 20 to 70% of certified restoration costs, depending
on building type and the owner’s tax liability. Taxpayers are entitled to a
20% grant, with additional income tax relief and/or a subsidised loan.
Thus, a private heritage restoration project can be funded through
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20% grant aid, 30% income tax relief and the remaining 50% through
a low-interest loan at as little as 1% over a period of 30 years. Private
individuals not in a position to claim income tax relief may be entitled
to an increased grant of 50% of certified restoration costs. Tax-exempt
bodies, foundations and parish churches are entitled to a 70% grant
of certified restoration costs. When the building is publicly owned, a
60% grant of certified restoration costs may be given.

Grant recipients must wait up to five years for the 20% grant alloca-
tion. The National Restoration Fund offers an option whereby recipi-
ents may draw down the amount of the grant allocation in the form of
a loan immediately and pay a very low rate of interest per annum.

ii. Maintenance grants

A state-funded maintenance grant of 50% of costs is available for
non-income producing monuments such as churches, castles, fortifi-
cations, windmills and factory chimneys to protect structures against
the effect of wind and water. Houses and farms are not entitled to
this grant because maintenance expenses on these properties may be
deducted from income tax.

A special note must be made about the Stichting Federatie Monumen-
tenwacht Nederland (Monument Watch), which was set up in 1973 to
encourage owners of historic buildings to undertake regular mainte-
nance. This organisation offers such owners the option of subscribing
to a yearly check-up of their building. Monument Watch inspects the
building and the owner receives a report on its technical state and can
then decide whether to restore, repair or maintain the monument. The
reports are accepted by the Department for Conservation as technical
proof of the need for grant assistance when an application for a grant
is received. The Department actually provides part of the finance for
the operation of the Monument Watch service. Financial assistance
can also be given to pay for at least part of the cost of the Monument
Watch report (the full amount in the case of churches).

iii. Subsidies for country houses

Grant aid is provided for protected historic country seats, allowing
the owner to apply for payment for the maintenance of objects situ-
ated in the grounds, for example, garden vases, bridges, hen houses
and other objects intended for decoration of the grounds, or build-
ings with a functional use, like a hothouse. The main building and



104

outhouses are excluded from this regulation. For the maintenance of
‘green’ elements of a country seat, a grant can be asked from the
Ministry of Agriculture.

iv. Other grants

A number of subsidies have been occasionally provided for special
purposes, for example to pay for the restoration of damage to stone-
work or metalwork caused by acid rain. Also there have been large
grants for major restoration work to churches, castles and windmills,
where costs were more than €500 000.

3.3.7. United States of America (USA)

Funding assistance for historic buildings in the USA is now more
directed through tax incentive measures, but some grant aid has been
maintained.

The US Department of the Interior, through the National Park Service
(NPS), administers the Federal Historic Preservation Fund Grants in Aid
Program. This programme provides federal funding to states and terri-
tories for preservation activities. To ensure state and local commitment
to heritage projects, all grants are 50:50 matching grants. Recipients
may provide matching funds in the form of services in kind (including
supplies, developing photographs, office rent and administrative
costs), cash or volunteer hours. All grant-aided work must be carried
out in accordance with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Historic
Preservation, under the guidance and supervision of the State Historic
Preservation Officer.
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4. Loan and credit facilities

4.0. Introduction

All credit activities are strictly regulated to protect consumers. Such
regulation sets the limits imposed on the granting of loans, particularly
those backed by the consumer’s own funds.

Specialist lending institutions play a role in providing property loans
and, with more countries in Europe moving towards market-based
economies and greater deregulation, there are greater opportunities
for lending activity associated with property. However, some credit
institutions may be less willing to invest in old buildings (which may
involve higher repair costs and less flexibility compared to modern
buildings and therefore may pose a greater credit risk).

As credit institutions usually base their lending on appraisal of the risks
to be incurred, there may be a lack of interest in supporting repair,
restoration or rehabilitation activity as it is not always clear to what
extent such investment will increase the value of property. Therefore
it may be necessary to introduce measures to cover or diminish the
risks in order to encourage credit institutions to finance old buildings,
particularly by combining mortgage loans with public subsidies, estab-
lishing appropriate forms of insurance and providing security backed
by public authorities (central or local government).

Diminishing risks can be achieved, for example, by means of a public
guarantee. Inorder to realise their commitment toenhance theheritage,
authorities could also participate in joint structures involving a number
of partners and aimed at handling rehabilitation programmes.

Public authorities may provide credit through loans or loan guarantees
as a way to encourage funding for architectural heritage conservation.
Direct government loans, funded from the treasury or state finance
department, will be serviced by the government (collecting scheduled
repayments from the borrowers). When central or local government
guarantees a loan, a private lender, such as a commercial bank, origi-
nates the loan, secures the government guarantee and services the
loan. The government enters into a contractual agreement to make
full or partial payment to the lender if the borrower defaults on the
loan.
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Credit programmes are attractive tools for policymakers who want to
serve constituents who may not be eligible for grant aid. If loans are
intended to help a borrower to repair, restore or rehabilitate prop-
erty, they generally will be secured loans. Loan terms (such as the loan
amount, fees, interest rates, maturities and conditions of default) vary.
By extending credit through targeted credit programmes to disadvan-
taged but creditworthy borrowers, the government can demonstrate
to private lenders that those borrowers are profitable credit risks.

The choice between direct loans and loan guarantees involves political
considerations. Private financial institutions are a powerful constitu-
ency that favour loan guarantees rather than direct loans, because
this avoids the threat of direct government participation in the credit
business.

Examples of credit and loan facilities for architectural heritage can be
seen in a number of countries.

4.1. Denmark

In Denmark, the State Preservation of Buildings Fund can provide low-
interest loans (1% below normal bank rates) for preservation work
to listed buildings. As the subsidies offered in Denmark can be in
the form of a grant or a low-interest loan, owners can decide on the
most beneficial form of financial support for them. In periods of low
interest rates and fiscal expansion, owners will generally prefer grant
aid because it represents money in their pocket that does not have to
be repaid. A top-up loan can be combined with a grant to fund the
balance of costs. The loan option will only be popular during periods
of high interest rates and monetary restraint, when owners have diffi-
culty getting loans from mortgage institutions. Loans of up to 90% of
the market value of the property are provided, with a payback period
of up to 30 years through annual instalments.

Apart from listed buildings, other buildings that are “worthy of pres-
ervation” and rural housing can be supported by public-sector loans.
The Building Repair Committee Programme (Bygningsforbedring-
sudvalg) supports the repair and conservation of buildings (mainly
external works). Depending on their ability to match state funds, local
authorities may establish a special committee incorporating represent-
atives of the local authority, owners of houses, tenants and preser-
vation organisations. Each local authority can decide independently
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how much state-allocated funding is transferred to the committee.
Following application by the owner, the committee decides whether
they will finance projects via an interest-free loan, up to a maximum
of two thirds of the cost of eligible works, such as external works
to façades, roofs and windows. Once set up, the committee has
complete autonomy in allocation of funds. The local authority has no
influence in committee decisions. The installation of modern facilities,
such as kitchens or toilets, is not eligible for funding. Monthly capital
and interest repayments do not have to be made unless the property
is sold, in which case the loans must be repaid in full.

In addition, the Renovation of Buildings Programme (Bygningsfornyelse)
has provided financial support for major repairs and improvements to
residential buildings (including buildings “worthy of preservation”).
A percentage of the financial loss to the owner of residential improve-
ments is grant-aided by the state and the balance is provided in the
form of a low-interest loan. For example, 30% of the cost will be
given in the form of a grant and the balance as a loan. The actual
percentage varies with the level of rent charged to tenants (particularly
low-income earners) after completion of improvement works.

4.2. Netherlands

The Nationaal Restauratiefonds was set up in the Netherlands in 1985
because there were insufficient resources available for restoration.
It works as a revolving fund, issuing loans at reduced interest rates,
usually 5% below normal bank rates (recently as low as 1%), with
the loan acting like a mortgage by being spread over a long time (a
minimum of 10 years and usually up to 30 years). The loan is offered
for the non-subsidised costs of a project and is guaranteed by local
authorities. The rate of interest is fixed over the period of the loan and
there are no charges for early repayment (see section 2.4.2).

4.3. United Kingdom

The Architectural Heritage Fund was set up in 1975 to support work
on historic buildings, particularly those that might not benefit from
grant aid. Its principal activity is to support the work of building pres-
ervation trusts, of which there are now nearly 200, spread throughout
the United Kingdom. The fund provides grants for feasibility studies,
project administration, project organisers and (refundable) project
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development grants, but most significantly it offers low-interest loans
(see sections 2.1.2 and 2.4, and Figure 1).

If a building preservation trust intends to apply for a loan and/or expects
to borrow money from a bank, it will need to offer security for the
amount borrowed. The fund may require a first charge (a mortgage)
over the building for whose repair the loan is required and this charge
may be extended to cover any building that a trust owns. Otherwise a
formal guarantee of repayment may be required from a bank, a local
authority or comparable corporate body. The value of the mortgaged
property must not be less than 70% of the sum loaned. Also, to qualify
for a loan the trust must have charitable status (be set up for the non-
profit activity of repairing/rehabilitating a historic building). Trusts can
apply for up to 75% of the gross estimated cost of the project, which
may include purchase of the property, repair, conservation and altera-
tion to enable a new beneficial use (subject to necessary consents).

4.4. USA

The United States Federal Government can guarantee up to 90% of
the principal sum offered on loans made by private lenders for works
to properties that are designated historic structures and have been
placed on the National Register. The rehabilitation of historic buildings
for affordable housing can also benefit from subsidised loans or direct
subsidies made by the Federal Home Loan Bank.

The Federal Government may also provide a federal tax exemption
for debt obligations issued by state or local governments, such as the
financing of preservation programmes through the issuing of bonds
(see section 2.6). Bond issues back many state tax-credit initiatives
for programmes through the state bond bank. By pooling the credit
standing of participating local governments, the bond bank permits
local governments to borrow at a lower cost or on more favourable
terms than they could otherwise.

A number of revolving preservation funds have been established to
provide low-interest loans for the rehabilitation of historic property
(see section 2.4).

Discriminatory practice by some lending institutions in the United
States resulted in credit being denied to creditworthy applicants and
this was found to contribute to the physical and economic demise of
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low-income historic areas. Legislation on the provision of mortgages
for the purchase of homes has required commercial lenders to provide
an annual statement, in an effort to assess the lenders’ efforts to meet
local credit needs and encourage innovative partnerships with commu-
nity groups and local governments. This legislation has been used by
heritage foundations to negotiate loans from commercial banks for
historic property.

Other examples of low-interest lending are found in revolving funds and
various schemes to support action on old buildings (see sections 2.4
and 2.6 for the Netherlands, the UK and the USA, and section 6.2.3
for historic districts and towns in France).
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5. Fiscal measures to benefit heritage
conservation

5.0. Introduction

The Council of Europe’s report New Ways of Funding the Restoration of
the Architectural Heritage (1988), following the Messina Colloquy, and
its 1991 publication Funding the Architectural Heritage showed that
the special quality of architectural heritage fully justifies the provision
of special tax incentives. Furthermore, the Council of Europe Recom-
mendation No. R (91) 6 of the Committee of Ministers to member
states on measures likely to promote the funding of the conservation
of the architectural heritage indicated that measures should be taken,
particularly in countries where the tax system favours investment in
new rather than old buildings, to arrive at a situation where taxa-
tion provisions encourage conservation, maintenance, restoration and
rehabilitation of old buildings.

Taxation measures and regulations can prevent owners and potential
investors in heritage property from investing in what could otherwise
be profitable and beneficial for architectural heritage. The rationale for
policy makers using tax incentives as a tool in heritage conservation
is the idea that it is less coercive than direct government action such
as regulation or grant subsidies. It allows more freedom of choice to
take action, which in theory should lead to more efficient economic
outcomes.

Tax-based incentives involve no direct transfer of money, although
foregone taxes represent a cost to the state budget and therefore to
a nation as a whole. However, activities benefiting from the incentive
will usually create tax revenues, from employment in conservation and
restoration work, business occupation of premises and so on. Such
incentives can used to encourage action on architectural heritage in
broadly three ways:

• incentives to reduce the cost of conservation, maintenance, restora-
tion and rehabilitation;

• incentives to prevent the demolition and replacement of architec-
tural heritage assets in favour of redevelopment;
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• incentives to encourage sponsorship and donations to non-profit
organisations such as foundations and other heritage organisations
that will take action on heritage property.

As taxation is usually the sole responsibility of a particular govern-
ment ministry, department or agency dealing with tax revenue, tax
incentives will largely be determined by the relevant taxation authority,
whereas subsidies and loans are more likely to be controlled by the
competent heritage authority. The relevant authority should inform
the public about the availability of tax incentives, and issue regulations
and explanatory notes to ensure equitable distribution of the incen-
tive. It may also be necessary to issue internal interpretive regulations
to enable public officials such as heritage officials to determine eligi-
bility for incentives.

Different forms of tax incentives can be considered, including income
or profits tax, value added tax on the sale of goods and services
(including maintenance or restoration works), inheritance and capital
transfer tax, and property or land (occupation) taxes.

5.1. Forms of tax incentives

5.1.1. Income tax incentives

There are two forms of income-tax-based incentives for work on
heritage property:

• tax deductions (relief), where the owner may deduct specified
expenditure from income, reducing effective taxable income, subject
to limits;

• tax credits, where the owner may deduct a fixed percentage of
specified expenditure from income tax payable.

In tax deductions, the benefit received by the owner is a direct result
of his/her marginal rate of tax liability. Thus, the incentive is regressive
because the tax benefit rises with the income of the recipient (if there
are different income tax rates). A tax credit is more equitable as it
offers the same percentage allowance on all expenditures.

One problem associated with income tax incentives is that people
earning low incomes may not benefit form the provisions. However, as
a matter of public policy, some countries such as the United Kingdom
and the United States provide refundable monetary payments in
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the form of “tax credits” targeted at individuals on low incomes.
Although these are unrelated to heritage conservation, they show that
tax expenditure could be directed for this purpose to ensure that all
individuals could benefit from tax incentives. The approach adopted
in western European countries tends to favour deducting eligible
expenditure from income (the exception being Spain), whereas in the
United States a tax credit system is in operation.

Some tax incentive systems may be targeted for the dual purpose of
safeguarding heritage property and providing social benefits, such
as rented housing for people on low incomes. Although there are
few such systems in operation, this has been identified as a goal of
integrated conservation mechanisms by the Council of Europe (see
section 5.2.3).

5.2. Income tax cost-deduction systems

The general approach for this type of incentive is for eligible costs
to relate to approved conservation or restoration, but not improve-
ment work. However, in some instances a wider range of rehabilitation
works may benefit. Some examples follow.

5.2.1. Belgium

According to the Belgian Income Tax Code, owners of classified archi-
tectural monuments are allowed to deduct non-subsidised mainte-
nance and restoration costs (any cost not covered by grant aid) for
residential owner-occupiers (rented property does not benefit) up to
a specified limit. The regional heritage authority must first determine
the work needed and its standard. The owner must then incur the
expenditure before claiming the tax rebate; payment depends on the
work being satisfactory. Furthermore, the owner is usually required to
allow public access for a number of days per year for up to 10 years
if elements of the building that have benefited from the incentive are
not visible from the exterior or street level. Protected sites, rather than
individually protected monuments, do not benefit from this incentive.

5.2.2. Denmark

In Denmark, a special income-tax relief system has assisted private
owners of listed houses (which include all listed buildings in other uses
that were originally constructed as houses). This system was negoti-
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ated by the Danish Association of Owners of Historic Houses (Bygnings
Frednings Foreningen or BYFO) and is embedded in tax legislation. BYFO
is an independent non-profit organisation administered by two quali-
fied restoration architects, a tax specialist and an executive assistant. In
order to qualify for the incentive, private owners must subscribe to the
organisation through an annual membership fee. BYFO administers
the system itself, which greatly reduces administration and bureauc-
racy by the local tax authority. The tax authority also benefits because
maintenance expenditure creates increased income tax from organisa-
tions and individuals employed on maintenance work and increased
VAT revenue from the supply of materials and services. The Danish
government originally authorised the system because it would increase
tax revenue from historic houses in private ownership.

The incentive is designed to encourage owners to maintain their prop-
erties (but it does not apply to improvement costs). It is a formula-
based system of assessment termed “decay per annum” based on an
assessment of elements of the building (external walls, external and
internal materials, service installations and other aspects) and a figure
representing the rate of decay for the entire building; each element
will have its own lifespan and cost figure, which is updated annually
by a building cost index. For example, if roof tiles cost €10 per square
metre and would normally have a life of 35 years, for 100 sq. m of
roof area the figure for the roof element would be 100 × 10 ÷ 35, or
about €28.

The “decay per annum” amount is the total figure for all elements
considered in the survey of the building. It shows the total decay
amount for the entire building, not for the individual elements of the
building. Owners may choose to write off substantial maintenance
expenditure against income tax in two ways. First, owners may spend
a large sum on maintenance and deduct the decay per annum rate in
the current and subsequent years. It is, however, more common for
owners to wait until an adequate decay per annum rate has accumu-
lated over a number of years so the full expenditure can be deducted
immediately. The tax deduction is allowed whether or not the works
are carried out – it is provided as an incentive to encourage mainte-
nance.

The decay per annum report can transfer from one owner to another,
but any maintenance expenditure in excess of the total decay amount
cannot be transferred to a new owner upon sale of a protected struc-
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ture. Upon transfer of ownership, the accumulated decay per annum
is forfeited and the “tax meter” begins again with the new owner.

5.2.3. France

In France a number of general tax incentives are available to owners
of non-historical property with respect to income derived from the
property. Different rules apply depending whether a building is rented
or owner-occupied. For rented property, eligible expenses incurred
from letting (such as administration costs, caretaker costs, insurance
premiums, property taxes, certain maintenance, repair, renovation and
improvement costs) may be deducted from the income received in the
form of rent. If these deductions result in a deficit, it can be carried
over to income derived from the property (not overall income) for the
following 10 years. For owner-occupied property, the owner may not
deduct any expenses from income, but a tax reduction (credit) has
been available for eligible repairs and improvements.

Apart from the general tax incentives for property, a special tax system
applies to specified protected or certified historic buildings. These
include “classified historic monuments”, monuments listed with the
title of “historic monument” and other “certified buildings” (build-
ings considered as belonging to the heritage because of their special
historic, artistic or tourist interest and certified as such by the Ministry
of Economic Affairs and Finance). This special tax system applies to all
parts of an architectural complex, not just those parts that are classi-
fied, listed or certified, if they constitute an indivisible whole as far as
the protection of relevant parts are concerned.

Different rules apply to rented protected buildings and non-rented
protected buildings, and for the latter whether they are open to the
public or not. The deductible amount must not include the cost of any
work that has been otherwise subsidised. The deductibility of expendi-
ture on monuments depends on whether the monument is open to the
public. Opening to the public is not mandatory under French law, but
only 50% of eligible expenses can be deducted from total revenue if
public access is not allowed for a specified number of days per year.

The owners of buildings that are not classified as historic monuments
or listed with the title of historic monument, but have been specially
certified because of their historic or artistic characteristics, may also
benefit from reduced income tax based on losses incurred in respect of
the property. However, only half the amount of any eligible expendi-
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ture on the property is deductible from taxable income, even if the
building is open to the public.

The rules for owners of buildings that are classified, listed or certified
(as above) are as follows:

• If the whole building is rented, the owner may deduct all property-
related expenses (subject to general law tax provisions as above, but
any deficit may be carried over to overall income). Property-related
expenses include costs in relation to upkeep of the monument and
amounts paid as contributions to any work carried out by the state
or the proportion of expenses actually borne by the owner in the
event of subsidised work being carried out.

• If the building is occupied or partially occupied by the owner (and is
not rented), a distinction is made between buildings which are the
source of supplementary income through entrance fees for opening
the property to the public and those which are not. If there are no
receipts from entry fees (the building is closed, or open to the public
free of charge), the situation is similar to that of a rented building
(costs can be deducted from overall income). If a supplementary
income is obtained from entry fees, further deductions can be made
from the owner’s income raised from the property.

Tax incentives are also provided in relation to the expenses derived
and costs incurred (for purchasing, renting, or maintaining) from using
a classified historic monument, a monument listed with the title of
historic monument or a certified property for commercial purposes.

Further income tax incentives exist for rented residential property in
a secteur sauvegardé (conservation area) or a zone of architectural,
urban and landscape importance (ZZAUP – see also section 2.2.1). Tax
incentives are designed to promote collective property restructuring
schemes in these designated areas through building works and to help
boost the market for rented residential accommodation. Owners may
deduct loan interest and expenditure incurred for maintenance, repair
and improvement works (as defined under ordinary rules) as well as
other approved costs (see below) from rental income derived from resi-
dential property. Any resulting deficit for property tax purposes may be
deducted from the landlord’s total taxable income so long as the owner
has leased the restored property, unfurnished, as a tenant’s main resi-
dence and the length of tenancy is at least six years. No maximum limit
applies. Since 1995, eligibility for tax relief has been restricted to:
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• restoration work in a secteur sauvegardé where a conservation and
enhancement plan (PSMV) has been approved (this tax break applies
from the date the PSMV is published);

• restoration work in an established secteur sauvegardé before the
creation of a PSMV where a declaration of public interest for prop-
erty restoration has been made for eligible works, or in a designated
ZPPAUP, provided that the restoration work is carried out within a
“property restoration perimeter” and has been declared to be of
public interest.

Deductible expenses can include any necessary work for the conver-
sion of property to residential use where this has been approved by
the official architect (Architecte des Batîments de France). Demoli-
tion work may also be tax-deductible if it is a compulsory part of the
competent authorities’ planning permission and if it is specified in a
conservation and enhancement plan or in a declaration that the resto-
ration work is of public interest. Where demolition makes it necessary
to re-roof existing buildings or rebuild their external walls, this work
also is tax-deductible. New building, rebuilding and extensions are not
deductible. To be eligible for tax relief, projects must be carried out by
a member of one of these groups:

• private landlords, including individual owners, associations of owners
or an investment company;

• public authorities (including government planning bodies), semi-
public companies contracted or licensed to run a project, or low-
cost housing associations authorised to carry out restoration work;

• non-profit associations set up to carry out housing improvement or
restoration.

Rehabilitation work carried out by owners within a property restora-
tion perimeter can take advantage of special tax deductions, including
deductions from property and income taxes, if they undertake to lease
the buildings as unfurnished dwellings for a minimum period of six years
and the lease commences within 12 months after the completion of the
property restoration works (see Figures 10 and 11). It has been proposed
to increase the minimum lease period to at least nine years.

5.2.4. Germany

Tax incentives are used in a variety of ways in Germany to preserve,
improve and rehabilitate historic property.
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Maintenance and other expenditure (such as utility improvements)
on an existing building (whether a protected building or not) up to a
specified limit is tax-deductible in Germany. In the case of protected
property (whether single or part of an ensemble) both maintenance
and rehabilitation costs are given specific tax incentives. In relation to
maintenance expenses, the situation depends on whether the prop-
erty generates an income and whether the building is owner-occupied
or leased.

i. Properties not generating income
(and the owner does not live in the building)

Owners can deduct maintenance and repair costs from their taxable
income over a 10-year period at a rate of 10% from the year in which
the expense was first incurred. The work must have been deemed
necessary and approved in advance by the relevant department of
cultural affairs. No income must have been derived from the building
during the year in which the expenses were incurred (such as entrance
fees to castles or palaces in private ownership).

Types of eligible expenditure include the renewal of existing parts of
the building, such as repair work, exterior rendering, external clad-
ding, heating or sanitary installations.

ii. Properties not generating income
(the property is owner-occupied)

Protected buildings that are occupied by the owner (and buildings
otherwise certified by the municipal authority as being of historic,
artistic or cultural interest) are given the same deduction allowance
as in point i. above. This provides a significant incentive because other
non-protected or non-certified old buildings are only entitled to an
allowance of €1 278 per year over an eight-year period, provided that
the income does not exceed a defined limit.

iii. Properties generating income (e.g. from entrance fees)

The tax authorities treat any expenditure on general upkeep not in
excess of €2 000 as routine maintenance and tax-deductible.

iv. Properties earning a rent derived from a lease

Owners of protected or certified buildings that are leased can spread
deduction of maintenance expenses over two to five years. This gives a
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definite advantage over other buildings where such expenses are only
deductible from rental income for the year when they were incurred.

There is also “accelerated depreciation” of rehabilitation expenses for
tax purposes, benefiting protected and certified buildings (and build-
ings in urban areas designated for rehabilitation). Rehabilitation of a
protected building for a new use, such as a former factory or agri-
cultural building, can benefit from the tax incentive if the historical
substance of the building is preserved (or the works are such that the
building could revert to its historical design).

In Germany in certain circumstances the purchase costs of buying an
architectural monument for use (to achieve a taxable income) can also
be deducted from income tax. This incentive is used to reflect the loss
of value compared to buying a non-protected property and is designed
to encourage investment in protected buildings.

5.2.5. Ireland

Section 482 of the Irish Taxes Consolidation Act 1997 enables private
owner-occupiers of buildings and gardens that have been identified as
“intrinsically of significant architectural, historical, scientific, horticul-
tural or aesthetic interest” (depending on whether it is a building or
garden or both) to offset the cost of repair, maintenance or restoration
of the property against income or corporation tax liability. Additional
relief, up to an aggregate of €6 350, is provided for repair, mainte-
nance or restoration of approved objects in an approved property if
the objects are on display for a period of at least two years from the
year in which the expenditure is claimed, for the installation, mainte-
nance or replacement of a security alarm system and for the cost of
public liability insurance.

To qualify for the relief, the Revenue Commissioners must be satisfied
that public access to the whole or a substantial part of the property is
afforded for a period of at least 60 days in any one year, including not
less than 40 days in the period 1 May to 30 September inclusive, for at
least four hours per day, and that any admission price is reasonable.

This provision does not apply to all protected structures (for which
limited grant aid is provided), only those properties that have been
identified by the Minister for Arts, Heritage, Gaeltacht and the Islands
as having the required interest. The range of eligible buildings includes
castles, churches, larger houses and some 18th-century town houses.
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By May 2004, a total of 445 properties had been approved under the
scheme since it began in 1982. However, this figure includes many
properties that had been listed in previous years and only 166 proper-
ties were eligible for this relief at this date.

5.2.6. Italy

The provision of tax incentives depends on whether buildings have
been recognised as being of special cultural interest under a decree
issued by the Ministry of Cultural Affairs or whether they qualify as
being part of the national historic and artistic heritage. Owners of
protected buildings can offset repair and maintenance costs against
income tax, but with different rules applying in relation to rented and
non-rented property and geographical location.

i. Non-rented properties

Owners of protected buildings are permitted to deduct 19% of the
repair and maintenance costs from their income tax liability. The deduc-
tion of costs is, however, only allowed where the Ministry of Cultural
Affairs has certified the necessity of the expenditure.

ii. Rented properties

In the case of rented property, maintenance expenses are deducted
from rental income (not the gross tax). A flat rate equivalent to 15%
of the rent (or rateable value if higher) applies and the owner cannot
make any other deductions. Higher rates are available in certain places.
The flat rate deduction is 25% for properties in central Venice or on
the islands of Giudecca, Murano and Burano; in places where rental
levels are high (in particular, Bologna, Florence, Genoa, Milan, Naples,
Palermo, Rome, Turin and Venice and their suburbs), owners are enti-
tled to a further 30% deduction (in addition to the 15 or 25%).

5.2.7. Netherlands

Owners of state-level protected historic buildings can offset all repair
and maintenance works against income tax, and improvements such
as provision of kitchen and bathroom facilities, plumbing and heating.
Owners of historic monuments protected at provincial or municipal
level are not able to use the income tax deduction.
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5.3. Tax credit systems

Tax credit incentives are not widely used in Europe, but have a signifi-
cant role in the United States of America.

5.3.1. Spain

An example of a European country using a tax credit system of incentives
is Spain. Owners of properties that have been included in the General
Register of Properties of Cultural Interest are entitled to claim tax credits.
Owners are allowed a tax credit equivalent to 15% of any expendi-
ture incurred on conservation, repair and restoration works, provided
that the building is opened to the public and the sum incurred has not
already been deducted from property income for tax purposes.

5.3.2. USA

In the USA the Federal Historic Rehabilitation Income Tax Credit rewards
private investment in rehabilitating historic properties that are depreci-
able buildings in office, commercial, industrial or agricultural use or
for rental housing (owners of owner-occupied houses cannot benefit
from this incentive). Two forms of tax credit are provided:

• a 20% tax credit for the certified rehabilitation of certified historic
structures;

• a 10% tax credit for the rehabilitation of non-historic, non-residen-
tial buildings built before 1936.

A building eligible for the 20% tax credit must be either a certified
historic structure listed individually in the National Register of Historic
Places or a building in a Registered Historic District and certified as
contributing to the historic significance of the Registered Historic
District (see Figure 12). Buildings designated at state or local level will
also be considered as Certified Historic Structures if the designation
is certified as conforming to the National Register criteria. Projects
undertaken for the 10% tax credit must meet physical requirements
for retention of external walls and the internal structural framework.

The approval process for the 20% tax credit requires submission of
a three-part Historic Preservation Certification to ensure that works
confirm with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilita-
tion. If a rehabilitated property is disposed of within five years of being
placed back in use the tax credit will be recaptured on a sliding scale
at 20% per annum over the five years.
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In addition to the federal tax credit, some state heritage programmes
administer income tax credits that supplement the federal system or
do something similar for historic properties that are certified as historic
structures at state or municipal level but are not entitled to federal tax
incentives. Some of these state tax credits apply to owner-occupied
houses. For example, North Carolina offers some of the most generous
tax incentives for preservation in the USA, with rehabilitation tax credits
of 20% for commercial property owners and 30% for owner occupied
historic dwellings. The 20% commercial tax credit can be added to the
federal tax credit of 20% to provide a combined credit of 40%.

Tax incentives: Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit, USA

This complex of buildings constructed 1885-1891 for the Reading Rail-
road Company as offices and an arcade were originally part of a larger
complex of building linked to the market and train shed. It is certified in the
National Register of Historic Places in the USA and rehabilitated to provide
a mixed use of retail, restaurant and hotel functions. The rehabilitation
work involved restoration of original storefronts, external re-pointing and
a new roof, as well as interior works to restore original works including
metal ceilings and plaster finishes, the division of the upper floor into
hotel rooms and the provision of new entrances, and the installation of
elevators and escalators. The rehabilitation costs eligible for the Federal
Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit amounted to US $72 313 171 providing
a tax credit (20%) of US $14 462 634. To qualify for the tax credit the
rehabilitation had to comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.

Figure 12 – Market Street Façade of the Reading

Railway Terminal Headhouse, Philadelphia, a

beneficiary of the Federal Historic Rehabilitation

Tax Credit
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5.3.3. Tax credits for rehabilitation of social housing

In the USA, the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit can be combined with
an investment tax credit for the acquisition, construction, or rehabilita-
tion of low-income housing for occupants who meet specific income
requirements. An existing building does not need to be a certified
historic structure to quality for the low-income housing tax credit.
However, where a certified historic structure is rehabilitated for use as
low income housing, the combination of the rehabilitation tax credit
(as above) and the low-income housing tax credit (as below) provides
more capital for rehabilitation projects, ensuring that historic buildings
are preserved and for a socially useful purpose.

In a historic rehabilitation project that will be used for low-income
housing, the rehabilitation cost on which the low-income housing
credit is based is reduced by the amount of the historic rehabilita-
tion credit. There are two housing tax credit percentages that apply to
buildings that qualify as “substantially rehabilitated”:

• a 70% tax credit for rehabilitation expenditure that has not been
federally subsidised, equating to a credit of about 9% per annum
for 10 years; and

• a 30% tax credit for rehabilitation expenditure that has been feder-
ally subsidised (by grant aid), equating to a credit of about 4% per
annum for 10 years.

These levels can be increased for the rehabilitation of buildings in
designated difficult development areas.

The low-income housing tax credit is available for a 10-year period (see
Figure 13). To gain the full credit, a housing project must set aside a
minimum percentage of rent-restricted units that meet certain criteria
for cost per unit and income of occupants relative to area median
incomes, and it must remain in compliance with the occupant’s income
limits for 15 years. Failure to comply with the rent-restriction require-
ments over this period results in a recapture of a portion of the credit
plus interest.

This system of tax credits in the USA has been found to be very effec-
tive in encouraging investment in rehabilitation projects. The possibility
of combining two forms of tax credit can be critical to the financial
viability of rehabilitation projects.
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Developers can entice investors into rehabilitation projects by, in
effect, selling the benefit of the tax credit. A typical approach is to
form a limited partnership, with the project sponsor as general partner
(see section 2.3). Investors buy into the partnership as limited part-
ners by making capital contributions to cover project costs. Each part-
ner’s share of the profits and losses for tax purposes is based on the
partner’s share in the partnership. In order to provide a return on the
investment to the investor-partners, the investment in the partnership
is less than the amount of the credit itself.

Furthermore, non-profit organisations can buy historic buildings and
syndicate the restoration project by forming a limited partnership,
where the non-profit agency holds a 1% interest in the property as a
limited partner and the syndicate holds the other 99%. The non-profit
organisation ensures that the building is rehabilitated and the inves-
tors receive the passive benefit of the tax credit. Ownership of the
historic building reverts back to the non-profit organisation once the
tax credits have been received by the passive syndicate members and
the recapture period has elapsed.
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Tax incentives for rehabilitation as social housing, USA

Project financing for No. 210 Academy Road, Trenton, New Jersey, USA:

Costs eligible for the federal historic rehabilitation tax credit: $ 253 700
Less tax credit @ 20% $ 50 740

Costs eligible for low-income housing tax credit $ 202 960
Tax credit @ 9% per annum $ 18 266

Total tax credit

Low income tax credit over 10 years: $ 182 660
Historic rehabilitation tax credit $ 50 740

Total credit $ 233 400

Figure 13 – “Brownstone” houses circa 1900 situated in

the Academy Hanover Historic District in Trenton, New Jersey.

Nos. 210, 212 and 214 Academy Road were rehabilitated by converting
each single residence into two low-income residential units with the
benefit of both the 20% Federal Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit and
low-income housing tax credit.

5.3.4. Tax credits in Canada

The Federal Tax Law for Canada does not provide specific incentives in
support of preserving historic buildings. In fact, property owners are
given encouragement to demolish buildings by being able to write
off 75% of the depreciated value of a building against income tax.
There has been criticism that Canada has lost more than 20% of its
pre-1920 heritage buildings over the last thirty or so years, and this
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has led to calls to reverse the situation. The Historic Places Initiative
of 2001 set out a national strategy for the conservation of historic
places, with a vision of encouraging partnerships between govern-
ments, communities and the private sector, including the use of tax
credits ands grant funding programmes. But, owing to budget cuts,
this programme ended in 2006. Pressure remains, though, particularly
from the Heritage Canada Foundation, to introduce tax credits similar
to those in the USA.

5.4. Property tax incentives

Property taxes are normally levied on the market rental or capital value
of a property for the purpose of raising municipal revenue. There can
also be a tax on the purchase of property.

Property tax incentives take different forms, such as an assessment
freeze, a current-use assessment (as opposed to alternative, best
economic use), assessment as a percentage of full market value,
reduced rates of property tax (for historic buildings) or complete
exemption. These forms of relief, which may be temporary or perma-
nent, can be aimed at alleviating the high expenditure and rising
property values that can be a result of heritage conservation (where
conservation work leads to an improvement in the property and so
may cause an increase in property assessment/value, with a resulting
increase in taxation). Despite the potential for an increased tax base
in the long term, many authorities are reluctant to initiate property
tax rebates on the renovation of historic buildings because they fear
short-term revenue losses.

Property taxes are often punitive and thus a disincentive to conserva-
tion work on heritage structures, because such work may increase the
property value and so increase the tax due. To alleviate this problem,
property tax incentives can encourage action on heritage assets.

Here follow some examples of property tax incentives in different
countries.

5.4.1. Belgium

In the Brussels-Capital region of Belgium, the regional government
exempts from the property tax (assessed annually on immovable prop-
erty) any classified property that is not let or in use. By contrast, in the
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Flemish region of Belgium the City of Bruges municipal authority has
taken action to reduce the level of vacant and neglected buildings by
imposing a punitive accumulative tax on owners (see Figure 14). The
tax is calculated by the metre, for example, a gable of 10 m will have
a tax liability of €2 500 in the first year. This is doubled in the second
year if the owner does not take remedial action. The accumulated tax
is then given to the Social Impulse Foundation (SIF) to fight against
building neglect.

Subsidies and punitive tax measures, Bruges, Belgium

In mid 1980s the City of Bruges municipal authority started to buy
derelict historic houses and restore them in order to provide an exem-
plar. After restoration these houses were sold or rented out to inter-
ested young families. At the same time the municipal authority tried
to incite private investors to take necessary initiatives for restoring the
many derelict dwellings throughout the city. The decision-makers estab-
lished a system of subsidies, starting with architectural repairs, which
received a subsidy of up to 60% and a lump sum for the improve-
ment of sewage, kitchen and bathroom amenities. This decision led to
significant improvements to the traditional building stock in the city. A
further way of encouraging action to reduce the number of vacant and
neglected buildings was by the introduction of the punitive accumula-
tive tax on owners.

Figure 14 – Historic houses in Bruges, Belgium restored and rehabilitated

through a combination of financial assistance and punitive tax measures.
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5.4.2. Denmark

In Denmark, owners of listed property are exempt from estate tax on
property if they sign a special preservation declaration foregoing their
right to demand that the state government purchase the property in
the event of a refusal to allow demolition. In theory, the tax saving
can fund maintenance of listed buildings, though there is no guar-
antee that this saving will be expended on maintenance (but owners
of listed houses are given encouragement to maintain them through
the “decay per annum” income tax incentive: see section 5.2.2). This
relief is beneficial to owners in urban areas where land values are high
(but is less relevant in rural areas where rates are comparatively low).

5.4.3. France

There are no specific reductions in property tax for historic buildings
in France (apart from certain properties that have the “label” of the
Fondation du Patrimoine; see section 2.2.1). But, if a building’s repair
costs are particularly high, its assessed value may be lowered to reduce
its owner’s wealth tax liability.

5.4.4. Germany

In Germany, municipal authorities give property tax exemption to
owners of protected buildings because their safeguarding is regarded
as being in the public interest. This exemption applies as long as any
income derived from a building is lower than the costs relating to its
upkeep (so they are a source of recurring loss). The property must
also have been used for cultural purposes and have been in the same
family ownership for over 20 years.

5.4.5. Ireland

All residential property is exempt from rates (property tax) in Ireland.
However, no property tax concession exists specifically for protected
structures, though unoccupied commercial property is exempt from
commercial property rates, subject to the ratepayer providing proof
(such as newspaper advertisements) of attempts to let the property.

5.4.6. Italy

In Italy, all owners of buildings are deemed to receive property income,
even where they do not lease the property concerned. The income is
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calculated on the basis of the average rateable value. Municipal prop-
erty tax is payable annually at a rate which varies between 4 and 7%
depending on the municipality concerned, and the tax base is propor-
tional to the property’s rateable value. In the case of protected build-
ings, the rateable value applied is the lowest for the land register area
in which the property is located.

5.4.7. Spain

In Spain, historical and artistic monuments specifically declared to be
“properties of cultural value” are exempt from payment of urban and
rural annual levies collected by municipalities.

5.4.8. United Kingdom

In England, unoccupied listed buildings, buildings subject to a preser-
vation notice and scheduled monuments eligible for commercial use
are exempt from the uniform business rate (a form of property tax
based on the rental value of the property). This provision was designed
to help owners not receiving an income from a property to take action
to maintain it.

5.4.9. USA

In the USA, the property tax system assesses the value of the under-
lying land of historic structures as well as the value of the improve-
ments to the property. Where a heritage building is in an area zoned
for high-rise construction, the development potential of the land
beneath the building may exceed the market value of the existing
structure. However, various property tax incentives have been designed
to encourage action on historic buildings.

For example, a property tax abatement programme in Washington
State excludes any increase in value, from residential and commer-
cial building rehabilitation, over its assessed property tax value for 10
years – subject to the work following national rehabilitation standards
and a public access requirement once a year. In North Carolina, locally
designated structures receive a 50% reduction in property tax. State
enabling legislation gives Maryland’s local governments the option
to set up rehabilitation property tax credit programmes within locally
designated historic districts. There are two options. The first option is
a property tax credit allowing property owners in historic districts to
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deduct 10% of their rehabilitation expenditure from the property tax.
The second option freezes property tax at pre-rehabilitation level for a
period of 10 years. A number of states (such as Maryland, New Jersey,
New York and Texas) have also passed legislation to give property tax
exemptions and credits to “qualified organisations” such as historical
societies, non-profit organisations, government agencies, educational
organisations and archaeological societies that are stewards or owners
of historic property.

5.4.10. Canada

In Canada, the property tax burden as a percentage of market value
is less for vacant land than it is for existing commercial or residential
buildings. Thus, the relationship between market demand, land use
planning/zoning and the property tax assessment system gives owners
an incentive to demolish their buildings to avoid the tax burden of
retaining heritage buildings. Moreover, tax revenue valuations do
not recognise the excess costs associated with the repair of historic
structures or the fact that, when a building owner makes substantial
expenditure for repair and rehabilitation, this may even increase the
value for tax purposes. An example to combat this problem is indi-
cated by a municipal property tax rebate system offered by the City of
Edmonton, Alberta. Owners of designated heritage properties may be
considered for three levels of compensation on the basis that:

• a building’s tax assessment may encourage demolition rather than
rehabilitation;

• cash flow may be restricted during rehabilitation;

• owners may be penalised for rehabilitation through increased prop-
erty taxes relative to the improved market value following rehabilita-
tion.

Level 1 Compensation was developed in response to situations where
a building’s tax assessment encourages property owners to demolish
heritage buildings to use the site as a car park. A rebate of the portion
of property taxes relating to the building is provided for up to five
years. Property tax on the land element must continue to be paid in
full. In essence, the property owner is paying property tax for a vacant
site while the building is still there. This protects the building from
demolition but it does not encourage rehabilitation.
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Level 2 Compensation was developed to alleviate the problem of
restricted cash flow to heritage property owners during rehabilitation,
by giving a two-year rebate on building and land tax assessments.

Level 3 Compensation was introduced to prevent a situation where
property owners would be penalised for rehabilitating a heritage
property by the fact that the property tax assessment would increase
substantially because of the higher market value of the property after
rehabilitation. Any increase in property tax liability after rehabilitation
is offset by a reducing level of rebate over five years, after which the
building owner reverts to paying full property taxes. In effect, the City
rebates the incremental tax portion (see Figure 15).

Level 3 Alternative Compensation (Level 3A) was developed to give
the City the option to pay for the restoration of architecturally signifi-
cant portions of a building (see Figure 16).

All levels of compensation require the instigation of a “compensa-
tion and maintenance agreement” identifying the amount and form
of compensation to be paid to the property owner subject to agreed
works and portions of building that will require continued mainte-
nance in the long term. The maintenance agreement is attached to the
title deeds of the property, along with the byelaw. This is an extremely
powerful tool because it protects the building from demolition in
perpetuity. To ensure that maintenance agreements are adhered to,
the City must carry out annual inspections and five-yearly reviews of
designated properties for compliance.

The City of Edmonton have estimated that every CD$1 foregone in
property tax under their property tax compensation programme is
balanced by about CD$14 worth of building work.
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Property tax incentives and transfer of development rights,
Edmonton, Canada

The municipal property tax rebate (compensation) system offered by the
City of Edmonton in Alberta, Canada has acted as an incentive to restore
and rehabilitate (rather than demolish) heritage property.

Figure 15 – MacDonald Hotel,

Edmonton.

After a number of years of lying empty, this building was restored and
rehabilitated, benefiting from a property tax rebate of about CD$900 000
from the municipal authority (by which the property tax was frozen at
pre-rehabilitation levels for five years) (Level 3 compensation). The reha-
bilitation project was provided with financial security through a transfer
development right allowing the owners the right to build a 10-storey
commercial structure on the park in front of the hotel or to sell this right
on the open market.

Figure 16 – Union Bank Inn, Edmonton.

Former bank building rehabilitated as
bed and breakfast accommodation with
assistance of approximately CD$200 000
to pay for the restoration of architectur-
ally significant features (Level 3 alterna-
tive compensation).
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5.4.11. Other considerations

If property tax is based on the market value of the land, determined
by the development potential of nearby sites, the tax may encourage
demolition of historic buildings (in order to obtain a higher value from
redevelopment). However, the prevention of demolition can be linked
to property tax incentives, as evidenced in Denmark, the USA and
Canada (above).

5.4.12. Tax incentives in the purchase price of property

In some countries, there are tax incentives related to the taxes payable
on the purchase of protected property. In Spain, expenditure on a prop-
erty used as a main residence and included in the General Register of
Properties of Cultural Interest is given a tax credit equivalent to 15% of
such expenditure (capped at €9 015). In Italy, registration fees payable
on the market value of purchased property are reduced from 7 to
3% for protected property (subject to the requirement that the owner
respects the obligation to conserve the building – a penalty is applied if
no action is taken within a two-year period). In the Netherlands, foun-
dations that specialise in restoring historic buildings are exempt from
conveyance tax and protected buildings that are open to the public are
exempt from wealth tax.

5.5. Value added tax (VAT) or sales tax incentives

A reduced rate of, or exemption from, VAT on the sale of goods (such
as building materials) and services (such as the supply of services by
conservation operators/building enterprises) could provide signifi-
cant benefits to the architectural heritage. However, there are very
few examples in Europe of VAT relief, despite the fact that this would
provide a significant spur to encourage the upkeep of heritage proper-
ties. This problem was scrutinised by the Council of Europe in a detailed
examination of the issue in 2003, but there has not been significant
change since this date. The opportunity to reduce VAT rates specifi-
cally for historic buildings is limited by the tax harmonisation policy of
the European Union, though some countries apply lower rates of VAT
to dwellings, which may benefit protected buildings used as homes.
However, it is rare for VAT relief to be given directly to architectural
heritage property.



134

5.5.1. Non-heritage VAT exemptions

In Belgium the VAT rate is 21%, but a lower rate of 6% applies to
construction, renovation, rehabilitation, improvement and repair of all
dwellings that have been in use for more than 15 years. In France the
standard rate of VAT is 20.6%, but a lower rate of 5.5% applies to
all dwellings more than two years old. Similar provisions apply in Italy
(standard rate 20%, lower rate for dwellings 10%, with no building
age limit). For painting and stucco work to dwellings over 20 years old
in the Netherlands, a lower rate of 6% applies (where the standard
rate of VAT is 17.5%). In Ireland a lower rate of 12.5% applies to
general construction activity (standard rate 21%), whether the building
is protected or not.

5.5.2. Specific VAT exemptions for heritage buildings

In Spain and the United Kingdom there are specific exemptions from
VAT for the protected heritage. In Spain, all work on historic buildings
is charged at a lower rate of 7%. In the United Kingdom, materials and
services supplied to execute alterations to listed buildings (protected
structures) and scheduled ancient monuments are VAT-exempt,
provided that any alterations are approved by the relevant authority
and that the requisite consents have been obtained. However, the
conservation lobby has long regarded this as an anomaly because,
though it can encourage rehabilitation (in approved circumstances),
nonetheless essential repair and restoration work does not benefit
from the exemption. This is an incentive to alter the character of build-
ings (and a disincentive to undertake proper maintenance), and pres-
sure for change has led to a partial change in the exemption, albeit
not for all buildings/structures. From 2001 an interim grant measure
covered the difference between VAT at 17.5% and at 5% for listed
places of worship. In 2004 this relief on building repairs was extended
to cover the full rate of 17.5% until 2006 and this has been further
extended until 2010, with additional relief to cover professional fees
and repairs to fixtures and fittings.

5.5.3. Sales tax relief in North America

In North America there are a number of examples of sales tax relief
(equivalent to VAT). For example, the Canadian Province of Nova
Scotia administers a sales tax rebate programme giving a rebate of
provincial sales tax on building materials and labour used in the resto-
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ration of designated heritage buildings and properties in Heritage
Conservation Districts. This represents an acknowledgement by the
government of the contribution made by the private property owner
to heritage conservation. To ensure that good conservation practice
has been adhered to, applicants must provide detailed receipts and
supporting documentation for all projects. In the USA, a number of
states (such as Kentucky and Texas) provide certain types of sales tax
exemption whereby non-profit organisations owning historic proper-
ties are exempt from paying sales tax on materials used to rehabili-
tate or operate eligible property and also from collecting sales tax on
admission fees for opening such property to the public.

5.6. Sponsorship and donation incentives

Philanthropy has an important role in funding the preservation of archi-
tectural heritage, and it can be supported by tax measures encour-
aging personal donations and commercial sponsorship. To encourage
individuals, income tax relief can be given on sums donated for this
purpose and, similarly, businesses can be encouraged in sponsorship
activity by relief from company taxes. Charitable and other non-profit
organisations and foundations set up to support works to protected
structures or to manage such property can benefit from this type of
support. Some incentives for sponsoring specifically require that dona-
tions are given to a specialist foundation for heritage conservation.
These types of organisation have a part to play in funding architec-
tural heritage, particularly when state budgets are constrained (see
sections 2.1, Charitable Trusts and 2.2, Heritage Foundations).

These types of incentive can be illustrated by examples from a number
of countries.

5.6.1. Belgium

Cash donations between €250 and €500 000 per year to support
work (but not day-to-day management) on heritage projects may
be deducted from the taxable income of companies or individuals if
the recipient is an institution specified by law or by royal decree (for
example, restoration projects carried out by the organisation Flanders
Heritage). Further relief for business taxpayers can be given for spon-
soring heritage projects. Sponsorship costs, such as advertising, are
fiscally deductible (subject to certain conditions).
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5.6.2. Denmark

Private companies in Denmark can set up foundations to support
charitable activities such as heritage conservation. These foundations
may top up the funding that an applicant has already been offered in
state aid for an approved scheme of works. The fact that a scheme
is receiving state funding gives security to the foundation that their
funds are being spent on a worthwhile project. The Velux Window
Company supports architectural heritage conservation projects in
Denmark through such a foundation.

5.6.3. France

Sponsorship policy is well developed in France, whose system is a good
exemplar.

In general, companies in France may deduct any unconditional paid
sponsorship to projects and bodies of general public interest from
their taxable profit. This legislation, dating from 1987, distinguishes
between expenditure incurred without consideration (unconditional
gifts) and expenditure incurred with consideration (sponsorship), where
all cultural heritage expenditure is deductible from taxable profits if it
is incurred for the direct benefit of the firm. Deductions are normally
subject to an upper limit as a percentage of turnover, but a higher
percentage applies where the beneficiaries of sponsorship are public-
interest associations or foundations. In the heritage context, the legis-
lation allows firms to deduct from net profits the charges incurred in
the purchase, rental and maintenance of stately homes that are classi-
fied historic monuments, listed with the title of historic monument or
otherwise approved.

Firms wishing to develop their sponsorship policy can do this through
several types of foundations that support various public-interest issues,
including some that specialise in cultural, environmental and heritage
issues (see section 2.2.1).

5.6.4. Germany

Donations towards the conservation and restoration of architectural
heritage can be set against income and corporation tax at a rate of
10%. Tax deductions for large donations may be spread over several
years. Since 1999, there are higher tax deductions for donations
to foundations. For example, Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalschutz, a
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national foundation for architectural heritage (part-funded by the
federal government), raises almost half its funding from private dona-
tions (see section 2.2 Heritage Foundations). The foundation supports
requests for assistance from monument owners, or where there are
social problems and a need for community support, and can assist
smaller specific building foundations. Foundations do not pay taxes
until a specified level of gain is made, at which point support can be
transferred to a limited holding company to work on a non-profit basis
on buildings in need of action.

5.6.5. Ireland

In Ireland, individual and corporate taxpayers are entitled to tax deduc-
tions for donations of money or property to non-profit eligible charities,
including those supporting heritage, such as An Taisce – the National
Trust for Ireland, established in 1948. In 2006, the Irish Government
established the Irish Heritage Trust, a charitable body, with a mandate
to acquire property of significant heritage value. The government set
up an endowment fund and provided for tax deductions for cash
donations from private and corporate sponsors (subject to a ceiling of
€6 million). An owner who transfers ownership of heritage property
to the Irish Heritage Trust may remain living in the property for their
lifetime as well as receiving tax incentives.

5.6.6. Italy

Individual taxpayers can donate 0.8% of their annual tax liability to the
Minister of Cultural Assets to help fund programmes for the restora-
tion of important monuments.

5.6.7. Netherlands

Cash donations and the transfer of property to non-profit heritage
foundations and non-profit public housing corporations entitle indi-
vidual and corporate donors to tax exemptions. Heritage trusts and
foundations in turn fund heritage conservation work, such as the
purchase, restoration and maintenance of historic property, and the
provision of social housing.

5.6.8. Spain

Individual and corporate donations to appropriate entities for the
benefit of Spanish historical heritage assets entitle donors to a tax
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deduction of 20%. Beneficiary entities include national heritage foun-
dations, the state, autonomous regions, local corporations and the
Church. Some autonomous regions have established their own tax
deduction mechanism for heritage protection. For example, the Region
of Murcia offers economic donation deductions for heritage preserva-
tion action in the region.

5.6.9. United Kingdom

Encouragement of philanthropy and private patronage of charitable
organisations set up to support culture (including heritage) has been
given through a simplified tax regime introduced by the UK Govern-
ment. Since 2000, gifts of cash by individuals of any amount (subject
to the limit of total tax liability) have been eligible for income tax relief
and individuals may also gift quoted shares without any tax liability on
the value of the shares and with full income tax relief. Donations of
cash by companies can also be set against accounts for tax purposes.

In the heritage context, there are a number of charitable organisations
that may benefit from such charitable donations. The Architectural
Heritage Fund is a registered charity founded in 1976 to promote the
conservation of historic buildings in the UK by providing advice, infor-
mation and financial assistance in the form of grants and low-interest
working capital loans for projects undertaken by building preserva-
tion trusts, which are usually registered as charitable organisations and
act in a non-profit manner to repair and rehabilitate historic build-
ings, and other charities. The National Trust (National Trust, 1895 for
the UK; National Trust for Scotland, 1931) is a registered charity that
owns and manages a large number of heritage properties and relies
on financial support from members’ subscriptions (over three million
members of the National Trust and 270 000 members of the National
Trust for Scotland) as well as gifts, legacies and volunteer activity. (See
section 2.1, Charitable Trusts.)

5.6.10. USA

Cash donations and transfers of property to a registered non-profit
charitable heritage trust or foundation entitle donors to tax deduc-
tions. The level of deduction varies from state to state.

In some states, businesses are encouraged by enabling legislation to
own, use and rehabilitate historic properties, aided by specific tax credits
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and exemptions. Businesses with offices in historic industrial mills in
Rhode Island can claim a business tax credit for interest earned and
paid on loans made for eligible business expenses or costs incurred in
rehabilitating the mill and against salaries paid to employees working
in the mill. In Maryland, financial institutions and public service compa-
nies can claim a franchise tax credit for undertaking rehabilitation of a
certified historic property. Corporations in Florida receive a community
contribution tax credit for donations to approved historic preservation
projects. Public corporations in Washington DC are exempt from an
annual excise tax for certified historic structures. A prominent example
of corporate sponsorship is the Disney Corporation’s redevelopment of
Times Square in New York, which included renovation of a landmark
theatre.

5.6.11. Canada

Canada has a variety of heritage organisations, foundations and non-
profit bodies registered as charitable trusts, which give charitable tax
receipts for donations so that donors can reclaim income tax on the
amount given. Examples include, at federal level, the Heritage Canada
Foundation, created by the federal government as a non-governmental
charity in 1973, and at provincial level various similar charitable trust
heritage organisations, such as the Ontario Heritage Foundation (see
sections 2.1.3 and 2.1.4).

5.7. Transfer, inheritance and capital gains tax
incentives

Incentives from these tax mechanisms help to prevent the dismantling
of private properties, which often occurs on change of ownership,
resulting in a failure to maintain the monument, its abandonment or
its repurchase by a local authority, thus adding to the burden of public
expenditure on the heritage. A number of countries offer such incen-
tives.

5.7.1. Belgium

Transfer of a classified monument in the Brussels-Capital region to the
regional authority or a foundation with the legal status of an estab-
lished public utility is exempt from inheritance and gift tax.
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5.7.2. France

Classified monuments and those in the supplementary inventory are
fully exempt from inheritance and capital transfer tax, though this
exemption is effective only where a standard agreement has been
concluded between the state and the beneficiaries. In order to qualify,
the owner must sign an agreement of indefinite duration with the
state, giving various undertakings (such as opening the monument
to the public, maintaining it, retaining and displaying integral fixtures
and fittings, and making the property available free of charge for local
community events). If the conditions of the agreement cease to apply,
capital transfer tax must be paid. Classified monuments held by family-
run property companies constituted under civil law are also exempt
from inheritance and capital transfer duties.

5.7.3. Germany

Architectural monuments are exempt or partially exempt from inherit-
ance tax (and gift tax) as long as conservation of the asset is in the
public interest and the income generated from the property is lower
than the expenses incurred. Inheritance tax may be levied if the condi-
tions giving rise to the exemption cease to apply (or the property is
resold) within 10 years. This provides a strong incentive to retain prop-
erty in private ownership with family continuity.

Full exemption is given to owners who voluntarily decide to open their
building to the public and opt to make the building subject to the
relevant legislation on heritage conservation, as long as the building
has been protected or owned by the same family for at least 20 years.
Partial exemption (of 60%) is granted if the owner allows access (as
far as is possible) to researchers or the public. The inheritance tax base
may also be reduced to take account of the constraints imposed on an
owner in relation to a protected building.

5.7.4. Ireland

Exemption from inheritance and gift taxes is allowed for historic build-
ings that have been approved by the relevant tax authority, so long as
reasonable public access is made available and the property is retained
by the successor for at least six years.
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5.7.5. Italy

A capital gain realised on the sale of a protected building was taxable,
but at 75% of the rate applied to non-protected buildings. However,
since 1 January 2003 no capital gains tax is payable on any property.

Protected buildings are exempt from inheritance tax; however, this tax
advantage is removed if the property is sold within five years of the
succession or if the heir fails to comply with legislative requirements on
protected properties. Preferential tax treatment is also given for gifted
protected property, which is subject to a flat-rate tax set at €130 (the
gift tax on other property is set at 3 to 7% of the property’s value).

5.7.6. Netherlands

A gift or bequest to a certified social or cultural organisation of a
protected monument (historic building) that is open to the public is
exempt from inheritance and gift tax.

5.7.7. Spain

All properties that qualify as “properties of cultural interest” under
national law (or are protected under the law of an autonomous region)
are given an allowance equivalent to 95% of the value when assessing
estate duties for inheritance tax, subject to the requirement that the
heir is the spouse or a descendant; the tax benefit is rescinded if the
heir sells the property within 10 years. In some autonomous regions,
such as Catalonia, all heirs are granted the allowance for properties
protected under regional law.

Properties transferred by way of a lifetime gift to a spouse or descendant
are also given the 95% allowance, provided that the donor is at least
65 years old at the time of the gift and the beneficiary keeps the prop-
erty for at least 10 years.

5.7.8. United Kingdom

An exemption from inheritance tax is given for a limited category of
buildings of outstanding historic or architectural interest (for example,
stately homes or large country houses) when they pass to a new owner.
The property, which includes the house and any land that forms an
essential part of its character (such as a designed park or landscape)
must be certified as meeting the criteria. The new owner is required
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to give reasonable public access and to undertake to maintain the
building and grounds. Owners of approved buildings of outstanding
historic or architectural interest may establish a heritage maintenance
fund for this purpose. Property transferred into these funds is exempt
from capital gains tax and inheritance tax.

The practice of transferring the ownership of property to the National
Trust (see section 2.1.1), particularly in the case of country houses, not
only allows the owner to retain certain residency rights but has proved
invaluable for the maintenance of such buildings. This approach
has also been adopted by the Pro Patrimonio Foundation, based in
Romania.

5.7.9. USA

Donors are entitled to charitable contribution deductions from federal
estate tax (a form of inheritance tax) for the donation of a full or
partial conservation easement (see section 2.5) in relation to historic
property to a qualified organisation such as a registered non-profit
charitable heritage trust or foundation, or a government entity. Federal
gift tax or capital gains tax payable on property given or sold after it is
placed under easement may also be reduced because of the property’s
resulting reduced value.

5.7.10. Canada

There is no inheritance tax in Canada and there are few donations
of heritage property, largely because the federal government collects
capital gains tax on donated real property. Since 1998 donors can
deduct from their net income 75% of the value of a heritage prop-
erty donated to the national government or a charity; previously the
limit was more stringent. Similarly, national tax policies do not permit
deductions for donations made as part of heritage conservation ease-
ments (see section 2.5). There has been a campaign to amend the
Income Tax Act to end capital gains tax on donations of heritage sites
to charities. This would make it attractive for an owner to donate a
historic place to charity rather than demolish it.
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6. Integrated heritage funding strategies:
administration and management

6.0. Introduction

The Council of Europe’s Recommendation No. R (91) 6, on meas-
ures likely to support funding of the conservation of architectural
heritage, identified the need for favourable conditions for the initia-
tion of projects. The administrative measures recommended included
the adoption of appropriate urban development strategies, drawing
the attention of potential investors to sources of funding and oppor-
tunities for rehabilitating architectural heritage, appropriate forms of
management plans for areas, simplified procedures and efficient forms
of project co-ordination, including partnerships between public and
private sectors.

Integrated heritage funding systems can also be directed at improving
social conditions, by providing social housing in rehabilitated build-
ings, to be let at affordable rents for people on low incomes, and by
recognising that the built heritage can make a contribution to quality
of life. Area-based integrated strategies for older areas will also need
to consider development needs, such as infrastructure, traffic plan-
ning, housing, commerce and tourism. Addressing these wider issues
so that heritage can be a factor or catalyst in sustainable economic
and social development will require the combining of finance from the
state, local authorities, public bodies and the private sector, along with
integrated pro-active instruments (national and regional spatial plans,
urban land-use plans and specific action plan mechanisms).

Some of these issues have already been examined in chapters 3 and 5
above. For example:

• In Denmark, housing improvement and urban renewal programmes
(section 3.3.1) are often led and managed by private-sector compa-
nies specialising in urban renewal. State funding to local authori-
ties can be redirected for this purpose. Such companies can direct
renewal of older areas and conversion of buildings in municipal
ownership so as to meet social housing needs, with the finished
scheme being sold to a social housing corporation, the aim being
to avoid gentrification and maintain existing communities. By this
means, tenants receiving social welfare benefits are entitled to rent
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subsidies. Furthermore, urban renewal schemes for housing can
be linked to a municipal preservation plan (“preservation atlas”) to
assist external improvements on buildings “worthy of preservation”
(not listed).

• In England, area-based, heritage-led regeneration funding
(section 3.3.3) has concentrated action on historic areas with social
and economic problems. The heritage funding mechanisms are
linked to management plans for areas (such as “action area plans”)
and specific heritage funding programmes, but additional regen-
eration funding may be provided through partnerships between
different agencies.

• In France (section 3.3.4), housing improvement areas (OPAH) with
a heritage component support architectural reinstatement. The
national housing agency (ANAH) can subsidise work on historic
properties to let to low-income families as part of the renovation
scheme. In a protected zone (ZZAUP), the emphasis is on rehabilita-
tion and economic and social regeneration, offering aid to improve
façades and public spaces, and tax incentives for landlords who
restore residential properties for rent (for a minimum period).

• In Germany (section 3.3.5), the Städtebaulicher Denkmalschutz
programme of urban renewal in historic inner areas, for example,
included improving the quality of housing. The towns and cities in
eastern Germany that benefited from this programme have seen an
increase in the number of inhabitants of about 40% and a resulting
revived sense of community. In small towns in particular, the tradi-
tional mixed social structure has been strengthened by low-income
inhabitants who have moved because of rent rises elsewhere and
high-income inhabitants choosing to move there. Furthermore,
the programme was recognised to have considerable advantages
over normal state heritage-aid programmes as it tackled problems
in a comprehensive manner (dealing with protected buildings and
groups of buildings, the context of monuments, streets, environ-
ment, service infrastructure and so on) and also drew on other
existing funding. The focus was on sustainable development of
historic inner cities, socially-orientated holistic and integrated urban
renewal, and urban development that preserved heritage resources
in over 100 towns.

• In the USA, in addition to the rehabilitation tax credit, a tax credit
has been provided for converting historic buildings to low-income
housing (section 5.3.1). It has been found that such schemes benefit
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historic-building owners and developers, gaining community accept-
ance for affordable housing schemes that rehabilitate historic build-
ings. They benefit tenants, who are able to enjoy the amenities of
living in historic spaces (with historic detailing), which can serve a
social function as common spaces where tenants can meet. The
community also benefits, because the rehabilitation of buildings
provides continuity and stability – people identify with the retention
of existing buildings.

6.1. Partnerships and management structures

Funding partnerships – combining different levels of government
(state, regional and local) with other stakeholders like non-govern-
mental organisations, non-profit bodies, corporate entities and other
parts of the private sector – allow the risks and returns of architectural
heritage conservation strategies to be shared. The diversity offered
by the many possible partnership structures, from high-budget to a
simple exchange of information and expertise, allows a wide range of
resources and skills to be brought together.

The creation of partnerships has become a common mechanism for
co-ordinating activities in area-based, heritage-led funding strategies.
The scene of collaborative effort may be a historic centre or quarter,
or a rural area with significant heritage interest that has suffered
economic, social and physical problems. Partnerships can involve
bodies with broad, often disparate interests in the historical, cultural,
social, economic and physical character of the defined area. Through
this approach, issues can be tackled in a comprehensive and holistic
manner, making use of funding for housing improvement, the provi-
sion of business premises, training, employment and infrastructure, as
well as specific heritage funding for the built fabric.

The establishment of a partnership between funding organisations
and stakeholders, all very different, within a heritage-led regeneration/
rehabilitation project can sometimes be complex. Compromises may
need to be made to achieve a balance of power and satisfy the diver-
gent objectives of stakeholders. Specific planning instruments, such as
preservation, enhancement or action plans, may assist in developing
a coherent and transparent strategy; a suitable management board
or agency may need to be set up that reflects the partnership agree-
ment between different levels of government, public funding agen-
cies, community representatives (including residents and businesses)
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and non-profit organisations; a system will be needed to control devel-
opment, preservation and enhancement action, stimulate investment
and guide conservation and rehabilitation, and it will need a suitable
administrative structure.

The Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe has given weight
to the idea of developing appropriate public–private partnerships for
the management of cultural property in Recommendation 1730 (2005)
The private management of cultural property, adopted by the Standing
Committee acting on behalf of the Assembly on 25 November 2005,
and a Report of the Committee on Culture, Science and Education
with the same title (Doc. 10731, 24 October 2005) debated by the
Standing Committee.

6.2. Examples of specific management
organisations and partnerships

Suitable management structures and agencies working to co-ordinate
activities can be seen in the following examples from different coun-
tries, including specific case studies.

6.2.1. Germany

The legal structure of an area heritage funding programme in Germany
(see section 3.3.5) requires the municipality to set up a management
bureau (project office or Sanierungstrager) to provide information,
advice and support to monument owners, to promote and explain the
grant aid possibilities from different sources and to assist the comple-
tion of grant applications. This bureau can be set up by the munic-
ipal building authority or by a well-established architectural company
acting as agent for the municipality. Often a local company is used,
such as a company of architects and town planners. Local compa-
nies tend to be more informed about legal and financial matters such
as potential sources of funding from small foundations working in
the area, and close proximity to the project is good for maintaining
contact with owners and overseeing work in progress. The relevant
state authority for cultural heritage covers the cost of providing the
management bureau.

The bureau or agency usually performs the task of managing the area
revitalisation strategy on behalf of the local authority, under its super-
vision. It will organise a plan of works each year, dealing with indi-
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vidual buildings, infrastructure, roads and underground works (which
must be co-ordinated with water, electricity and telephone authori-
ties). Often municipal authorities do not have sufficient knowledge
of conservation, so a specialist private company running the project
office can advise the authority and persuade building owners to take
suitable action.

The management bureau informs owners how they might combine
financial assistance from various aid programmes, which may include
specific heritage funding, town renewal schemes and more general
modernisation programmes to update the services of older properties.
The project office may also be used to administer funds as the munici-
pality’s trustee.

Many towns in eastern Germany were supported after reunification
by the Städtbaulicher Denkmalschutz funding programme (1991-97),
which tackled problems in a comprehensive manner by dealing with
protected buildings and groups of buildings, the context of monu-
ments, streets, environment, service infrastructure and so on, and
drawing on existing funding. In towns such as Weimar and Erfurt a
project office (sometimes more than one) was established to co-ordi-
nate these actions. In the old quarter of Erfurt two agencies were set
up, and a further agency was established to co-ordinate action in an
adjoining area.

6.2.2. Spain

An example of a management structure to co-ordinate action and
finance can be found in the historic city of Santiago de Compostela.

i. Example: Santiago de Compostela

In 1997 the special plan for protection and rehabilitation of the historic
city was approved, with the aim of assisting the protection of archi-
tectural heritage and improving business, institutional and residential
facilities through building rehabilitation, new development and envi-
ronmental improvements.

A special heritage body, Real Patronato de la Ciudad de Santiago,
was set up for the purpose of conserving, restoring and rehabilitating
the city’s heritage under the patronage of the King of Spain, with
representatives of the three levels of government (local, regional and
national), as well as the university and the Church. From this an execu-
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tive body was set up, the City Consortium, chaired by the mayor and
comprising representatives of each level of government with the aim
of taking decisions by consensus. On the budgetary front, the state
contributed 60%, the regional authority 35% and the municipality
5% of overall funding. The basic aim of the consortium was to channel
various actions into one overall strategy that all three levels of govern-
ment would implement on an annual basis. The scheme covered major
investment, normally earmarked for development areas outside the
city walls, and operations inside the historic centre.

Among its initiatives, the City Consortium established a subordinate
Rehabilitation Office staffed by professionals from different disciplines.
This office co-ordinated various actions:

• analysis of the condition of historic buildings;

• analysis of social and economic problems in the area;

• awareness-raising of the benefits of rehabilitation (jointly with the
local authority);

• technical and administrative support, including a “one-stop shop”
(technicians brought together from various competent departments)
to enable owners and residents to overcome obstacles like the issue
of permits, or to inform them on finance, qualified building enter-
prises and other germane questions;

• lightweight intervention, with rehabilitation following guidelines in
the special plan;

• implementation of specific financial support in three phases: housing
improvement, improvement of commercial premises, restoration/
conservation of specific buildings (such as theatres, markets and
churches).

In the two years following the approval of the special plan, rehabilita-
tion action culminated in completed projects involving 323 dwellings,
435 commercial premises and 8 hotels.

6.2.3. France

In France the focus of conservation has gradually progressed from indi-
vidual monuments to urban areas and landscapes. From the 1960s this
trend led to a more comprehensive approach entailing the protection
of entire sites, groups of buildings and public areas, delimited by legal
instruments. One of the main tools of area-based mechanisms is the
designation of secteurs sauvegardés (conservation areas) under the
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provisions of a plan de sauvegarde et de mise en valeur (PSMV: preser-
vation and enhancement plan).

This procedure mainly concerns towns and cities with historic centres,
sometimes showing a decline in their population, characterised by a
high concentration of old buildings (see Figures 10 and 11). Decentral-
isation laws in the 1980s and 1990s transferred responsibility for town
planning to local and regional authorities, which led to the introduc-
tion of contractual instruments for heritage conservation and manage-
ment. The state and the local authorities agree to define zones de
protection du patrimoine architectural, urbain et paysager (ZPPAUPs:
architectural, urban and landscape heritage protection zones), whose
purpose is to protect and manage the urban and rural heritage, of
built areas and landscapes, on a contractual basis, allocating responsi-
bilities between central government and local authorities.

However, housing improvement programmes (OPAH) also have a
role to play in the context of organising action in older residential
quarters.

i. Example: Belleville OPAH (Paris)

An OPAH programme was set up in Belleville, an older housing district
of Paris, in 1998. As with other OPAH schemes, a private project office
(or pacte) was selected by the municipality to run the scheme (in this
case, the Pacte de Paris). The project team comprised a variety of profes-
sional expertise – architecture, urban planning, project management
and housing – as well as technical and secretarial staff. The project
office, in the heart of the district, acted as an information office for
the OPAH and co-ordination bureau for the scheme, giving advice on
works to rented or owner-occupied property, undertaking research
and co-ordinating applications for financial aid from state, regional
and municipal sources.

The Belleville district was originally designated as a comprehensive
development zone by the Paris municipality – authorising state inter-
vention to undertake or commission the demolition and redevelop-
ment of the area. However, as a result of resistance by residents and
landlords in Belleville, this was abandoned in 1995. Belleville OPAH
began in 1998, incorporating financial incentives for both owner-
occupiers and landlords, with a life span of six years.
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The project was developed by the Pacte de Paris on the basis that
cleared sites in public ownership within the OPAH boundary should
be redeveloped for social housing and existing buildings could be
improved. There were at least 86 properties within the OPAH boundary
containing a total of 2 330 rented apartments, most of which were in
need of improvement (see Figure 17). The Belleville OPAH boundary
coincided with a state-designated area in which the municipality and
the state would work to improve social and economic conditions.

The five objectives of the OPAH programme in Belleville run by the
Pacte de Paris were:

• to improve living conditions by new heating, water, sanitation and
electrical services;

• to improve energy conservation, particularly through double glazing
and insulation;

• to resolve problems of unsanitary and unhealthy conditions in build-
ings, including the health hazard from lead in paint;

• to encourage lower rents with the renovation lease mechanism
whereby ANAH (the national housing agency) gave financial help
to landlords for improving their property (if the owner agreed to let
apartments at low rents for at least 10 years and not to sell or live in
the apartments during that period);

• to make architectural improvements: reinstating windows and other
façade features, work on staircases, providing fire escapes, improving
basements and creating larger apartments by amalgamating smaller
units (see Figure 18).

The Pacte de Paris co-ordinated subsidies for landlords (from ANAH
and the municipality) to improve housing standards, including sani-
tation works, with varying levels of financial aid depending on the
level of rent to be achieved. About 70% of the apartment buildings
in Belleville were co-owned by groups of up to 20 people and run by
independent estate managers (syndicates) regulated by co-ownership
legislation. If a landlord made alterations to an old building that did
not respect architectural detail, the Pacte de Paris was able to enforce
appropriate changes and withhold financial aid until the work had
been done more sensitively.

The Pacte de Paris also co-ordinated subsidies for owner-occupiers, who
would not normally be entitled to grants through OPAH programmes
(ANAH supports work on rented residential property only), but here the
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state, region and municipality provided financial assistance to owner-
occupiers based on a means test. The standard home-improvement
grant in Belleville was 25 or 30% (depending on the owner’s taxable
income) of the cost of work to apartments and common areas, with
a maximum limit of €10 671. The state inspector (Prefecture) identi-
fied 13 co-owned buildings in Belleville as having particular problems.
As a result, these received higher grants of 30 or 40% (depending
on taxable income) of the cost of works in common areas like stairs,
corridors, roofs and façades, with a maximum limit of €12 958. If the
suggested works fulfilled the five stated objectives of the OPAH, they
were given priority status and could receive an extra 20% grant from
the municipality. If they were not a priority, the municipality would
give only 10% extra grant. If the landlord would not carry out neces-
sary work to a residential building, the tenant could apply to the Pacte
de Paris management office for grant aid to carry out the work once
consent was obtained from the landlord.

Building owners issued with a notice by the state inspector to carry
out immediate works (usually with two months’ notice) to resolve
unsanitary conditions could apply for additional grants to cover 50%
of the cost of works to common parts and apartments, subject to a
maximum limit and a requirement to complete the works within the
specified time limit (or otherwise the state had powers to intervene
to carry out the necessary works and enforce payment of costs from
the owner). The Centre of Social Action in Paris gave further help to
residents on low incomes.

If necessary, the Pacte de Paris could also organise low-interest loans
(at 1%) within the OPAH (through specific social funds). Where bene-
ficiaries of financial assistance experienced cash-flow problems, the
municipality could offer pre-financing. Funds were also available to
cover necessary works where owners were found to be in debt.

Development speculation following the introduction of public funding
through OPAHs has been known to attract unscrupulous developers
(increasing the incidence of sub-standard work and further sub-division
of buildings, increasing co-ownership difficulties). To avoid this situa-
tion, the municipality gave vendors the option to sell their property
to a private housing association, of which there are about 10 in Paris.
The local foundation in Belleville, La Fondation Habitier, is restricted to
the creation of social housing and is tax-exempt due to its status as a
non-profit organisation.
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Other OPAHs have been set up in historic towns with buildings of
heritage quality, such as Rochefort, where an OPAH was one part of a
managed rehabilitation strategy.

Belleville Operations Programmées d’Amélioration de l’Habitat,
(OPAH) (planned housing improvement operations ), Paris, France

Figure 17 – Buildings in poor condition on the corner of rue Dénoyez

and rue Ramponeau. All the properties on these two roads were identified

for action via the Belleville OPAH.

Figure 18 – Rehabilitated housing in rue Lesage within the Belleville OPAH

including the reinstatement of architectural façade features.
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ii. Example: Rochefort rehabilitation strategy

The renewal of the historic naval town of Rochefort began in the
1970s when a political group calling itself Rochefort’s Renaissance took
advantage of a procedure known as contrat ville moyenne – a state
funding initiative to enhance the status of small towns. Preliminary
studies assisted by a town planning institute identified that rehabilita-
tion and re-use of the built heritage was preferable to new construc-
tion and this guided urban development policy for the next 20 years.
A flagship project was developed to rehabilitate the Corderie Royale (a
former ropeworks building) for new uses including a municipal library,
a media centre, a chamber for commerce and industry, and other uses,
and to create a public park around it.

Following completion of the project in 1988, a new initiative was
launched, starting with an analysis of the urban heritage (the town
had a remarkably homogeneous ancient centre) and formulation of an
architectural charter for the town, which identified features that should
be preserved. Heritage workshops were used to raise the inhabitants’
awareness of the town’s qualities.

Local politicians set up a special town-planning service as the manage-
ment structure, with broad powers to draft a land-use plan, manage
major rehabilitation projects, deal with building permits and provide
institutional communication. This service had a small interdisciplinary
team (including architects and town planners) motivated to restoring
the past grandeur of the town, which sought finance for each project
from département, regional and state authorities as well as from Euro-
pean funds.

An essential part of the revitalisation was the establishment of a series of
OPAH schemes (between 1991 and 1998) to rehabilitate older houses,
including a pilot scheme in 1996-98 to rehabilitate vacant dwellings
above shops that had been left empty or used as stores (similar to the
LOTS approach used in the United Kingdom: see section 6.2.4). ANAH
gave financial support to owners of rented property (the “renovation
lease” approach) and other state sources aided housing improvement
for owner-occupiers. Low-interest loans were also provided by the
state to support rehabilitation action.

These actions to revitalise this historic town were successful due to the
decompartmentalised nature of the special municipal management
structure, which acted collectively on each issue, rather than the special-
ists in building, infrastructure, protection and the rest remaining apart.
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6.2.4. United Kingdom

Area-based funding mechanisms for heritage-led regeneration schemes
in the UK usually work on a partnership basis (between different public
authorities and funding agencies and the private sector) and therefore
require a management structure.

The Grainger Town Project provides a good exemplar in this respect.
It has been seen as a demonstration of best practice, gaining national
and international recognition through the winning of various prestig-
ious awards:

• 2002: Best Practice Award from the British Urban Regeneration
Association;

• 2002: Commendation for planning achievement by the Royal Town
Planning Institute;

• 2002: Buildings short-listed for a conservation award by the Royal
Institute of Chartered Surveyors;

• 2003: Winner of the European Union Prize for Culture Heritage and
the Europa Nostra Award in recognition of “its use of culture to
breathe new life into the city landscape”;

• 2003: Best Completed Project Award from the Association of Town
Centre Management;

• 2004: Royal Town Planning Institute Award, the Silver Cup.

Moreover, following a conference entitled “Investing in the heritage”
hosted by the Grainger Town Partnership in 2002, a European network
– INHERIT – was set up, based around the concept of investing in
heritage to regenerate Europe’s historic cities. This network was formed
during the last year of the Grainger Town project by the partnership
in conjunction with the city council and the European Association of
Historic Towns and Regions (EAHTR). In 2007 it published a good-
practice guide to successful heritage-led regeneration and reported
on EU regional policies and funding mechanisms relating to cultural
heritage and regeneration.

i. Example: Grainger Town, Newcastle upon Tyne

Grainger Town, the name given to the historic core of this city, has one
of the highest densities of protected listed buildings in England (40% of
the 500 or so buildings in the area) and a higher-than-average number
of grade I and II* listed buildings (30% compared to the national
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average of 6%). In 1992 Newcastle City Council, English Heritage (the
government’s statutory adviser on the historic environment) and the
government Department of the Environment jointly commissioned a
study of the area. It was found that it suffered from a lack of economic
confidence, under-use of buildings, fabric decay and other environ-
mental problems, including congestion and erosion caused by road
traffic. The study set out a conservation-based strategy, which was
essentially a planning framework for the area, though it did propose a
regeneration strategy that could be developed in partnership with the
private sector.

In a subsequent detailed survey of the condition and vacancy of build-
ings in the area it was found that there was a high number of listed
buildings at risk (244) from disrepair or vacancy (47% against the
national average of 7%) and many more in a marginal condition and
vulnerable to becoming at risk (29% against the national average of
14%) (see Figures 19 and 20).

A Conservation Areas Partnership Scheme (CAPS) was established in
Grainger Town in 1994, covering 36 hectares of the city centre (see
section 3.3.3 [ii]); this was one of 15 pilot CAPS partnership funding
schemes in the country, operated jointly by local councils and English
Heritage. The creation of CAPS ensured that the area’s conservation
budget rose to nearly £500 000 per annum (whereas previously the
conservation budget for the whole city had been just £60 000 per
annum). In the same year, a small three-year Single Regeneration
Budget (SRB) funding scheme was begun by English Partnerships (a
national regeneration agency), which provided grant aid for converting
the upper floors of listed properties for residential use – known as
Living Over The Shop or LOTS (see Figure 21).

As time went on, the area suffered further problems despite some
successes in rehabilitating buildings, with grant aid being offered for
up to 80% of costs. The number of people in employment in the
Grainger Town area fell by nearly 5 000 between 1992 and 1997, and
there was a decrease in businesses and residents in the area. The city
council and English Heritage, along with English Partnerships, agreed
that the area could no longer be left to take care of itself and was in
need of a comprehensive regeneration strategy, but one that would
secure the past (the heritage qualities of the area) while securing its
long-term future (in other words a sustainable approach).
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In 1996 consultants EDAW were commissioned to produce a regener-
ation strategy for Grainger Town and to prepare a bid for government
funding. A detailed analysis of the area’s problems was immediately
undertaken. Grainger Town was a complex urban system, which would
have to be tackled in a holistic way. EDAW produced a vision statement
to reflect the aspirations for Grainger Town in 2006 – it was to become
a dynamic and competitive place with a high-quality environment, a
place that would play a major role in the regional economy, a distinc-
tive place, and a safe and attractive place to work, live and visit.

The project was developed though a six-year regeneration scheme
(1997-2003), which aimed to secure £120 million in regeneration
funding from the public and private sectors (at a ratio of 1:2). The core
funding – originally estimated to be £40 million from the public sector –
came from five separate agencies, two of which supplied funds specifi-
cally for conservation, while the others provided general regeneration
funds, some of which were incidentally used for conservation purposes
in a more general improvement context. The actual public funding
achieved by the end of the project in 2003 came notably from:

• Newcastle City Council – funding of £3.2 million used for joint
grants with English Heritage of 60 to 80% to private owners or
occupiers of decayed historic or vacant buildings to repair them and
to improve shop-fronts to a traditional appearance (see Figure 22),
and for the secondment of staff to the project delivery team; and

• English Heritage – funding of £940 000 for the repair of historic
buildings and shop-fronts through the CAPS scheme and a subse-
quent Heritage Economic Regeneration Scheme (see section 3.3.3).

This joint grant aid scheme proved to be the catalyst for much more
public and private investment from a wide range of agencies.

• Tyneside Training and Enterprise Council (later the Learning and
Skills Council), one of a network of Training and Enterprise Coun-
cils set up in disadvantaged areas to develop vocational training
initiatives and encourage local business enterprise, whose funding
helped to bring new life to the area, in particular, by assisting the
generation and development of new uses in vacant upper floors of
historic buildings.

• English Partnerships (the national regeneration agency, which was
afterwards divided into regional development agencies, one of
which – ONE North East – became a funding partner) – contributing
£25 million, over half of the Project’s public funds, which was mainly
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used to help private owners to refurbish their upper floors for new
residential or office uses.

• The Single Regeneration Budget (SRB) – following the LOTS scheme
(see above) – responded to two further bids for funding with a total
of £11 million in support of a wide range of regeneration activi-
ties, including economic development, infrastructure, improving
the environment (such as pedestrianisation schemes to improve the
public realm), and training and employment initiatives.

There were also other supporting funds from public sources:

• Heritage Lottery Fund – funding of about £100 000 to support the
repair of Grey’s Monument, a landmark structure.

• European funding – over £1.8 million from the European Regional
Development Fund (forbusinessdevelopment, jobcreationandcultural
developments) and the European Social Fund (for training and Youth
Enterprise developments), plus a grant of up to £600 000 to restore
and rehabilitate an important 18th-century building as offices.

The investment sought to strengthen and develop Grainger Town as a
mixed-use, historic urban quarter based on seven inter-related regen-
eration themes:

• Business Development and Enterprise – to encourage development
of existing companies, generate new entrepreneurial activity and
broaden the area’s economic base;

• Commercial Development – to secure investment and economic
activity in a range of uses, including office, retail, leisure and culture,
leading to the repair and re-use of historic buildings and the rede-
velopment of key sites;

• Access to Opportunity – to improve training and employment
opportunities for the long-term unemployed in adjoining inner city
wards;

• Housing – to increase the residential population by providing a wide
range of affordable housing for rent and sale;

• Quality of Environment – to improve the environment and public
spaces to enhance Grainger Town’s competitiveness as a place to
work, live and visit;

• Arts, Culture and Tourism – to promote Grainger Town as a centre
for arts, culture and tourism;

• Management, Marketing and Promotion – to improve the overall
management and marketing of the area.
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Although conservation was not directly mentioned as an activity, the
area’s high heritage value and the fact that the project was originally
conceived in an attempt to conserve Grainger Town, the practice of
conservation was deemed to be relevant to each of the seven regen-
eration themes.

A company limited by guarantee (see section 2.3) was set up to
manage and deliver the regeneration programme: the Grainger Town
Partnership. This had a board of 20 directors from the public sector
(local authority: 6; other public agencies: 6), private sector (6) and
community sector (local residents: 2) and was a partnership of equals
with no single body in overall control. The board was supported by a
Business Forum and a Residents’ Forum, as well as specialist advisory
panels such as Urban Design and Public Arts panels. The project was
implemented by its own Project Delivery Team of 14 officers, based
within the area (some of the staff were seconded from the city coun-
cil’s planning and conservation team).

By the end of the project (2003), the forecast private-sector invest-
ment of £80 million had been substantially exceeded (£145 million).
Other benefits of the project were subsequently recorded in March
2006. Altogether, 121 buildings of historical importance had been
improved and brought back into use, 51 more than the target set by
the government. Over 80 000 sq. m of floor space had been developed
or provided through the rehabilitation of buildings. A number of initia-
tives helped create 329 new businesses, well above the target of 199.
In relation to commercial property, the project had an overall positive
effect on the office, retail and leisure property sectors, enabling a large
proportion of vacant sites and buildings of historical importance to be
brought back into use, thus significantly aiding the conservation-led
regeneration of the area. The partnership recorded the creation of
2 299 jobs, against a target of 1 900. A significant amount of work
had been created for local workers in construction, and new training
opportunities had increased local skills. The residential population had
been increased by the provision of 572 new dwelling units (including
both affordable housing for rent and other housing for sale) against
a target of 522. Improvement and enhancement of the environment
had helped to increase developer, investor and consumer confidence
in the area. Public art installations and cultural events/festivals had
enhanced public spaces and helped to promote the revitalisation of
Grainger Town. Marketing and promotion had increased the public’s
awareness of the value of the area’s built heritage.
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Linking heritage with regeneration in the Grainger Town Project
Heritage Economic Regeneration Scheme, Newcastle upon Tyne,
United Kingdom

Figure 19 – Nos. 2-12 Grey Street

A building categorised as being “at risk” which had remained vacant and
in disrepair for over 20 years before being rehabilitated.

Figure 20 – Nos. 2-12 Grey Street after being rehabilitated as a hotel
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Figure 21 – LOTS (living over the shop)

Grant aid was provided by the government’s regeneration agency, English
Partnerships, to convert vacant upper floors into residential use.

Figure 22 – The return of traditional shop fronts

Grant aid from English Heritage and the city council helped to fund this
work, following standards set out in design guidance.
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7. Overview

The aim of this publication has been to produce a comprehensive guide
to different measures that may be used to support the funding of
architectural heritage. Research for this study was carried out between
1998 and 2008; the information presented has come from a variety
of published sources (see Reference Sources) and a range of specialists
(see Acknowledgments). However, as laws and tax provisions change
over time, there is no guarantee that all the information presented
remains current, and inevitably it will be superseded. Nevertheless, the
main purpose has been to provide evidence of worthwhile mecha-
nisms in operation.

In Chapter 1 it was indicated that this publication would aim to build
upon previous work by the Council of Europe, with particular refer-
ence to administrative, intervention and financial measures, as well as
specific measures to promote sponsorship, which had been identified
in 1991 (sections 1.4 and 1.5).

In relation to administrative measures, Chapter 6 refers to a number
of examples of strategies for putting the heritage to use by means of
area-based heritage regeneration/rehabilitation projects, including the
role of project offices in co-ordinating such action, which may involve
different partners. Management boards, whether operated through
municipal offices or private or non-profit agencies, have an important
role in undertaking studies (analysis of the urban heritage) and iden-
tifying action goals, as well as co-ordinating partnership stakeholders
and different funding opportunities.

Examples of simplified procedures have been identified in the rehabili-
tation strategies utilised in Santiago de Compostela (using lightweight
intervention following guidelines adopted in a special plan) and Roche-
fort (with a decompartmentalised special municipal planning service).

Different examples have been presented to show how, by combining
funding sources, a more integrated approach can be taken. Moreover,
an integrated process can use the heritage as a catalyst for social and
economic regeneration of areas, whereby other issues are considered:
improvement of the environment and infrastructure, and provision of
a range of housing types including social housing and opportunities
for business to use rehabilitated heritage property.
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Administrative measures for the provision of grant aid and the condi-
tions applied to it, with the use of conservation/management plans,
feasibility studies and preliminary works, have been identified in
Chapter 3. Although grant-aid programmes can be quite bureaucratic,
they can act as a catalyst to private-sector investment in heritage. Such
programmes may be more efficient if they are decentralised to local
authority level, where they can be directed to areas and buildings most
in need (as is the case in the Netherlands and for area-based funding
mechanisms in England, for example).

A number of different intervention measures have been identified.
Examples of revolving funds, foundations, trusts and limited liability
companies managed by private, public, non-governmental organisa-
tions and non-profit bodies have been represented by systems oper-
ating in different countries. Non-governmental organisations have a
significant role to play in promoting conservation and rehabilitation
activities and in providing financial support. Large specialised funds
and foundations such as the Architectural Heritage Fund and the
Deutsche Stiftung Denkmalschutz play an important role in supporting
smaller revolving funds and trusts. Such third-sphere bodies are able to
operate largely because of the fiscal relief that the non-profit nature of
their work (preserving cultural heritage in the public interest) attracts.

Linking housing improvement to the heritage, especially the provi-
sion of social housing through the rehabilitation of older buildings, is
an important integrated intervention tool. Many such examples have
been provided, including the OPAH scheme operated in France and
the combining of rehabilitation tax credits with affordable housing
tax credits in the USA. A rental policy to support the renovation of
buildings for residential use is another important intervention tool.
Tax incentives to encourage such work in protected areas and other
subsidies provided by the national housing agency in France are good
exemplars of financial support for the rehabilitation of buildings in a
sensitive manner on the basis that the owner will let the improved
property for a minimum period (the so-called renovation lease).

Other intervention tools may operate by defining property rights in
ways that make it easier for the private sector to engage in socially
desirable transactions involving heritage assets. Easements, restric-
tive covenants or other enforceable agreements to safeguard build-
ings, backed by an administration or endowment fund, have been
reviewed according to practice in North America; linked to these are
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enabling procedures transferring development rights or linking devel-
opment with conservation projects, which can provide an opportunity
for funding, but also require adequate safeguards.

Concerning financial measures, many governments have budgetary
limitations that make it difficult to justify subsidy programmes and
fiscal incentives. For this reason a number of alternative revenue-
raising methods have been highlighted in Chapter 2, for example, the
use of public lotteries for cultural purposes as in Germany and the
United Kingdom. However, studies (though limited in number) have
shown that financially supporting the heritage brings benefits, not just
to the heritage but indirectly by improving people’s quality of life, by
sustainable actions such as recycling heritage buildings for new uses,
by generating new businesses and new homes as well training and
employment, and through tourism. Moreover, in the Netherlands (see
Chapter 2) an agreement to expand heritage funding arose out of
studies that showed that such action would result in the payment of
8% more tax revenue. Studies in Canada, USA, UK and Germany have
come to the same conclusion.

Despite limited financial provisions, most countries in western Europe
and North America give grant aid and tax incentives in some form
or another as evidenced in chapters 3 and 5. Moreover, different
mechanisms can often be combined to great effect, such as in the
Netherlands where grant aid, tax incentives and low-interest loans
may be combined and advantage may be taken of the Monument
Watch system of subsidised surveys as a form of pro-active action to
encourage good maintenance/conservation practice rather than wait
and undertake more costly restoration projects. This positive mecha-
nism is often linked to financial help. Furthermore, prioritising limited
finance is often important, such as directing limited resources at
heritage assets found to be most at risk.

The wider economic and social benefits of supporting the heritage
through debt programmes (raising money through bond financing) has
been proved in the USA. Pooling the credit standing of local govern-
ments to borrow money on more favourable terms can be effective.
In other respects low-interest loan facilities, such as through revolving
fund mechanisms, are also effective, but may require credit safeguards,
as is the case with building preservation trusts in the United Kingdom,
where a first charge over a building to be repaired and rehabilitated is
required. In other respects, the removal of discriminatory practices by
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lending institutions, as shown by examples in the USA, may be a step
forward in favour of loan support to the built heritage, particularly in
deprived areas.

This publication has also sought to identify specific measures to promote
sponsorship. The National Trust in the United Kingdom provides a good
example of the use of tax benefits in relation to the charitable purpose
of supporting the heritage as a matter of public interest. Likewise,
apart from individual donations, companies can have a role to play in
supporting the heritage, as evidenced by examples from Germany and
France. In Denmark, foundations can provide funds on top of state aid
to ensure that conservation projects are affordable.

This publication has sought to highlight different practices in Europe
and North America. The exchange of information in this field may
assist in developing new techniques for financially supporting the
architectural heritage.
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