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ABSTRACT
The Community Heritage Grant Program (CHG) run by the National
Library of Australia is an institution in the Australian cultural
heritage landscape, providing foundational support to many
small organisations who work in community memory-making. In
this paper, the author presents the findings of her research into
who and what is being funded by the CHG Program, and what the
program highlights about community memory-making needs.
Drawing from 23 years of public data, this research raises ques-
tions about the CHG Program model and its validity and purpose
in a changing social and technological environment. Ultimately,
the lesson from this study is that more research is required to
identify and better understand Australian perspectives of commu-
nity archives and memory-making.
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Introduction

In 1992, the National Library of Australia (NLA) created the National Preservation Office
(NPO) in response to a growing awareness of ‘the urgent need to preserve Australia’s
rapidly deteriorating documentary heritage’.1 The Community Heritage Grants (CHG)
Program was implemented two years later in 1994 as part of the NPO’s program of
‘promoting documentary preservation activities’.2 Initially, the grants were for a maximum
of $5000 but were slowly increased until the mid-2000s when the application was for
$15,000 in funds. Funding has remained at this level ever since. In this paper, I present the
findings of my research into who and what is being funded by the CHG Program, and
whether this analysis delivers insight into community memory-making needs.

The 23-year history of the CHG Program is a testament to its longevity and success. Over
1320 grants have been handed out to the total of more than $6.5 million. The CHG Program
itself has become an institution in the Australian cultural heritage landscape, providing
foundational support to small organisations who turn to the NLA repeatedly for funding.
The goal of the CHG Program is to support the identification, assessment, preservation and
access of community-based heritage that has national significance. This goal has remained
constant for 23 years, but the structure of who can apply, and what projects can be applied for
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and when, has seen changes over the years. Currently, the types of projects that can be
funded are:

(1) significance assessments of collections (SA), which enables professional identifi-
cation of the current value of the collection(s);

(2) preservation needs assessments of collections (PA), which deliver professional
advice and recommendations on strategies for preservation and conservation
activities;

(3) conservation activities and collection management (CA), which allocates funds
to purchase materials to implement preservation activities; and

(4) training workshops (TR), wherein organisations can undertake or deliver train-
ing in preservation- and conservation-related strategies.

Previous research by Sigrid McCausland and Kim Thompson evaluating the NLA’s
CHG Program examined the impact the funding had on community groups in New
South Wales regional areas.4 A key outcome of McCausland and Thompson’s research
was a lack of support in the CHG Program for digital initiatives. Despite the authors
recommending a wider evaluation of the program and more research overall, there
exists no further published research. Furthermore, McCausland and Thompson’s work,
although valuable, was limited in scope with a focus on the micro and individual
dimensions of impact. Currently, with 23 years of data available (1994–2017),5 there
is an opportunity to identify and examine the macro dimensions of the CHG Program’s
role and impact in the cultural heritage landscape of Australia.

Macro dimensions of the CHG Program are concerned with questions such as:

● What types of projects were funded over time?
● What kinds of organisations have received funding?
● What is the distribution of funds relative to location, organisation and project?

Similar to McCausland and Thompson’s research, it is also relevant to consider what is
missing, and where opportunities for supporting community heritage and memory-
making more broadly lie.

Research questions and methodology

The two research questions were inspired by the conclusions of McCausland and
Thompson’s 2014 paper.

(1) Who and what is being funded by the National Library of Australia’s Community
Heritage Grant program?

(2) What are the community memory-making needs identified through an analysis
of the data?

Quantitative content analysis was used on these categories to identify several key areas
of interest. These include:
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(A) What are the distribution of funds according to state and organisation?
(B) Who are the organisations being funded and for what projects?
(C) How much funding was invested in the different categories of projects?

The data available on CHG-funded projects, available publicly from the NLA
website, was categorised into types of organisation and location (‘who’), type of
project (‘what’) and the amount of funding allocated (‘how much’). A typology of
organisations (‘who’) was created as part of the data analysis process and is shown
in full in the table in Appendix A. The table in Appendix A describes the char-
acteristics of each organisational type. The location information was drawn from the
data provided by the NLA and describes the state or territory associated with the
funded entity or organisation. The type of project (‘what’) is drawn from those
described in the Guidelines and funding documents, as stated above: SA, PA, CA,
TR. For this paper, the goal in examining funding (‘how much’) focused more on
dispersal of funds to states and territories, projects and organisations, rather than
determining exact dollar amounts.

The findings from the above data analysis were analysed in conjunction with the
brief project descriptions provided by applicants to identify community memory-mak-
ing needs. McCausland and Thompson’s work highlighted a greater need to focus on
digitisation and digital management, as well as flagged concerns raised about the role of
a national institution in funding and appraising local community collections as part of a
distributed national heritage. It is anticipated that a closer look at 23 years of data will
reveal more about digital contexts and the role of national institutions in community
memory-making.

In the following section, I briefly outline the concept of memory-making and the role
it plays in this research project. Following that, I provide an overview of the CHG
Program with a focus on the key elements that structure the process and decision-
making. After that, I deliver the findings from the analysis of the CHG Program data,
and finally discuss the implications of the research in relation to understanding
Australian community memory-making and community needs.

Community memory-making and heritage

Communities exist in their own space and time, however short or long. They are sponta-
neous as well as forced, as with the use of Aboriginal missions in Australia in the past, and
current refugee and asylum-seeker internment camps. A community can have a complex
multilayered identity shared in various ways by its individual members that is not simply a
representation of its culture.6 In archival discourse, community has been defined and
shaped around the notion of its records, making and preservation of archives, and around
shared functions, constructs and need.7 In this paper, community is defined through the
CHG data and emerges through an understanding of how Australian national institutions
define community via the CHG Program.

The processes of memory-making are many and varied, including creating, sharing,
acknowledging, destroying, memorialising, forgetting and interpreting, but at its heart,
memory-making is a process embedded in a need or value in ‘remembering’.8 The concept
of remembering is drawn from Halbwachs’ discussions on cultural memory as a system of
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reconstruction and preservation.9 The important thing about memory-making is that it is a
continuing building process with outputs (such as records, collections, text messages)
existing simultaneously as evidence of the culmination and commencement of decision-
making about the value of memory and remembering.

In this project, a community memory-making need is identified through an analysis
of the patterns and commonality between the different types of funded projects. As the
data is limited to projects that were successful in obtaining funding, memory-making
needs are defined via the CHG Program. Communities do identify needs but they are
governed by what is allowed under the CHG Program guidelines. Therefore, the
memory-making theoretical framework highlights the need to analyse decisions and
frameworks that support what types of projects are funded. As a result, CHG Program
guidelines and other associated documents published by the NLA were collected and
analysed. Most of the guidelines documents were sourced via the Wayback Machine.10

The CHG Program 1994–2018

This section presents an overview of the CHG Program and its key features and changes
over time.11 This section also explores the structures that construct and authorise
community memory-making, such as application guidelines and assessor’s reports.

How much funding is available?

From its inception in 1994, the primary purpose of the CHG Program has been to help
preserve and make publicly accessible community and locally owned, but nationally
significant, collections of various materials including ‘artefacts, letters, diaries, maps,
photographs, and audio visual material’.12 Since 1994 until 2017 just over $6.5 million
in total were awarded. Early projects were only given up to $5000. In 2001, it was $8000,
in 2005, $10,000, and then from about 2006 it was set at $15,000 as it is now. Figure 1
shows a general increasing trend in funding amounts.

What projects will be funded?

Originally, priority funding areas included ‘cooperative projects, general preservation
surveys and environmental controls’.13 Reformatting was also an ideal project, but not
digitisation as the focus was more on microfilm and other forms of reformatting. Other
suitable projects included disaster recovery salvage, conservation treatments, as well as
training and education. The latter, as well as any research activities, particularly into
materials, preservation techniques and environmental controls, although suitable,
included caveats (although these are not clearly defined).14

There has always been a list of excluded projects. In 1994, excluded projects were
acquisition of materials, cataloguing, computer purchases and exhibitions. In 2018, the
list is similar although much more detailed.15

Implementation of a mandated project progression
Amajor change in how, when and what could be funded occurred in the 2000s. Evaluation
of the significance of collections was performed as a self-assessment process listed on the
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application form from 1994. This self-assessment was reviewed by expert assessors, as
described inmore detail in the section below on how applications are assessed. However, in
the early 2000s it was possible to apply for a project where a professional (historian) could
formally assess an organisation’s collections. Until 2005, the grouping of project types,
significance assessments, preservation needs assessments and conservation activities
including collection management were simply strongly recommended. However, by
2009–10 much more rigid requirements were put in place. Projects were required to be
completed in order with the findings of one to inform the next. This three-step mandated
process is referred to as Collection Preservation Projects.16

Step One: Significance Assessment (SA);
Step Two: Preservation Needs Assessment (PA);
Step Three: Conservation Activities and Collection Management (CA).17

From 2001, the Heritage Collections Council publication Significance: A Guide to
Assessing the Significance of Cultural Heritage Objects and Collections was promoted as
the method to assess significance.18 When this was updated in 2009 to Significance 2.0,
this became the standard methodology required for all professional significance assess-
ment (SA) projects. Additionally, the PA must be submitted as a report adhering to the
Australian Institute for the Conservation of Cultural Materials (AICCM) preservation
needs assessment template.19

Training still remains as an option but can be applied for at any time, even before
undertaking any of the mandatory Collection Preservation Projects.

Training projects
Asmentioned above, training has always been a potential project. However, shifts occurred
in who could be funded related to training. In 2003, funding was being offered to

Figure 1. Funded project amounts each year showing a general overall trend of more money per
project being awarded 1994–2017.
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organisations who would develop preservation education programs for community orga-
nisations. Another initiative in place since 2005 is intensive preservation workshops held in
Canberra and offered primarily to first-time recipients.20 Training projects are of particular
importance to this research and in identifying community memory-making needs and is
discussed in more detail in the section below on how much funding was invested in the
different categories of projects.

Who can be funded?

Who can apply has not changed dramatically over the years although in 2018 the focus
is on the legal status of the organisation and their function related to national
heritage, whereas in 1996 the language was more focused on describing various
types of community organisations. Table 1 shows excerpts from the 1996
Guidelines (on the left) showing that applications would be accepted by particular
types of organisations or institutions, and those types who cannot apply. Whereas the
2018 Guidelines (on the right) clearly identifies the legal status upfront that the
organisation must be more than just a collecting entity, but needs to be a not-for-
profit, incorporated organisation. The wording in the 2018 Guidelines is more open
and inclusive.

How are applications assessed?

Identifying collections of national significance is a cornerstone of the CHG Program.
The 1996 guidelines explain that ‘national significance’ of Australian documentary

Table 1. Comparison of guidelines describing who can be funded.
1996 Guidelinesa 2018 Guidelinesb

● The Community Heritage Grants Program accepts
applications from a variety of Australian community
institutions/organisations that collect and provide
public access to their documentary heritage
collections.

● These institutions/organisations include local or regio-
nal libraries, historical societies, libraries of educa-
tional institutions, multicultural, ethnic and
Indigenous peoples’ groups, but not:

● private or corporate collections
● libraries of government departments
● other collecting institutions that receive substantial

direct government funding for the nominated project

A not-for-profit, incorporated organisation that:
● owns or manages a collection of nationally significant

material;
● is accessible to the general public.
Examples of not-for-profit, incorporated organisations
which are encouraged to apply are:
● Archives
● Art galleries
● Community groups
● Genealogical societies
● Historical societies
● Indigenous groups
● Migrant community groups
● Museums
● Professional associations
● Religious groups
An organisation that wishes to apply for funding but
which manages, rather than owns, the collection, must
provide written permission from the legal owner of the
collection with their application.
Other organisations, such as public libraries and inde-
pendent museums located within universities, may also
be eligible to apply.

aNational Library of Australia, ‘Community Heritage Grants Program – 1996 Guidelines’, para. 10.
bNational Library of Australia, ‘Community Heritage Grants 2018 Guidelines’, p. 1.
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materials means ‘if they contribute to an understanding of Australia, its people, and the
developments which have influenced its history’.21 Applications have always been
assessed by experts. Assessors have always been required to rank applications related
to their significance, which informs the decision-making process:

(1) High national significance,
(2) National significance,
(3) State/regional/local significance, and
(4) Little significance.22

Each year the NLA publish assessor’s reports as part of the supporting documents for
potential applicants.23

As mentioned previously, national significance was, until the 2000s, assessed based
on information from the applicant on their form. Figure 2 shows the criteria required to
be used by the applicant on the form. It is not clear from the documentation if potential
applicants were told or expected to seek the advice of a professional to identify and
explain the significance of the collections for the application form. Even after SA
projects were introduced, organisations were still required to write their own analysis
of the national significance of the collection on the application form. This meant that
assessment and ranking of project proposals was being undertaken based on whether
the assessor agreed with or assessed that the collection(s) held national significance
based on what was written in the application form.

The 1996 guidelines highlight that it was part of the CHG assessment process to
consider all but the fourth category for funding, if sufficient funds were available.24

However, it is worth noting that in the following year, applications for ‘community
collections whose value lies entirely within the local community’ were on the excluded
projects list.25

Who does the work in funded projects?

Around 2005 the idea that a professional should be undertaking the SA and PA assess-
ments appeared. Yet, at that stage, the only criterion was for the consultant to be
qualified. Later, from at least 2010, and as described in 2018 guidelines, ‘qualified’ was
given more detail. For SA assessments an ‘appropriate consultant may be an historian, an
archivist, a museum curator, a heritage librarian or similar expert with experience in
preparing significance assessments’.26 For the PA, initially only a qualified conservator or
graduate conservator was required, but the current guideline describes a conservator as
someone who qualifies as a professional member of the AICCM or who has the
equivalent practical experience in their field.

A key aspect of SA and PA project applications is that they currently do not require
quotes from professionals, but rather are funded at a standard rate. In 2018 the rate is
$4500 (excluding goods and services tax).27 The practice of a standard rate has been
around since at least 2007, when it was $3500, but only if the applicant could not get a
quote.28 Advice on changes or exceptions to the standard rate for remote rural
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communities that are physically difficult to access and expensive to travel to is notably
absent. There is no evidence to suggest that this rate can change depending on the
location and requirements of the community and its collections.

In the next section, I present the findings associated with each of the three areas of
inquiry as outlined above.

(A) What is the distribution of funds according to state and organisation?
(B) Who are the organisations being funded and for what projects?
(C) How much funding was invested in the different categories of projects?

• time-significance due to age or the period that the collection relates to 

• place-significance due to the place (eg locality, shire, region) or places the 

collection relates to 

• people-significance due to authorship by, receipt by, or reference to, prominent 

people  

• subject-significance due to subject matter or theme 

• form-significance due to style or form of presenting information 

• integrity-significance due to completeness or integrity  

• rarity-significance due to scarcity, uniqueness or unusualness 

• relationships-significance due to relationship to other materials already stored in a 

public or private collection  

• likely use-significance due to likely usefulness for specific purposes. 

Note: Many 1995 applications had to be excluded from consideration 

because applicants did not provide adequate detail about the nature of their 

collection. The application form asks you, if possible and relevant, to 

attempt to address all of the above criteria in establishing the national 

significance of the particular collection to be preserved. 

Figure 2. The 1996 criteria for applicants to self-assess the significance of their collections for the
application form3.
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Findings from analysis of the CHG Program data 1994–2017

What is the distribution of funds according to state and organisation?

From 1994–2017, $6,506,789.00 was disbursed to 1308 projects across all states and
territories, including to Norfolk Island.29 The number of unique organisations funded
overall was identified as 780. A unique organisation was defined as a single business
entity.30 The 2018 CHG Program requirements dictate that only not-for-profit (NFP)
organisations can apply, however this has not always been the case.31 A full list of the
identified unique organisations is available online.32 The average funding given to an
organisation (potentially for multiple projects) is $8342.

Figure 3 presents three key findings showing comparison between number of
organisations, awarded monies and average funds in each state and territory. Column
1 shows how many unique organisations were funded in each state; column 2 shows
how much funding was given to each state; and column 3 shows the average funding
given based on how many organisations were successful in each state. The state that
organisations were registered with was listed in the data by the NLA.

An interesting finding from Figure 3 is that organisations based in the ACT and SA
on average received more money each compared to the rest of Australia. On the other
hand, Victoria fared the poorest with the lowest average of funding per organisation.

One of the most revealing aspects of this chart is not the funding amounts but the
unique organisational counts. For 23 years of data, not very many organisations were
successful. Further to this, it is clear that many organisations were successful in
obtaining CHG funding several times. While the CHG Program works within a limited
funding environment (although funding for the program has increased over time) and

Figure 3. Comparative data showing relationships between organisations, states and funding
amounts.
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is limited in its scope, this finding raises questions about the funding model and the
value of the mandated three-step process over single, worthy projects. Certainly, it is
not a bad thing to value quality over quantity, but it does raise questions about how
accessible the funds really are, especially for first-time applicants.

Who are the organisations being funded and for what projects?

Organisations
Figure 4 shows the typology of organisations funded, as analysed from the data, as well as how
many organisations of each type were funded over the time. The typologies for organisations
are listed in Figure 4. The organisational typology evolved iteratively as part of the classifica-
tion processes. A more complete and detailed typology would, ideally, show topic, function
and governance structure against each organisation, however for the purposes of this
research, a broader typology is useful as it does focus (mostly) on function over topic.

It is clear from Figure 4 that historical societies and community museums are by far the
most successful in obtaining funding. A surprising inclusion in the list is one government
agency. This was the Public Record Office Victoria, which was funded $7800 in 2010 to
design and deliver training in digitisation. The reason why the inclusion of PROV is so
interesting is because of the rules of who could receive CHG Program funding. The rules
have changed somewhat over the years and there are clearly exceptions for the purposes of
designing and delivering training.

The complexities in identifying and classifying organisations for the typology included
the impact of time and movement of collections, how organisations were described, legal
authorities and more.

Figure 4. Funding distribution 1994–2017.
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A summary of the complexities in classifying according to typology is provided below:

● The typology is more a mix of what the entity does (its function), its governance
structure (although incomplete information meant that identifying a governance
structure was not always clear), and the types of heritage created and managed that
were the source of the funding application (e.g. collections versus archives).
Information about whether it was organisational archives or collections was also
incomplete from the public data.

● Some organisations were commercial entities although run by a committee of
management or trustee.

● Some organisations ran assets on behalf of a State or Territory Government (where
the Government owned the asset, often a building).

● For some organisations, there was little to no public information that could be
found readily online.

● Some organisations are now defunct or closed.

An example of a complex organisation was the situation where a council managed
an archival collection, not its own organisation archive. However, the typology
defined councils as entities who managed their own archives. Yet it clearly was
not a museum or local studies collection which is usually hosted in a public library.
In this instance, the organisation was classified as a council museum.

A trial analysis where the above organisational types were grouped by function
was done to identify a classification that focuses on the purpose and role of the
organisation related to the work it does and how it is part of the community. The
outcome is presented in Table 2 showing six functions and 19 types of organisa-
tions. Community heritage organisations, which includes community archives and

Table 2. Funded organisations based on function in the community.
Functional entity Type No. funded

Community Heritage Community archive 25
Council museum 33
Art galleries and museums 34
Council library (local studies collections) 35
Community museum 115
Historical society 130
Total 372

Community Welfare Sporting group 15
Religious organisation 19
Community group 48
Arts organisation 49
Social organisation 58
Total 189

Education/Research Religious school archives 1
School archives 14
University collections 33
Total 48

Government/Authority Government agency 1
Aboriginal Land Council/Organisation 11
Local council 64
Total 76

Heritage Development Heritage organisation 25
Religious Religious archives 70
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museums, art galleries and museums, local studies collections, council museums and
historical societies, were the most prevalent at 372 funded projects.

The findings from this organisational analysis highlight the different sources of
community memory being created and supported by the CHG Program. It is clear
also that community-based collections, regardless of whether they are supported by
the local council or not, are by far the largest group of funded organisations.
Another surprise from this data is the presence of university collections and heritage
organisations who would likely have more readily accessible and regular funding
available to them. Yet, if the Australian National Film and Sound Archive has to
crowdsource funding for preservation and restoration projects, the need for pre-
servation funding must be critical.33

Projects
Figure 5 shows a breakdown of what projects are being funded according to their type.
Each successful project was allocated a code already identified earlier in this paper:

● SA significance assessments of collections;
● PA preservation needs assessments of collections;
● CA conservation activities and collection management;
● TR training and/or workshops related to skills development.

An issue that arose in this analysis was that many funded grants were actually for
multiple types of projects. For example: in 2006, the Highfields Pioneer Village, Museum
and Park Inc. in Queensland applied for, in one application, a significance assessment,
preservation survey and a preservation workshop. In this case, each of the different types
were identified. In total, 1448 projects were funded from 1994 to 2017.

Figure 5. Number of different types of projects funded.
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It is clear from Figure 5 that conservation activities and collection management is the
type that received the most funding, although this is closely followed by significance
assessments and preservation needs assessments. Early in the CHG Program many of
the projects simply requested money to buy preservation materials.

What Figures 4 and 5 show is that there are several types of organisations that have
been successful in obtaining funding, including those that seemingly should not be on
the list, such as those who receive government funding for their work. However, it is
clear from the data that some organisations were using the CHG funds to support
training programs, especially during the time that training was being promoted as a
priority area. A detailed analysis looking at the typology of projects against organisation
type may be useful to uncover patterns related to what kinds of organisation secured
what level of funding. Moreover, adding time to the analysis to reveal shifts and trends
over the years would be interesting; however, for the purposes of this research project,
this level of detail was not required. Furthermore, a trend analysis would be greatly
enhanced and would provide much more insight if it included information about all
applicants, successful or not.

How much funding was invested in the different categories of projects?

While it would have been useful to find out how much funding was given to each
type of project, it simply was not possible to extract this information from the
public data. In the example given in the previous section of the Highfields Pioneer
Village, Museum and Park Inc., they received $9130 for one application that
covered a significance assessment, preservation survey and a preservation work-
shop. At the time there was no standard rate for SAs and PAs so it is impossible
with the current dataset to determine how the funds were allocated and spent. In
response, the analysis focused more closely on training as it was raised by the
McCausland and Thompson report. Additionally, although training is listed as a
priority funding, not many projects are applying for or receiving training funding,
as shown in Figure 5.

Figure 6 shows a breakdown of the groupings of projects per application where each
application contains training. TR refers to funded projects that only included training and/
or workshops, and the other grouping refers to those types grouped together in one
successful funding application. The purpose of this analysis was to identify how much
was spent on training altogether, regardless of whether it was contained as part of a larger
application. Figure 6 represents $784,976 in total funding allocated to projects that include
at least some funding. Figure 6(a), the table underneath the pie chart, shows the actual
numbers of projects and how many dollars were spent on each type of grouping. Notably,
the blue slice shows 86 projects funded for training only to the value of $470,907.

Training needs link directly to the second research question about the community
memory-making needs. While the previous data analysis shows that communities are
asking for funding for SAs and PAs, which is part of the logical required sequence, for
example the SA must be applied for first before other project funding is requested,
training on the other hand is separate and can be requested at any time without any
prerequisites. The implication of TR applications, with or without the other types of
projects included, is potential evidence of a direct and compelling need for training in
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heritage communities. Figure 7 shows that preservation and collection management
training, being the most requested type of training, is consistently funded and poten-
tially highly sought after.

While Figure 7 was created using the terminology given by the NLA in a summary of the
project, it is clear that general preservation strategies, including care and handling of
collections, basic treatments of collections materials and disaster preparedness, are highly
requested. The other clear community need is training in collections management, which
covers not only preservation strategies as mentioned above but also how to document and
generally manage collections. In 2016 and 2017, 25 applications requested training or
workshops. Verbatim description of the 25 training requests are shown in Table 3, and
shows a clear need for general collections management training, as well as specific training
in particular aspects of collections management or format conservation.

All states requested this funding for training. Only the ACT did not request training
funding. Eleven applications from New South Wales were funded, four from Queensland,
three each from South Australia and Victoria, and one each for the Northern Territory,
Tasmania and Western Australia. All of these were TR-only applications with $125,864.00
handed out across the country over the two years.

Finally, other data that provides insight into community needs is what kind of CA they
are asking for or what is being asked for in applications for conservation activities and
collection management. As mentioned above, the CA applications request funds to
purchase materials to implement preservation activities. Many of the requests are for

Figure 6. Projects involving training.
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preservation materials, including equipment purchases. However, funds were also
requested for specialist conservation treatments. Of interest were requests that fitted into
CA but were for purposes other than purchasing storage boxes, as shown in Figure 8.34

There were 451 applications for CA projects (Figure 5) but 140 of them were about
collection management software, reformatting including digitisation, and disaster plans
and/or equipment.

Disaster plans and items were being applied for only after 2000. Digitisation projects
have been applied for since 1994, however it is only ever generally between one and four
that receive funding each year up until 2017, when four digitisation projects were funded.
Copying generally refers to photographic copying of either glass plate negatives or film. The
last microfilm project was funded in Western Australia in 2003. Collection management
software generally started to be funded in 2007.35 Interestingly, upgrades to software and
migration of data started to be funded in 2011.

Discussion

While it is clear that the CHGProgram has been providing essential funding in a structured
and supported way for many types of organisations very successfully for 23 years, several

Figure 7. Types of training and how often they were requested in applications.
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questions were raised in the data which are relevant to a bigger picture of the processes of
memory-making and impact. The first question concerns the role that a national institution
plays in legitimising how community heritage and collections are assessed and valued. A
secondary issue is how the CHG Program supports an ‘economy of consultants’ rather than
investing in community skills and knowledge. Finally, the research highlights the need to
better address sustainability of community heritage with investment into and acknowl-
edgement of local expertise and knowledge.

Table 3. Descriptions of training in applications 2016–17.
Care of Photographs and Negatives Workshop
Caring for Collections Workshop
Collection Management Workshop
Collection Management Workshop and MOSAiC training
Collection Preservation Workshop
Conservation Training Workshop
Conservation, Handling and Care of Collections Workshop
Disaster Preparedness Workshop
Integrated Pest Management Workshop
Paper Conservation Workshop
Preservation and Collection Management Workshop
Preventative Conservation and Hazardous Materials Regional Workshop
Seven Collection Management Workshops
Significance Assessment Regional Workshop
Skills Development Workshop Series in Collection Care and Management, Significance and Disaster Preparedness
(Greater Brisbane Region)

Three Disaster Preparedness Workshops
Three Integrated Pest Management Training Workshops
Training in Significance Assessment of the Costume Collection
Two Collection Care and Management Workshops
Two Collection Care Workshops
Two Customised Care and Handling Workshops for the Archives and Costume Collection
Two Digitisation for Preservation and Access Workshops
Two Disaster Preparedness Workshops
Two Making Digital Collections Accessible Workshops
Two Workshops in Photograph Conservation and Disaster Preparedness

Figure 8. CA applications other than for storage materials and conservation treatments.
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Institutionalising community memory-making

Underpinning the CHG Program is the idea that communities hold memory that
contributes to a ‘significant’ national narrative. The primary assumption is of course
that a shared national narrative exists. Whereas in reality, multiple narratives exist
where some run counter, and/or parallel, which contests any notion of a shared story or
identity or even the idea of nationhood.

In using the Significance 2.0 methodology over and above any other options – and there
are other options36 – the CHG Program has institutionalised and dictated at a national level
the meaning and value of how heritage is defined. Additionally, it has been pointed out that
in the records and archives profession, there are existing appraisal processes that deliver a
depth of knowledge about the evidential nature of archives that is generally absent in the
object-based framework of Significance 2.0.37 Further to this, there are complexities in
community collections that the Significance 2.0 framework does not readily adapt to or take
into account. An example is the complexity of evaluating significance as well as under-
standing the preservation needs of artworks that are created through re-appropriation of
archival materials by Australian Indigenous artists.38

Cottage industry heritage consultancy

The three-step process invests the identification of a national narrative in memory
professionals, such as the archivists, historians and museum professionals who under-
take the SA and PAs of the CHG Program and design and deliver training. In the main,
all of these are professionals who exist outside the funded community organisation. In
effect, the CHG Program has created an entire cultural heritage consulting ‘cottage’
industry based around the need to hire external professionals. However, this issue, as
well as the standardised fees for external consultants, creates barriers for those living in
rural and remote areas. A drilling down in the data to find out who and what is funded
in remote rural Australia would be useful to test this hypothesis.

Related to this issue is the potential lack of preservation knowledge and literacy within
an organisation or ready access to professional knowledge in order to fill out an applica-
tion form. While at least the form changed from organisations having to describe and
assess their own collections, those in rural and remote areas of Australia or those
communities where English is a second language may need additional support.

Valuing community memory-making perspectives past, present and future

The CHG Program model of identifying and valuing collections that have a narrative
and significance is problematic. From a memory-making perspective, memory exists
along a continuum; local memory and the actions of local communities were and are an
ongoing part of multiple identities, including, but not exclusively, a national one. Each
interaction, contribution and process in making memory, including at a personal level,
as well as a family, group, community, organisation and institution, contributes to
memory-making and a shared narrative.

In a recent Significance Assessment report, the documentation about and from a
‘settler’ family in a regional town was assessed as being of local significance.39 Yet, from
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a memory-making perspective, this family story, while rich and contextual at its
location, plays a part in a larger and ongoing narrative that provides evidence of social,
cultural, political and economic norms and expectations – then and now. And in the
case of ‘settler’ families, these stories are not just about Australian national identity.
McKemmish pointed out so succinctly 23 years ago, that ‘Evidence of Me is Evidence of
Us’.40 Societal provenance theory, as presented by Canadian Tom Nesmith,41 reminds
us that document creation is inherently a social activity performed by people whose
actions are shaped by societal and intellectual contexts.42 It is in the individual, local
and community stories and cultural values that we find ‘evidence of us’.

Furthermore, the CHG Program, the application form and the assessment process
are a ‘looking back’ process. Current or future records or acquisitions are not clearly
defined or understood within the context of the significance model (referring to the
idea, not just the methodology), which relies on time passing and the accumulation of
meaning in relation to other events occurring. A simple example of this is the records of
a grassroots advocacy organisation whose primary focus is on restoring a local land-
scape. Their records would likely be classed at level 3. But if something happened, or a
decision was made that brought that organisation and its local landscape to the
attention of the country, their records (perhaps not all) now have national significance.
Records and documents about children who experienced out-of-home care may be held
in various organisations, including grassroots advocacy organisations who may have
taken photos of children from a school visit. These records, in a post-Royal
Commission world, are likely to have national significance. . . now. They also have
personal, community and organisational significance as they are used and are evolved
over time as ‘evidence of us’.

Investing in the continuity of community memory-making

McCausland and Thompson pointed out in their paper that digitisation and manage-
ment of digital materials were largely absent from the CHG Program.43 The 2018
guidelines refer to born-digital projects with specific instructions on addressing at
least some digital preservation needs in the application.44 However, the findings show
that digitisation training is at the top of the list for community memory-making needs.
Digital preservation, migration of data and general management of digital content,
while they may be in the guidelines, are not on the radar for organisations wanting
training or other projects. The issue with the 2018 guidelines and asking organisations
to identity and address digital preservation needs in the application is similar to asking
them to assess the significance of their own collections. The knowledge and skills are
not in the communities, they are external to it.

Kylie Winkworth wrote in 2011 that since the 1970s there has been at least a three-
fold increase in the existence of community, or, as she also refers to them, local and
provincial museums as part of a grassroots movement.45 In 2011, Winkworth estimated
there are over three thousand community museums existing in Australia. The CHG
Program, while selective, still has only funded a small fraction of the potential com-
munity museums that exist. Of importance to this research is the idea of sustainability
of funding and Winkworth talks about a ‘sustainability crisis facing museums in
regional Australia’ that does not have the support of robust frameworks and equitable
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funding structures. Winkworth points out that the Collections Council of Australia was
defunded in 2009 and the Collections Australia Network was discontinued in 2010.

In 2018, the framework that supports Australian collections is scattered physi-
cally, intellectually and philosophically, despite the increasing pressure of a con-
verged GLAM (Galleries, Libraries, Archives and Museums) future. There exists
sources of funding and even portals to upload and share content, such as
Victorian Collections (<https://victoriancollections.net.au/>), created and run by
Museums Australia (Victoria). Victorian Collections does come with training
programs and ongoing support, but ultimately there is no real policy direction
and cohesive support framework for community memory-makers, their archives,
collections and places.46 The National and State Libraries Australia, while advo-
cating to government on heritage collections, do so on behalf of their own
interests and functions as institutional memory institutions.47 Australian archival
institutions, such as the PROV, often connect to historical societies, museums and
genealogical organisations related to where and how state records can be managed
outside of the custodial care of government authorities. The PROV also does
provide resources for communities to help inform them of the different processes
involved in managing archives and collections.48

The Australian Society of Archivists launched the updated Directory of Archives in
Australia but there are many community-based archives that are not included. For
example: there are only two listings of Indigenous community archives. Previous
research into Aboriginal community archives has highlighted the diverse places in
which Indigenous archives are held such as local art centres, knowledge centres, digital
and online archives, land councils, schools and language centres.49 The Directory of
Archives is not assumed to be a completed piece of work but questions are raised about
how the concept of archives is constructed and what that means for who and how
community memory-making is supported in Australia.

Conclusion

In this research project I sought to answer two questions from the 23 years of public
data available from the NLA’s CHG Program. It is clear from the research findings that
the CHG Program supports a variety of organisations and the different types of
memory they create and manage. Included are Aboriginal Land Councils, community
groups such as sporting groups, art galleries and museums, media organisations, history
societies as well as social welfare organisations. The findings also suggest that commu-
nity memory-making needs are actually quite narrow and related to being provided and
having access to relevant training, skills and knowledge to help preserve their
collections.

However, the CHG Program model itself and how it has evolved and been applied in
community memory-making for the last 23 years raise questions about the role of
national institutions in community heritage and the exact nature of the CHG Program.
Is it being used to ferret out collections that would ideally be in a national institution
and support them from afar? The terminology used by the NLA is a ‘distributed
national collection’50 but what does it mean then that these projects are labelled and
funded as Community Heritage projects, particularly if they are really considered as
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being national heritage held in community collections? Deeper exploration into the
CHG funding model utilising all data including those who were not funded would be
useful to analyse what projects were rejected and why. Of particular interest is research
into the equity of the model related to access to professionals and appropriate levels of
funding for rural and remote communities as well as communities who may not speak
English as their first language. Another area of interest that did not appear in this
research but is hinted at in the 2018 Guidelines is the community memory-making that
occurs in online spaces such as Facebook Groups.

Finally, there are still more questions raised from this research that were only touched
on. In particular, drawing from the typology of organisations funded under the CHG
Program, there is a diversity of stakeholders and creators of community memory-making.
However, as the CHG Program has been quite limited, this begs the question of where
and who the rest are? If there were 3000+ community museums in 2007, where are they
now? What is the bigger picture in relation to the state of documentary heritage
preservation across Australia? Furthermore, what value does the CHG Program bring
to communities and their heritage? McCausland and Thompson only touched the surface
in their study on sustainability and impact.

Internationally, there has been an increasing awareness and examination of what and
where community archives exist, including their role in social movements and personal
lives.51 In Australia, community memory-making is explored by several disciplines,
including library and archives, community informatics, information systems, conserva-
tion and museology, ethnomusicology, linguistics, cultural studies and sociology, as well
as design and urban planning.52 However, these areas of research rarely connect to
archival institutions and frameworks, but often re-create archives in their own disci-
plinary image. Ultimately, what this paper has revealed is that more research is required
into better understanding Australian perspectives of community archives and memory-
making.
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Appendix A.

Table 1: Typologies of funded organisations

Type Description
No.

Funded

Aboriginal Land Council/
Organisation

An entity that is in effect a local council but the governance and
organisational structure and relationships to Aust. Govt. are different. These
organisations are often called Councils or Corporations. They usually own the
land they manage which has been returned via native title decisions. They
assert commercial and cultural rights over the land, as well as create
businesses, and advocate for their communities.

11

Art galleries and
museums

An entity that manages art and/or craft collections. They usually employ staff.
Their heritage is usually the collections they manage. Cultural centres, art
galleries, and art museums are included in this type. May or may not have
affiliations with government. May or may not be not for profit. Art collections
managed by universities however are classified as university collections. Many
galleries and museums have ‘Friends of’ affiliated groups or a Foundation that
advocates for, seeks funding and supports the gallery/museum. Affiliated
groups are classified under ‘community group’ as they have their own identity.

34

Arts organisation An entity that runs a festival, exhibition or similar arts and/or tourism or media
projects. They may be volunteer run or have paid staff, although not usually in
an archival role. Their heritage is a mix of their own archives but also the
collections they manage. Media organisations are included in this type. May or
may not have affiliations with government.

49

Community archive An entity that was created for the purpose of documenting themselves and
building primarily a documentary collection built on and around a shared
identity. Primarily volunteer run.

25

Community group A group, usually associated or incorporated, whose primary purpose is to do
work, often charitable work, in or for a community. These groups may or may
not be affiliated with international groups, such as the Scouts, or they may
represent a community, such as a Nurse’s League. They are usually volunteer
run and their heritage is their own archives. However, in the case of ‘Friends
of’ groups, they may be providing support to collecting organisations in
various ways, including to help secure funding for collections or heritage
buildings.

48

Community museum Deliberately set up as an independent entity that seeks to acquire artefacts as
well as documentary collection to documents a particular event, place or
community. Most are self-identified as a community or independent museum.
These may also be keeping places or cultural centres. There may be a paid
role, but often these are volunteer run. Community museums may be
supported by a Foundation, Charitable Trust or Committee of Management.
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Type Description No.
Funded

Council library Usually refers to the local studies collections held and managed by the local
public library or libraries. Councils are often the lead or primary applicant.
Archival roles are usually paid and ongoing.

35

Council museum An entity set up and supported by the local council. Councils are often the
lead or primary applicant. Archival roles are usually paid and ongoing.

33

Government agency An government entity. Generally, this type refers to entities who manage
archives at a state or higher level.

1

Heritage organisation An organisation whose role it is to protect, manage, train and/or advocate for
heritage materials and/or professionals. Generally, these organisations are
much more organised than a grassroots community group and are often more
well known and networked than a community museum. They could be
considered almost institutional, such as the National Trust and have strong ties
to all levels of government. These entities also usually employ people,
although there may not be an archivist role. Their heritage can be their own
archives but it is likely they own and manage collections and/or heritage such
as buildings. This type only applies to non-government entities.

25

Historical Society A more traditional term that has a close relationship to community museums.
However, traditionally, historical societies have a strong association with local
council and are primarily based in a place, such as a city or town. Most are
self-identified as a historical society. They manage collections from other
entities. These are generally volunteer-run organisations. Genealogical, family
societies and Mechanics Institutes are included in this type as they are often
based around being in a location and part of the community of a place.

130

Local council A type used for collections held by local council but are not within a museum
or library. Archival roles are usually paid and ongoing.

64

Religious archives An entity associated with a church, religion or a religious movement. Generally,
it is their organisational archives that is community heritage. Archival roles are
usually paid and ongoing. Some religious groups are also social organisations or
other types of organisations, such as a hospital or ambulance service. If that is
the case, they are classified as a religious organisation.

70

Religious organisation An entity that performs social services or other kinds of services that has an
affiliation with a church, religion or a religious movement. Generally, it is their
organisational archives that is community heritage. Archival roles are usually
paid and ongoing.

19

Religious school archives An entity associated with a school that has an affiliation with a religion. Generally,
it is their organisational archives that is community heritage, but it can be a group
associated with but external to a school. School archives usually hire archivists,
either ad doc or permanently. Other school groups are volunteer run.

1

School archives An entity associated with a school that has no affiliation with a religion.
Generally, it is their organisational archives that is community heritage, but it
can be a group associated with but external to a school. School archives usually
hire archivists, either ad doc or permanently. Other school groups are volunteer
run. Only relevant to primary and secondary schools. Colleges holding
collections including their own archives go under University collections.

14

Social organisation A group, usually associated or incorporated, whose primary purpose is to do work,
sometimes charitable work, in the community, but can include promotion and
advocacy for a particular community. Peak bodies, unions, and professional
associations are included in this type. The primary difference between a social
organisation and a community group is that there is likely to be a paid role in this
entity for the purposes of archives and collections. Usually it is their organisational
records that are community heritage but there may be collections. This type
includes educational organisations that are not universities.

58

Sporting group This entity covers small, local groups, as well as national organisations
representing a sport. The community heritage is often their own
organisational records but could also include collections donated by players or
awards one. A museum created to commemorate a sport, sports person or
some other aspect of sport would be located under community museum or
council museum.

15

University collections Similar to heritage organisations but these entities only collect and manage
collections, and do hire professional archivists. Collections may be held
anywhere in the university, not just the university library special collections.
Does not refer to university archives.
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