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The ] W Evans metal-works offers complete immersion in the lost industrial world of Birmingham'’s historic
jewellery quarter. Before embarking on its rescue we had to establish what makes the place so special and how
its unique heritage values can best be sustained into the future — in other words by putting English Heritage’s
Conservation Principles into practice.
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Editorial: Conservation Principles in Practice

Managing change to historic places can be challenging - but it is made much
easier if we can first agree what we are trying to protect.

Amid the clamour for attention and resources that
seems to surround everything we do, the clear,
distinctive and authoritative voice is the one most
likely to be heard.

This is particularly so in the historic environ-
ment, where public agencies, special interests
groups, professional organisations, private sector
bodies all demand, insist or
complain that their view, their opinion, their prior-
ities, are paramount. We may be better at cooperat-
ing than we used to be, but such tensions and

and individuals

conflict can still slow us down and undermine our
credibility with the decision-makers we aim to
influence.

So English Heritage embarked on the prepara-
tion of its Conservation Principles: Policies and
Guidance in 2004. It took four years, including two
major consultation exercises, to refine the intellec-
tual debate, argument and language down to the
70-page document that we published in May 2008.

The benefits of all that hard work are becom-
ing apparent. For example, our ability to express
our position more consistently, more precisely and
persuasively is strengthening the credibility of
our expert evidence to public inquiries. Others are
now recognising the benefits of a consistent and
objective approach, and a common language for
explaining the effects of change to the historic
environment.

This edition of Conservation Bulletin ofters
perspectives on the utility of Conservation Principles
from within and beyond English Heritage. The
bodies represented by our contributors have
diverse interests that coincide with, overlap with,
or complement those of English Heritage to vary-
ing degrees. When the issues with which we are
involved generate so much passion, the ability to

agree quietly and consistently on what it is we
are trying to protect is the important first step
in helping the wider community manage change to
England’s historic places in a way that allows
exciting and stimulating new places without
compromising the exciting new places of previous
periods that we have inherited.

We knew from the responses to our public
consultation on early drafts that there was a lot
more agreement among the bodies responsible for
managing our historic environment than some of
the high-profile arguments occasionally fanned
into flames might suggest.

It is also encouraging to hear from colleagues in
the National Trust that our approach is consistent
with that which they follow, even though their
interests extend into the natural as well as the
built heritage; and from the Heritage Lottery Fund
that the expression of our thinking fits closely
with theirs, even though their funding activity
extends much further into our cultural heritage
than English Heritage normally ventures. That
Conservation Principles is helping English Heritage
staft maintain, manage and develop the historic
properties for which we are responsible is no more
than we would expect, but it is heartening to
know that local authorities find the values-based
approach useful too, because that is where most of
the decisions regarding change to historic places are
taken.

And beyond the clamour to be heard, and the
passionate promotion of particular interests, it is
the clear voices of reason that will inform the sound
decisions that we all, in the end, rely on.

Steven Bee
Director of Planning and Development, English Heritage

Copies of Conservation Principles can downloaded from www.english-heritage.org.uk/server/show/nav.9181
or obtained in printed form by e-mailing customers@english-heritage.org.uk

Conservation Bulletin is published three times a year by English Heritage and circulated free of charge to more
than 15,000 conservation specialists, opinion-formers and decision-makers. Its purpose is to communicate hew
ideas and advice to everyone concerned with the understanding, management and public enjoyment of

England’s rich and diverse historic environment.

When you have finished with this copy of Conservation Bulletin, do please pass it on. And if you would like
to be added to our mailing list, or to change your current subscription details, just contact us on 020 7973 3253

or at mailinglist@english-heritage.org.uk.
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Codifying Conservation

London's Albert
Memorial, a familiar
and popular symbol
of the Victorian era.
[ts combination of
historic, aesthetic
and communal
heritage values is
immediately appar-
ent. Investment in its
restoration and
conservation is
uncontroversial.

Nigel Corrie © English
Heritage

If we are to sustain the historic significance of places we first need to
understand what it is that makes them special — and for whom.

A credo for consistency

Steven Bee
Director of Planning and Development, English Heritage

The arguments that arise between expert individu-
als and organisations are part of the development of
theory and practice in any specialist field. Without
it we would not make new discoveries, challenge
orthodoxy or indeed engage the intellect of great
minds to address the subjects in which we are
interested. The decision-making process should,
however be the opportunity to implement the
resolution of such debates, not the opportunity to
repeat, or worse, to re-open, the discussion.

It was partly to define more clearly the ways in
which English Heritage behaves as a broadly based
organisation with a wide remit, that its historic
property, research, policy and advisory activities
were separately defined when we refreshed our
management structure in 2002. Arising out of
a continuing debate between those responsible
for these four organisational perspectives came a
recognition that our advice to third parties was
most credible when it was based on agreed policy,
in turn based on sound research and evidence.

We also recognised that we were not always
consistent and that our credibility, and that of our
advice, could be compromised by varying articula-
tion and interpretation of policy and research by
those offering advice. We wanted to make sure that
we always worked at our best, and so identified
the need for a set of corporate principles with
guidance on how they should be applied. It took
us around four years to establish, organise, artic-
ulate and edit the principles down into a manage-
able form and these were eventually published as
Conservation Principles Policies and Guidance for the
Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment in
May 2008.

The work involved many people across English
Heritage, representing all the
perspectives within the organisation, and those of
many external players too. A major consultation on
the first draft document in 2006 elicited more than
100 formal responses, widespread endorsement and

activities and

support, and some important challenges. It also
helped us to appreciate the wider conservation
policy context in which we were working. There
are many other agencies and interests with a

principled approach to conservation, not just in
England but throughout the world. We wanted to
present the principles of English Heritage in a way
that encouraged their adoption by others, without
denying the validity of other approaches.

The first draft was intellectually robust, com-
prehensive — and incredibly complex. The team
responsible for producing Principles realised that to
be useful the document had to be understandable —
that is succinct, unequivocal and purposeful. The
main reason for the complexity was our attempt to
cover the practice of conservation from every possi-
ble perspective. That we managed to do this at all
was a testament to the intellectual energy and
rigour of those involved, but if it was not under-
standable no-one would use it, and so we had to
review our approach.

We came to the conclusion that trying to meet
all interests just wasn’t practical, and that we should
concentrate on what we felt the primary purpose
should be. This took us back to the need for
English Heritage to provide credible expert advice
to those responsible for making or authorising

changes to historic places. This allowed us to strip
the tortuous inter-connections out of the original
document and present the principles, the values-
based approach to assessing historic significance,
and the policies and guidance for English Heritage
staftf in a format that lost none of the intellectual
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CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

robustness of the original, but was more accessible.

We repeatedly honed the text of the second
version to minimise the potential for mis-interpre-
tation or multi-interpretation. There is always
scope for improvement, but we had to stop some-
where. The core team responsible is pretty satisfied
with the published version, and the reaction has
been very positive.

It is fair to say that some of those English
Heritage staff for whom the document is primarily
intended were a bit sceptical at first. English
Heritage had managed for nearly 25 years without
these Principles, relying on the professional judge-
ment and principles of its brilliant staff, so why
did we need to lay the dead hand of corporate
diktat on the creative flair that had helped us
achieve so much?

The answer is twofold. First, the circumstances
within which English Heritage operates now are
significantly different from those that applied when
it was created. The planning system within which
we provide our advice to others, and the financial
and commercial environment in which we invest
in the care of our own properties or support the
care of those owned by others is very different.
We have an obligation to justify our actions and
demonstrate that they are consistent with Govern-
ment policy of all kinds, and the increasing regula-
tion and accountability of public bodies.

Secondly, our credibility as an expert organisa-
tion is compromised by actions or advice that is
considered by others to be inconsistent. However
sound the professional judgement of our expert
staft, accusations of unfairness, capriciousness or
prejudice can arise when different advice is given
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in apparently similar circumstances. The adoption
ofa corporate approach not only provides a consis-
tent basis for all our activities, but allows those who
feel they are not being treated fairly or consistently
to challenge us.

Having established the use of Conservation
Principles within English Heritage, we now want to
promote their adoption by those most responsible
for managing change in the historic environment —
local authorities. We already have an established
programme of training and capacity building for
local authority staff and members through our
Historic Environment Local Management (HELM)
initiative, and our promotion of and support for
Heritage Champions among elected local council-
lors. Looking ahead, the focus of our attention on
Heritage Protection Reform, anticipating the
imminent new Planning Policy Statement for
Heritage and the future Heritage Protection Bill,
will allow us further opportunities to promote
Conservation Principles Policies and Guidance as the
standard text for managing change to historic
places.

Finally, I must stress that this is not the intro-
duction of yet another new way of doing things.
English Heritage is as wary as anyone else of
debilitating initiative-fatigue. Our
Principles are not revolutionary, or even particularly
evolutionary. They are a codification of what we do
when we are working at our best, to make sure that
we work at our best all the time.We hope that their
wider adoption will in due course help others do
the same, reducing the amount of time spent on
avoidable argument and allowing us all to focus our
effort where it can be most effectively deployed.

Conservation

In 2007 the Grade Il listing of
Plymouth’s innovative post-war Civic
Centre was greeted with a storm of
protest from some quarters. As a
symbol of the city's post-war regenera-
tion it should be highly valued by local
people, but some have still to be
persuaded of its historic, aesthetic,
and communal heritage values.

James O Davies © English Heritage



The evolution of conservation
principles

Ben Cowell
Assistant Director, External Affairs, National Trust

Statements of principles attempt to distil the lessons
of past experience into some generally accepted
rules of conduct, as a guide to future practice.
English Heritage’s Conservation Principles follow
exactly this model in offering guidance on the
management of historic places. Although ‘princi-
ples’ may appear to be ‘timeless’ or ‘eternal’, they are,
inevitably, historical documents in their own right,
and need to be understood in this context. It is
worth considering briefly, therefore, how our
present ideas of conservation have emerged over
time, so that we might appreciate their evolution as
a cultural and historical process.

It would be easy to assume that conservation
practice has developed progressively, generation by
generation, towards a nirvana represented by pres-
ent-day principles, such as those articulated by
English Heritage, the National Trust and others.
History is, of course, more complicated than that.
Yet it is evident that many of the ‘conserve as found’
ideas articulated by John Ruskin and William
Morris in the second half of the 19th century
continue to inform the essentials of modern
conservation practice. From them we hear of how
we are merely the custodians of historic buildings
for future generations, of how our interventions in
historic structures need to be proportionate and
ideally kept to the essential minimum, and of the
value of continual repair and maintenance.

CODIFYING CONSERVATION

Both Ruskin and Morris were reacting against
prevailing ideas of ‘restoration’, as practised by
architects such as Sir George Gilbert Scott in
Britain and Viollet-le-Duc on the continent, that
led to the remodelling of historic buildings to meet
contemporary perceptions of how they ought to
have appeared in their prime. The Society for the
Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB), estab-
lished by Morris in 1877, set out to ‘put Protection
in place of Restoration’. Its Manifesto enshrined
some basic conservation principles that are still
adhered to by SPAB members today, in particular
the call ‘to stave off decay by daily care ... and
otherwise to resist all tampering with either the
fabric or ornament of the building as it stands’.

The relatively slow adoption of statutory meas-
ures for the protection of heritage by successive
British governments (compared to their European
counterparts) in part explains why so much
conservation practice in the UK remained essen-
tially a private or voluntary endeavour until well
into the 20th century. One of the earliest legislative
of the emergent
philosophy was the National Trust Act of 1907.This
gave statutory authority to the Trust to promote
the ‘permanent preservation’ of places of historic
interest or natural beauty, and to declare its hold-
ings ‘inalienable’ — concepts that surely owed much
to Ruskin.

The emergence of a distinct conservation
profession during the 20th century, and the
creation of public agencies for safeguarding historic
sites, was accompanied by successive attempts to
codify sets of principles through international

embodiments conservation

Understanding signifi-
cance: Hinemihi is a
Maori meeting house
now located within the
grounds of Clandon
Park, near Guildford,
Surrey. The National
Trust has been working
with the Maori commu-
nity on plans for the
future care of Hinemihi.
© NTPL/Nick Meers
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CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

charters and agreements. From the Athens Charter
of 1931 to the Venice Charter of 1964, such docu-
ments attempted to summarise the basic ideas that

underpinned the protection of heritage assets.
While not legally enforceable, their existence
served to emphasise the universal nature of the
conservation challenge, and to highlight the
importance of basing practice on a few well-devel-
oped rules and frameworks for action.

Such documents implicitly sanctioned particu-
lar modes of interpreting historic sites, normally
placing a premium on the protection of ‘monu-
ments’ of aesthetic or historical importance. The
Burra Charter of 1979, later replaced by the version
of 1999, introduced a new concept into conserva-
tion thinking: that of the cultural or social signifi-
cance of places. This complemented the art-histor-
ical approach with one that emphasised the subjec-
tive importance of place to culture and identity.
Within Australia, the charter gives legitimacy to
those seeking recognition for places of all kinds
that have special relevance to people, including
the Aboriginal community. But the idea of basing
conservation on assessments of significance is one
that has much wider application, and indeed lies
at the heart of English Heritage’s own conser-
vation principles as well as those of the National
Trust, transmitted through the conservation-
management planning guidance developed by
English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund.

The idea 1s now commonplace in conservation
practice. There is an increasing emphasis on the
need to identify the significance of a place as the
first step in developing any sort of management
plan for its conservation. This helps to bring into
consideration both the material reality of sites and
an understanding of the multiple values that they
may hold for people. As a recent pamphlet from
Demos observes, in making the case for placing
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Gibson Mill is an | 8th-
century former cotton
mill at Hardcastle Crags,
West Yorkshire. The build-
ing relies largely on water
power, with the addition
today of photovoltaic
cells on the roof and a
wood-burning stove — an
example of how modern
adaptation can be
achieved while simultane-
ously helping to preserve
historic value.

© NTPL/Joe Cornish

conservation at the heart of a progressive public
realm, ‘[w]hat we conserve is a statement of what
we respect, who we are and who we wish to be’
(Jones and Holden 2008).

We cannot of course assume that the principles
of today will survive intact in a hundred years’ time.
New challenges will surely emerge that will
require a reassessment of the basis on which
conservation decisions are currently made. We are
already seeing the impact that climate change is
having on the historic environment, for example.
The need for urgent measures to adapt to future
climate scenarios may test the logic of current
conservation philosophy to its fullest extent,
although there are many practical examples within
organisations such as the National Trust of adapting
buildings in ways that respect their significance and
historic integrity.

There is also the challenge of how to accom-
modate a concern for intangible as well as tangible
heritage. For some critics, current conservation
discourses do not go far enough in recognising that
many people’s everyday understanding of heritage
lies in the experiential — customs, traditions, prac-
tices, ways of living — rather than necessarily in
physical places or structures (Smith 2006). The
UNESCO Convention for the Safeguarding of
Intangible Cultural Heritage of 2003 goes some
way to addressing this concern, but has yet to be
ratified by the UK. Such considerations help to
remind us that conservation principles do not
descend from on high, as if in tablets of stone, but
are themselves the products of particular times,
places and circumstances.

REFERENCES
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A sense of value

Paul Drury
Partner, The Paul Drury Partnership

A desire to know who we are and where we came
from seems to be inherent in most human societies,
expressed through everything from creation myths
to academic history writing. Places can become
respected for their association with past people and
events that are important to communal identity;
but in the more distant past, this rarely meant that
the inherited fabric of the place was conserved: on
the contrary, it was often aggrandised.

Understanding the materiality of the past is a
pre-requisite to valuing it. This in turn demands the
motivation to do so, and scholarly endeavour has
always run alongside a desire to influence or vali-
date the present. For example, antiquarian study of
medieval buildings, exemplified by Rickman’s
Attempt to discriminate the styles of English architecture
.... (1817), revealed chronology, and the ecclesio-
logical movement identified purpose and meanings
which were translated into a contemporary reli-
gious imperative.

Respect for the evidential and aesthetic value
of material remains grew in parallel as increasing
knowledge was applied to shaping the landscapes
of contemporary society, both physical (like the
gothic revival) and intellectual (like the long
chronology of evolution). This appreciation of the
values of what we now call the ‘historic [dimension
of the] environment’ led first to pressure to prevent
its destruction, then the emergence of professional

Often the location for national
protest, Trafalgar Square is also
a place of national rejoicing.
Here the crowds celebrate the
award of the 2012 Olympics
to Britain — an activity that
reinforces the communal
heritage value of this historic
place.

© Hayley Madden

CODIFYING CONSERVATION

ethics in managing it and, eventually, a degree of
legal protection.

The evolving basis of designation

From the outset, selection for designation was by
and for experts. The initial schedule of monuments
was based primarily on the evidential value of
prehistoric monuments, but their aesthetic and
other cultural values could not realistically be
ignored: it surely is no accident that the then highly
picturesque Tintern Abbey in the Wye Valley was
one of the first medieval monuments to be
protected. Once formal designation extended into
the ‘architectural or historic interest’ of buildings,
the nature of the complex cultural value judge-
ments involved became more apparent.

Protection widened to include the Victorian
and the industrial, the built environment of a wider
stratum of past society, but gradually the limitations
of the designation of isolated structures became
clear. Conservation areas, introduced in 1967 and
designated locally, were the first step towards a
more inclusive view of the historic environment
and its values for local communities.

Difterences in policy, practice and terminology
between professionals managing difterent strands of
the historic environment — archaeological sites,
buildings, designed landscapes — tended to produce
inconsistency, and sometimes downright conflict,
in the management of places combining all three.
Then the need to recognise values that go beyond
the statutory thresholds gained momentum. From
the late 1990s, the idea of ‘democratisation of
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CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

heritage’, exemplified perhaps by Power of Place
(English Heritage 2000), and underpinned by the
policies and resources of the Heritage Lottery
Fund, has gained support as part of a wider politi-
cal narrative of inclusivity.

Conservation Principles
The genesis of the Principles was primarily the need
for a concise, intellectual underpinning of the
reasons why, at the beginning of the 21st century,
we value the historic environment beyond its
mere utility; and for a consistent and coherent
framework for making decisions about managing
heritage values. The need was evident both profes-
sionally, through increasing resort to ICOMOS
Australia’s Burra Charter to fill a perceived gap, and
administratively, to enable English Heritage as a
publicly accountable organisation to justify its
decisions against consistent principles and criteria.

The route to developing the Principles was long,
and it is a tribute to English Heritage that flexibil-
ity was maintained throughout. It rapidly became
clear that, while all existing statements of principle
and policy needed to be taken into account, a ‘cut
and paste’ approach would not suftice. Working
groups of English Heritage staff were established, in
which the drafting of the core Principles was
argued word by word.

These discussions highlighted how personal
each practitioner’s definition of conservation, and
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Oxford Castle, which
became the county
gaol, demonstrates the
indivisibility of evidential
value below and above
ground.

© Oxford Archaeology

the weight they attach to particular values, can be.
Thus the process of thinking about and debating
what conservation of the historic environment
entails, why and how English Heritage does it,
and justifies doing so, was itself wvaluable.
Regional seminars on the public consultation
drafts followed, where the interplay of opinion
provided a particularly valuable input from the
wider heritage constituency.

Identifying headline values

All regimes for identifying, classifying and protect-
ing elements of the historic environment are
values-based, even if words such as ‘special interest’
are used instead of ‘value’.We decided at the outset
to draw a clear distinction between heritage values
which are culturally ascribed to places, and so
‘represent a public interest in property, regardless of
ownership’ (Principle 1.4), and the ‘instrumental’
economic and social benefits (sometimes also
called ‘values’) which may flow from them, but
which cannot exist without them. An extensive
literature trawl produced a long list of cultural
heritage values, from which the final short list of
four headline values was distilled.

The order of the list — evidential, historical,
aesthetic and communal — might be said to progress
from more objective to more subjective, were not
all heritage values assigned and therefore subjective
by definition. Assessing evidential value — the



Forty Hall, Enfield, a landscape

with many diverse historic values.

The predominantly |8th-century
designed landscape of Forty Hall
overlies the buried remains of
the Tudor Elsing Palace, demol-
ished in the | 7th century.
Appreciating the relative signifi-
cance of historic, evidential and
aesthetic heritage values allows
better management decisions to
be made.

© London Borough of Enfield

potential of a place to yield information about past
human activity — tends to lie in the professional
realm, while communal value necessarily derives
from the meanings of a place for those who relate
to it. Historical values, whether associative or
illustrative, and aesthetic values can then be seen to
lie between these two poles. The Principles aim not
to produce ultimate definitions of self-contained
values, which obviously overlap, but rather to
prompt comprehensive thought about who values
a place and why they do so.

That made our list of values wider than the
statutory criteria which warrant designation, both
because most places have some heritage value, and
because all the heritage values of a designated
place, not just those that justify designation, should
be taken into account in its management. But
while the theory is clear, the practical problems of
capturing the full range of values of a place for all
those with an interest in it can be considerable.
Public consultation has become standard practice

CODIFYING CONSERVATION

for the more obviously ‘public’ assets and for the
public realm, for example conservation areas. Even
so, there are real problems with taking the values
concept outside the professional realm: most people
find it difficult to articulate why they value places,
and teasing out their views takes time and effort.
Often, a threat to the existence of a place is needed
to focus public and community attention on artic-
ulating its values.

Conflicting values

Summarising the range of heritage values attached
to a place and how they interrelate in an overall
‘statement of significance’ is rarely a sufficient tool
for managing a place with numerous values.
Sustaining some values may be in conflict with
sustaining others, while sustaining the totality of
values of a place may be neither practicable nor
affordable. Thus a statement of significance needs to
indicate the relative importance of the heritage
values of a place, how they relate to its fabric, and
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CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

any obvious tensions between potentially conflict-
ing values.

The greatest problem in doing so lies in trying
to balance the differing value scales of the various
stakeholder groups. An archaeologist will tend to
attach  particular weight to evidential value,
whereas local residents are likely to privilege the
communal values of the place. Take, for example,
the site of Elsing, a Tudor royal palace in the
grounds of Forty Hall in Enfield. It has no upstand-
ing remains, but excellent preservation of a nation-
ally rare monument type (evidential value), in an
essentially complete 18th-century designed land-
scape (including an over-mature avenue of trees),
which ranks highly on evidential, illustrative histor-
ical, and aesthetic values. It is also a public park of
great, but local, communal value, as a semi-wild
place surrounded by suburbia. Replanting of the
avenue would damage the buried archaeology;
allowing it to die would damage a whole range of
values of the designed landscape; natural regenera-
tion of scrub, leading to woodland, could reinforce
(local) communal values, but would harm all the
other (national as well as local) values.

In such complex situations, management strate-
gies can only be developed through dialogue and
negotiation, with all the interests who champion
different values — or attach different weights to
particular values — coming at least to understand
each other’s position. Ultimately, hard decisions
have to be made, but a framework of identified
values and weighting should allow the effects of
different options to be tested, and the ‘least-worst’
decision to be reached logically and explained
clearly.

The approach should be inclusive in the sense
that all the identified values should be sustained or
reinforced where there is no conflict between
them. But if conflict cannot be avoided, national
importance must prevail over regional, and regional
over local. Where a place is subject to formal desig-
nation or statutory protection, statutory duties
make this unavoidable. The Heritage Protection
Reform proposals aim to provide an integrated
framework for such decision-making, and to
remove these conflicts of statutory duty.

REFERENCES
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Heritage Protection Reform

Peter Beacham
Heritage Protection Director, English Heritage

The publication of Conservation Principles is a vital
part of a wide-ranging shift in the way in which we
protect and manage the historic environment. It
moves us decisively away from the caricature of the
heritage sector as change-averse to welcoming
change both for the health of the historic environ-
ment today and for making of the heritage of
tomorrow. The reform of the legislative, policy and
practice framework of our national system of
heritage protection, now known universally as
Heritage Protection Reform (HPR), provides a
wider context, and its origins, aims and objectives
as well as its progress and future trajectory need to
be understood as complementary to Conservation
Principles.

The origins of HPR lie in the realisation by the
historic-environment sector, from the late 20th
century onwards, that the whole system of heritage
protection needed a thorough overhaul. This was
forcefully expressed in Power of Place, the report
published in 2000 by English Heritage on behalf of
the sector to articulate the need for change.
Government took up the gauntlet and during the
last eight years a series of major public consulta-
tions about the composition of the future system
have built and sustained a broad consensus not
only about the need for change but about its shape.
This found expression in the DCMS White
Paper Heritage Protection for the 215t Century in 2007,
which set out the government’s specific proposals
for reform.

The government’s aims are ambitious. The
reforms are not only designed to ensure that
the historic environment is at the heart of the
reformed spatial planning system (rather than
remaining on its periphery) but to bring together
the disparate regimes of protection and manage-
ment for historic buildings, archaeological sites,
historic parks, gardens and battlefields, conserva-
tion areas, World Heritage Sites, and the marine
heritage. In simplifying these processes, there is an
even more important underpinning governmental
objective to open up the heritage protection
system and encourage greater public engagement,
not just in processes themselves but with the riches
and pleasures of the historic environment. Such
increased transparency and accountability is vital if
we are to play our full part in national life.
Explaining ourselves — why we are protecting this
site or building, why this landscape matters, what



Godolphin House, Cornwall. Recently
acquired by the National Trust and in need of

CODIFYING CONSERVATION

sensitive repair and continuing maintenance,
Godolphin is an example of the kind of
complex historic estate that will benefit from
the guidance provided by Conservation
Principles.

© English Heritage

makes this place special — in our statutory systems is
an essential mechanism complementary to Conser-
vation Principles that helps the wider community to
identify, protect and manage their special places.

How far has HPR gone, and what is its future
programme? This is an especially pertinent ques-
tion in the light of the governments recent
decision to exclude the draft Heritage Protection
Bill of 2008 from the legislative programme for
the 2008—9 Parliamentary Session. The Heritage
Protection Bill is a necessary part of the reform
package because some of the major changes, espe-
cially the unification of the statutory protection
regimes, the establishment of Heritage Partnership
Agreements and the provision of statutory status
for local Historic Environment Records cannot be
achieved without primary legislation. But Heritage
Protection Reform was never just about these
specifics. On the contrary, it is about a deeper
process of change, and no fewer than 17 of the 26
reforms proposed in the 2007 White Paper can
be taken forward immediately.

The government, importantly in the shape of
the Department for Communities and Local
Government as well as the Department for
Culture, Media and Sport, has reaffirmed its
commitment to HPR and to sustaining the
momentum of reform that has been gathering
pace over the last few years. It is essential that all
those who are passionate about the historic envi-
ronment continue to work together to implement
the many significant changes that will transform

for the better our perceptions of the importance
of places in national life and culture. That is why
English Heritage is as determined as government
to forge ahead with the intensive HPR programme
over the next three years in partnership with local
authorities, amenity groups, owners and managers
of the historic environment, and all other inter-
ested parties. We have recently recruited a signifi-
cant number of staft to help us meet the targets
of our programme and pave the way for the intro-
duction of the Heritage Protection Bill.

The HPR programme is a combination of
government and sectoral initiatives. For govern-
ment, the key element is the new Planning Policy
Statement (PPS) which will represent a compre-
hensive policy framework for the historic environ-
ment as part of the planning system. It will replace
the present Planning Policy Guidance Notes 15
and 16, which deal with the historic environment
and archaeology separately. The government has
committed to publishing a draft PPS for consul-
tation before the 2009 Easter recess. It will also
publish a statement of its vision for the historic
environment that will guide the activities all
government departments.

For our part, English Heritage will embark on
an ambitious series of projects during 2009. We will
launch a major consultation exercise to engage as
wide a range of people as possible in a debate about
the priorities for a new national listing programme
covering all historic assets. We will also be develop-
ing and initiating a major programme of training
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and capacity building for local authorities and our
other partners, which will take its lead from the
detailed assessment of their resources that we aim to
publish early in 2009. In parallel, we will continue to
develop the single unified database for all nation-
ally designated assets that is planned for introduc-
tion in late 2010 and which will be directly search-
able by the public. Meanwhile we will explore
how we can support the continued enhancement
of local Historic Environment Records, which
we recognise will remain the most important
source of locally available information on all
historic environment assets. A fuller explanation
of the programme can be found on our website
www.english-heritage.org.uk/server/show/nav.
8380.
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Managing change in conservation areas

Philip Davies
Planning and Development Director (South), English
Heritage

People care passionately about the places where
they live and work, and development proposals can
generate heated debate when the people affected
fear that somewhere special or cherished is in
danger of being lost or compromised by ill-consid-
ered change.

A conservation area is an area ‘of special archi-
tectural or historic interest, the character or
appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or
enhance’. Most developers and architects will plead
that their own particular proposals will enhance an
area, but all too often this relies on bold assertion
rather than any objective analysis of the actual
qualities that make a place special — the genius
loci, or sense of place. Power of Place: The Future
of the Historic Environment (English Heritage 2000)
recognised the need to understand much better the
character of places and the significance we ascribe
to them, and in Conservation Bulletin 59 Simon
Thurley stressed the importance of developing a
system that would enable us to evaluate objectively
whether a new building fits in with the old.
Conservation Principles provides the framework for
such objective evaluation.

To be successful, new development in conser-
vation areas must spring from a detailed under-
standing of the significance of a place and its spatial
and temporal context. More often than not this
fundamental starting point is overlooked or delib-
erately ignored by the client, the architect and the
local authority, leading to proposals that erode
rather than reinforce the essence of a place.

The heritage-values-led approach encapsulated
in Conservation Principles 1s a key to unlocking
better understanding. By evaluating a place against
the four primary heritage values — evidential,
aesthetic, historic and communal — and their sub-
categories, the character of an area, or its compo-
nent parts, can be identified on a more objective
basis than hitherto, providing a common baseline
of understanding. This can enable informed judge-
ments and decisions to be made about the form
and design of new development if a proposal is to
meet the statutory requirement of ensuring that it
preserves or enhances the character or appearance
of the area as a whole. Enhancement means that
new development should reinforce, not diminish,
the qualities which make an area special and which
warranted the original designation.

Holkham, Norfolk.
The monument by
William Donthorne
erected in 1845-8
to commemorate
Thomas Coke, |Ist
Earl of Leicester is
an historic asset
significant both in its
own right and as a
component of the
wider parkland land-
scape of Holkham
Hall.

© English Heritage



If a place is to be truly enhanced, it is first
necessary to identify the heritage values that make
it distinctive so that the architectural response can
in turn be informed explicitly by those values.
Aesthetically, form, massing, scale, proportion,
materials, silhouette, plot width, the rhythm of
solid to void and the relationship of the parts
to the whole must all be assessed carefully.
English Heritages three publications Capital
Solutions: Modern Conservation in London (2004),
Shared Interest: Celebrating Investment in the Historic
Environment (2006) and Constructive Conservation in
Practice (2008) have all celebrated a range of creative
responses and highlighted that some of the best
new architecture of recent years has been achieved
in sensitive historic contexts. But, in practice, how
do we achieve this?

PPST1 stresses that government policy is to get
the right development in the right places. At a time
of architectural pluralism, we need to be far more
discriminating in choosing what sort of architec-
ture is appropriate for any particular context and
transcend deeply entrenched prejudices. The old-
fashioned, fundamentalist dogma that architecture
must express the zeitgeist, or spirit of the age, has
still not been consigned to the dustbin of history.
It has had a hugely damaging impact on the
restoration of historic buildings, as well as on the
design of new buildings in conservation areas.
To an historian this outmoded intellectual strait-
jacket is absurd. As David Watkin pointed out in
Morality and Architecture Revisited (2001), “hostility
towards inspiration from the past makes it impossi-
ble to understand the Renaissance with its tradi-
tion of imitating and copying antique works ...
otherwise someone might say “I've got a fake. It’s
by Michelangelo™’.

So how can we manage change more objec-
tively in ways that will best sustain the heritage
values of a place?

Westminster City Council has been more
successful than most local authorities because it has
a simple, but highly eftective, policy framework for
new design in conservation areas based on just such
a discerning, graduated contextual approach. This
avoids dogma in favour of a range of approaches
rooted firmly in an understanding of the existing
townscape. The greater the unity of the townscape,
the greater the need for integration.

It specifies that in areas of low-quality varied
townscape, the opportunity exists to generate new
compositions and points of interest. High-quality
innovative architecture may be acceptable provided
it respects the prevailing scale and form of the
surroundings. A wide range of architectural solu-
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[5-25 Davies Street, Mayfair, London: a fine new modern
building in terracotta and bronze by KPF.
© English Heritage

tions is therefore possible which can improve the
quality of an area.

In areas of high-quality varied townscape, new
development should be integrated more fully into
its surroundings based on a proper understanding
of the heritage values of a place and through
appropriate choices of scale, form and materials
that reflect the type and quality of the existing
townscape. Good modern design may be accept-
able providing it follows these broad parameters. It
has led to some outstanding new buildings, such as
the fine new modern building in terracotta and
bronze by KPF at 15—25 Davies Street, Mayfair.

Finally, in areas of homogenous townscape of
particular historic or aesthetic significance, the
Council seeks scholarly replica buildings, especially
if this restores or completes an otherwise coherent
composition, or where a building of historic or
townscape value has been lost. The reconstruction
of the north-east corner of Cavendish Square to its
original form, in place of a much taller rgth-
century mansion block, is just one recent example
of a sophisticated and progressive piece of urban
surgery.

We need to reject discredited concepts that
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‘modern’ architecture is somehow ‘honest’ or
‘truthful’ and that schemes which draw their inspi-
ration from the past are ‘historical fakes’. We are free
to choose what we want from a compendium of
architectural traditions and styles depending on
what will best sustain the heritage value of a place.
A shared understanding of the heritage values of a
place should reduce the scope for all involved in
the decision-making process to come to different
conclusions. This means that when new buildings
are designed in old places, we need to understand
the role and purpose of a building or group of
buildings within the context and hierarchy of a
place as a whole, which has profound implications
for architectural education in the UK — for archi-
tects, developers, planners and patrons. It is a matter
of choosing the right architect with the specific
experience and track record of dealing with the
particular context which applies — the more exten-
sive and varied the townscape, the greater the range
of potential options; the more homogenous, the
greater the need for an appropriate specialist.

The best new schemes have arisen from a
creative, iterative dialogue between the client, the
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Cavendish Square, London:
the north-east corner of the
square has been recon-
structed to its original form
through a sophisticated and
progressive piece of urban
surgery. In this case, the
heritage value of an |8th-
century composition
restored was demonstrably
greater than that of the

[ 9th-century intervention
that preceded it.

© Richard Dumville, English

Heritage

architect and the local authority based on a
common baseline of understanding, which Con-
servation Principles can help secure. The combination
of early pre-application discussion and a thorough
understanding of an historic place based on Conser-
vation Principles can establish a firm basis for a
successtul scheme. It epitomises a modern, progres-
sive approach to conservation, which eschews
blind architectural dogma and intellectual prej-
udice in favour of a better-informed values-based
approach.
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Protecting
Scotland's 20th-
century heritage:
part of the sched-
uled 1940 coastal
defences at
Tentsmuir in Fife.
© Gordon Barclay

The Wider View

Conservation Principles were devised to improve the way English Heritage
works, but how can they help other organisations make their decisions?

‘... they do things differently there’:
Scotland’s approach to policy and
principles

Gordon ] Barclay
Head of Policy, Historic Scotland

The historic environment has been a devolved
matter since the passage of the Scotland Act in
1998. While the listing of historic buildings was
always the responsibility of the Scottish Oftfice,
the ancient monuments strand, including proper-
ties in state care, was, in contrast, part of a UK
department until 1978. During the 1980s historic
buildings and ancient monuments were merged
into one Scottish Office directorate, which became
Historic Scotland (HS) in 1991.

Until now we have operated under a UK Act
(the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological
Areas Act) and listed buildings legislation (the 1997
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) (Scotland) Act) that largely paralleled its
English equivalent. Scottish Ministers have made it
clear that they do not see a case for a fundamental
review of heritage legislation. However, they have
announced that they plan to undertake some
tightly focused amendment of the law, on which
there will be consultation in the near future.

Organisational structures have an effect on
policy development. English Heritage is a non-
departmental public body, at arm’ length from
government. HS is an executive agency and there-
fore part of government, but unlike most agencies
it also has the policy lead for the historic environ-
ment in the Scottish Government — directly advis-
ing the Minister for Europe, External Affairs &
Culture. Thus, HS fulfils the roles of both English
Heritage and DCMS. Therefore, when HS
publishes a policy document, it is not HS’s policy,
but the policy of Scottish Ministers.

A review of HS in 2003—4 recommended that a
‘[Scottish Government-| endorsed policy state-
ment for the historic environment in Scotland
should be developed in consultation with stake-
holders’. Until then policy on the historic environ-
ment had been published in a variety of places;
some of it had uncertain status, and some was out
of date. The Memorandum of Guidance on Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas (1998) provided a
mixture of high-level policy and detailed legal and
technical guidance. It was a long and complex

document that was difficult to update, and by 2004
was needing revision. For scheduled monuments
and properties in care, there was a mixture of
HS-published guidance and an accumulation of
practice and operational policies.

What was needed was a clear set of policies
covering all the areas of work on the historic
environment where Scottish Ministers had a role
or influence, and HS was given the task of develop-
ing a suite of policies — the Scottish Historic
Environment Policy (SHEP) series — on behalf of
ministers. The series was intended to provide for
the first time a clear, consistent and comprehensive
framework to give greater policy direction for the
range of bodies (including Historic Scotland)
responsible to Scottish Ministers, and local author-
ities. The documents were to complement and have
the same authority as the Scottish Planning Policy
series, and to be relevant documents in the statu-
tory planning, Environmental Impact Assessment,
and Strategic Environment Assessment processes.

The key document was SHEP 1: Scotland’
Historic Environment, which defined the historic
environment and set out Scottish Ministers’ vision
and key objectives and principles, how their
policies fitted into the wider Scottish Government
policy framework, and the partners they wanted
to engage. It was published in final form in
2007. Other SHEPs covered ministers’ policies on
specific areas: scheduling of ancient monuments;
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scheduled monument consent; gardens and designed
landscapes; properties in care of Scottish Ministers.
All of these, and further draft SHEPs on listing of
historic buildings, listed building consent, the
marine historic environment and historic battle-
fields, were influenced by public consultation.

Each subject-specific SHEP provided some
context and legal background, a core of ministerial
policies and the principles underpinning them,
and notes on implementation. The marine historic
environment consultation also sought views on
proposals for new legislation in this area: new
provisions for the protection of the marine historic
environment are to be included in the Scottish
Marine Bill in the spring of 2009.

The Scottish Government elected in 2007 has,
as one of its aims, the simplification of the public
sector, and part of this programme has been the
streamlining of policy and guidance. Ministers
decided that, now the SHEP series is nearing
completion, it should be consolidated, and short-
ened where possible, into a single Scottish Historic
Environment Policy (albeit with the policies
largely unchanged), as originally envisaged in
the 2003—4 review. The revised document was
published, alongside the new Scottish Planning
Policy 23 (SPP 23) on the historic environment, at
the end of October 2008. SPP 23 is the last free-
standing Planning Policy, as that series is now
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Interior view of the
bar of the |9th-
century Cafe Royal —
a listed building that
remains in use as
one the Edinburgh’s
most popular and
attractive pubs.

© Crown Copyright

also being condensed and revised. The condensed
SHEP also included the final versions of policy
on listing and listed building consent, and carried
over policy about conservation areas from the
Memorandum of Guidance. Future revisions will
contain finalised policy on historic battlefields and
the marine historic environment, the latter proba-
bly appearing after the passage of the Scottish
Marine Bill.

The Scottish Government’s central purpose is
‘to focus government and public services on creat-
ing a more sustainable country, with opportunities
for all of Scotland to flourish, through increasing
sustainable economic growth’. This ties in with the
Scottish Government’s aim to have a more open
and trusting relationship with local government.
For the historic environment this means stronger
delegation to planning authorities through the
2006 Planning Act, and the development of Joint
Working Agreements between Historic Scotland
and the 32 local authorities.
* making judicious amendments to legislation
» making policy clear and concise
* improving administrative processes
* preparing to devolve some responsibility to local

government, and

e clarifying responsibilities and requirements.
This proportionate approach is how we intend to
work with the wider sector to reach our aim of
better outcomes for everyone in the protection,
management and use of the historic environment.

Historic Scotland
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The National Trust’s approach to
conservation

Katy Lithgow
Head Conservator, The National Trust
David Thackray

Head of Archaeology, The National Trust

Since our foundation in 1895 ‘for the purpose of
promoting the permanent preservation for the
benefit of the nation of lands and tenements
(including buildings) of beauty or historic interest’
(National Trust Act 1907, Section 4.1) the National
Trust has embraced the evolving discipline of
conservation, whether defined by the Society for
the Protection of Ancient Buildings or the



Burra Charter. Although we have since developed
numerous policies and guidance on managing the
conservation of the many aspects of our diverse
range of properties, an Organisational Strategy
(National Trust 2007) that prioritises the improve-
ment of Conservation and Environmental perform-
ance, alongside Engaging Supporters, Investing in
our People, and Financing our Future, stimulated
conservation practitioners to formulate a set of
guiding principles to enable managers who may
not be conservation professionals to take good
conservation decisions.

We have taken account of, and collaborated in
the development of conservation principles by
other organisations dealing with different parts of
the historic environment, such as the National
Trust for Scotland as well as English Heritage.
However, the breadth of the work of the National
Trust for England, Wales and Northern Ireland,
across both cultural and natural heritage, in rural,
coastal and wurban environments, required the
development of our own conservation principles,
although they share the same spirit of conservation.
Our principles reflect not only continuing prac-
tice, but also changes in the way conservation is
now understood and implemented, especially the
increasingly accepted view that it is impossible to
stop the clock entirely. Thus we now define conser-
vation as ‘the careful management of change. It
is about revealing and sharing the significance of
places and ensuring that their special qualities are
protected, enhanced, enjoyed and understood by
present and future generations.” (National Trust,
Conservation Directorate, September 2003)

There is no primacy in any of the six princi-
ples, but there is a narrative in terms of the conser-
vation cycle that proceeds from understanding to
action to record, reflecting the English Heritage
conservation principles.

Principle I:Significance

‘We will ensure that all decisions are informed by an
appropriate level of understanding of the significance and
“Spirit of Place” of each of our properties, and why we
and others value them.’

In the 21st century we have woven the revelation
of meaning into our approach to conservation in
addition to the preservation of physical material.
This reflects the increasing emphasis of Conser-
vation Management Planning in maintaining the
significance of what is to be conserved (Heritage
Lottery Fund 2005). Determining significance
through research and consultation provides the
evidence for how we identify and prioritise

THE WIDER VIEW

conservation work, and we have developed
processes such as the Conservation Performance
Indicator and the Triple Bottom Line Tool that
enable progress in conserving our properties to be
quantified alongside financial and social benefits
(Lithgow et al 2008). Significance also takes
account of the context in which our properties and
their elements evolved or for which they were
created, raising the importance of views and
settings. We also now acknowledge that signifi-
cance may change as society changes.

Principle 2: Integration

‘We will take an integrated approach to the conservation
of natural and cultural heritage, reconciling the full spec-
trum of interests involved.

Our organisation involves many professions in
which the practitioners are enjoined to respect
each other’s priorities, to enable managers to make
decisions that take account of the range of interests
that may be involved. This approach can result in
innovative solutions that would not occur to each
discipline working in isolation. Such collaboration
involves not only different conservation special-
isms, but also different functions, for instance the
integration of business and productivity with
good environmental practices and diverse habitats
through organic farming.

However, this principle also has a wider
perspective. Today, just over a hundred years since
our 1907 Act, we lay equal emphasis on the verb ‘to
promote’, which allows us to campaign on issues
that fall outside our geographical boundaries but
affect the preservation of our own properties. Such
issues include climate change, for example the
management of water catchments (National Trust
2008).

Principle 3: Change

“We will anticipate and work with change that affects our
conservation interests, embracing, accommodating or
adapting where appropriate, and mitigating, preventing or
opposing where there is a potential adverse impact.’

In common with other conservation bodies, we
acknowledge that we cannot stop all the processes
of change, as reflected in our definition of the term
‘conservation’, so we now emphasise maintaining
significance for the future through conservation
management.

We welcome processes of change that are
benign and benefit our properties by enhancing
their presentation, interpretation and state of
conservation. Others, while damaging significance,
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Managing change. Rising sea levels and more frequent storms are taking an increasing toll on the harbour walls of Mullion Cove, Cornwall (left).
Working with consultants and the community, the Trust has developed a long-term strategy to manage the gradual change from the cove’s current
appearance to its return to its original form (right). ©The National Trust

may be avoidable, through better planning.
Unavoidable change that results in irreversible
damage can be mitigated through conservation
processes such as recording, reconstruction, or even
relocation.

It is probably fair to say, however, that most
non-specialists still perceive conservation to be
static, akin to ‘fossilisation’. While the understand-
ing of conservation as a dynamic process is spread-
ing among our property staft, work is still needed
to convey this understanding to our visitors and
supporters.

Principle 4:Access and engagement

‘We will conserve natural and cultural heritage to enable
engagement for the benefit of society, gaining the support
of the widest range of people by promoting understanding,
enjoyment and participation in our work.’

Access is now considered to be not only the way in
which we provide public benefit, but also the
means of improving the conservation of our prop-
erties, by engaging the support that enables conser-
vation work to be carried out. This is a step away
from the Sandford Principle (Sandford 1974) that
prevailed in the late 20th century, which presumed
a conflict between conservation and access by
emphasising the primacy of conservation in situa-
tions where that conflict arose. Instead, we aspire
to remove the potential for conflict by achieving
conservation through those to whom we provide
access. Negotiating the reconciliation of real and
apparent conflicts in providing sustainable access
requires clear standards, which we now tailor to
each property through processes such as the
Conservation for Access Toolkit (Lithgow et al
2008).
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Principle 5: Skills and partnership

“We will develop our skills and experience in partnership
with others to promote and improve the conservation of
natural and cultural heritage now and for the future.’

The vast range of skills needed to care for our
diverse range of properties is practised by increas-
ingly low numbers of people. A shortage will
inhibit our ability to practise the ‘little and often’
care of our properties, such as preventive conserva-
tion and regular building maintenance This
approach retains more significance and is more
cost-eftective than allowing longer cycles of decay
that require greater intervention and thus more
expensive repair.

‘We recognise skills are acquired and developed
most effectively through partnership, not only
between our staff and volunteers, but also with
other organisations including educational institu-
tions, and heritage and professional bodies, who
provide training and experience, and a common
understanding of the professional standards and
conservation ethics. The entire heritage sector
should benefit as individuals move between difter-
ent employers and types of employment through
their careers.

Principle 6: Accountability

‘We will be transparent and accountable by recording our
decisions and sharing knowledge to enable the best conser-
vation decisions to be taken both today and by future
generations.”

Record-keeping is not merely an adjunct to
conservation work but a significant part of our
legacy to the future. As well as explaining the
reasoning behind our decisions, to assist the



decisions of those responsible for our properties
in the future, these records may be the only physi-
cal relic of properties lost through unavoidable
processes of change. Our record and archive should
therefore be seen as being as significant an asset as
the properties themselves.

Conclusion

Having undergone consultation throughout the
organisation, our conservation principles now
form part of the induction of staff new to the Trust.
By providing a checklist that enables non-conser-
vation managers to know whether they are taking
good conservation decisions the principles inform
the Trust’s ability to measure and therefore under-
stand how we need to develop our performance in
all our areas of business, whether financial, social or
conservation, to ensure our organisation is sustain-
able in the long term.
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The public value of conservation:
the view from the Heritage Lottery
Fund

lan Morrison
Head of Historic Environment Conservation, The Heritage
Lottery Fund

Last year Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) published
its third strategic plan, Valuing our Heritage, Investing
in our Future, and in doing so reaffirmed its com-
mitment to supporting heritage in its broadest
sense. HLF views heritage as anything we have
inherited, value and want to pass on to future
generations. Critically, we have always resisted any
attempt to define what those values are, relying
instead on the public to identify what it cherishes
and how it should be looked after. Conservation

THE WIDER VIEW

along with learning and participation are the three
fundamental activities that HLF supports by offer-
ing grants of all sizes, from /3,000 to more than £
million, amounting to some /180 million per year
for the next decade. In total, more than /4 billion
has already been committed to heritage projects by
HLE /1.5 billion of which has been awarded to
the conservation of more than 12,000 buildings
and monuments throughout the UK. This is a very
large sum of money that has made a significant
difference to the quality and appreciation of the
nation’s heritage.

The challenge is to ensure that supported proj-
ects reflect the priorities of the lottery-playing
public and capture the value that they place upon
those aspects of heritage that matter to them. This
is not an easy thing to do, particularly when you
consider that ‘heritage’ can mean a building, a
monument, a park, a particular place, an object, or
an archive, as well as non-material things such as
language or tradition. Moreover, a heritage item
can be valued by different people for a variety of
different meanings. A church, for example, can be
treasured as a place for worship, commemoration
or memory. Equally it can be valued for its distinc-
tive architecture, for its historical associations, or for
its landscape value often at the heart of a commu-
nity. It can also be seen simply as a thing of beauty
that contributes to the surrounding environment,
helping create a sense of place and belonging.

These values are not hierarchical; one person’s
opinion is not necessarily more valid than another.
We do not prescribe which values will be supported
and which will not; rather, we invite people to make
the case for their own particular project, what it will
do for the heritage and why it is important to them.
This is a very open process, the only requirement
being that every project must include a significant
learning element to raise understanding and enjoy-
ment of the heritage in all its forms.

Capturing the public value of projects is partic-
ularly important at a time when the HLF applica-
tion process is becoming increasingly competitive,
where demand significantly outstrips the funds
available. We need to understand what is of value
and to whom.This is of fundamental importance to
us for a number of reasons: to work out the relative
public benefit of each project, to check the poten-
tial of the project is being realised, to ensure some
values will not be unintentionally damaged, and
ultimately to allow us to undertake a value-for-
money assessment and decide which projects to
fund. We therefore encourage applicants to think
about the wider benefits of their project in order to
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make the best case for support. This can be difficult
to achieve as it is a common tendency not to look
beyond one’s own narrow sphere of interest and
recognise the values held by others.

This is an area where the publication of
Conservation Principles can make a real difference.
The section on Understanding Heritage Values
provides a very useful mechanism for capturing the
wide range of values which people place on
heritage. It provides a structured process for illus-
trating why something is of significance and is
worthy of conservation, promotion or celebration.
Conservation Principles explains how the significance
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St Peter's Roman
Catholic Cathedral,
Belfast, a building that
embodies many different
public values.

© Esler Crawford Photography
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of historic buildings and places can be understood
and articulated. It sets out a method for categorising
heritage value into four primary groups of eviden-
tial, historical, aesthetic or communal value and
demonstrates how this can be applied to the physi-
cal environment that surrounds us.

Although specifically written for the material
world, the proposed four value groups work
equally well for the more intangible heritage
of language, tradition, ceremony and memory.
For example, oral-history projects can provide
evidence about past events from the recollections
and memories of people who lived through them.

The HLF-supported Refugee
Communities History Project,
which recorded the collective
oral histories of |5 refugee
communities in London.

© HLF



Projects such as those that celebrated the bicente-
nary of the abolition of the slave trade have clear
historical resonance. Traditional ceremonies or
events can have significant aesthetic value, such as
the Holi, an ancient festival of India which
comprises a lavishly colourful visual spectacle that
will linger long in the minds of those that HLF
helped witness it. And projects that explore the
origins of culture and language have clear commu-
nal value, such as Proiseact Thasglann, which
involved young people working across Scotland to
collect, understand and present local Gaelic oral
heritage to their older peers. The Conservation
Principles method for understanding values can be
applied across the wide spectrum of heritage and is
a useful tool for helping people to think about
what is important and to whom.

Just as importantly, a values-based approach to
project development can help improve the quality
of project outcomes. Only when the values of a
heritage item are identified and understood is it
possible to make sound and appropriate decisions
about its future management. During the last three
years HLF has commissioned research into the
conservation outcomes of projects. This study has
looked at more than 50 case studies in detail and
has identified some worrying trends. Despite
encouragement to produce conservation state-
ments and plans, it is clear from the case studies that
insufficient thought is given to heritage values at an
early enough stage in the project-planning and
design process. This has led to problems ranging
from poor identification of conservation needs
to difficulties with project delivery, such as cost
and unexpected delays. The study
concluded that some additional guidance would
benefit applicants on how to develop an under-
standing of the heritage asset as well as its vulnera-
bility to change.

HLF has sought to fill this gap by making
improvements to the guidance available to appli-
cants. Our approach is broadly consistent with that
of” Conservation Principles. Both promote the bene-
fits of utilising a values-based approach at the
beginning of the project development process.
They demonstrate how early consideration of all
heritage values can help unravel their relative
importance to one another, identify their sensitiv-
ity to change, and ultimately indicate how those
values can be nurtured or enhanced to meet the
needs and aspirations of those that engage with
the heritage.

increases

For more information, visit www.hlf.org.uk
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The local government perspective:
applying the Conservation Principles
to Buxton’s heritage-led
regeneration

Richard Tuffrey
Business Manager, Planning Policy & Design, High Peak
Borough Council

For anyone involved in conservation practice, the
publication of Conservation Principles provides a
refreshingly simple, and therefore usable, guide to
what we do and why we do it. The six principles are
not new but they have been recast using a more
inclusive language and, in that sense, their publica-
tion is timely. Like all of the professions that operate
in the public sphere, conservation needs to be seen
to be aligning itself with current public values so
that judgements are consistent, credible and can
withstand challenge.

As an example of the Conservation Principles’
inclusive approach, they emphasise the historic
environment as being a shared resource and the
need for everyone to participate in its sustainable
management. They benchmark success in terms of
the quality of the processes used to arrive at the end
product focusing on the research of values —
aesthetic, communal, historic and evidential — lead-
ing to an assessment of significance. The impact on
significance is key to the management of change.

This seems a clear framework but it may be
useful to look at some practical applications
using Buxton in Derbyshire as a case study. While
the projects largely pre-date the publication of
Conservation Principles (and not all of them are
complete), the approaches adopted have been simi-
lar, making these relevant examples to consider.

Set against the backdrop of dramatic Peak
District scenery, Buxton has a legacy of fine
Georgian and Victorian architecture largely built
under the patronage of the Dukes of Devonshire.
Unfortunately, the town’s popularity declined
throughout the 20th century, so much so that the
local economy was failing to sustain its architectural
heritage.

A programme of heritage-led regeneration
started about 20 years ago; after the completion of
all of the currently planned schemes it will have
involved a combined public and private investment
of approximately /70 million — this in a small
town of just under 23,000 people. The programme
has included the restoration of the key historic
buildings and gardens and has benefited from
long-standing area-grant schemes. Involving local
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A major programme
of heritage-led
regeneration is
paying huge divi-
dends as Buxton
rediscovers its built
and natural assets.

© University of Derby

authorities, English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery
Fund and the East Midlands Development Agency,
it is now paying huge dividends in sustaining
the town’s future prosperity through enhanced
private-sector interest.

The of this programme, involving
generous public-sector funding, is a testament to
the inclusive, values-led approach advocated in
Conservation Principles. All of the key projects have
been preceded by thorough research of the full
range of embedded heritage values prior to
extensive public consultation. Subsequent propos-
als have then been tested against their impact on
these values. Demonstrating heritage significance
(in its fullest sense) and public engagement is an
absolute pre-requisite of a successful funding bid —
particularly to regeneration sources which have
to be convinced of the value of heritage beyond
mere architecture.

Embracing new stakeholders who will actively
manage the historic environment has been another
outcome.The conversion of the former Devonshire

scale
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Royal Hospital into a new campus for the Univer-
sity of Derby is a good case in point. Widely recog-
nised as an architectural jewel in the town and
known to be an engineering triumph (at the time
of its construction, it had one of the largest unsup-
ported domes in the world), the site started life
in 1790 as the Great Stables. A century later, it
became the country’s largest hydrotherapy hospital
(with important local and national communal
values) before its conversion to a campus in 2004.
The hospital’s internal layout was robust
enough to survive this recent conversion with
little physical intervention. In fact, the building’s
con-servation plan reflected more concern about
the possible future impact of 2,500 students.
Understandably, in the early stages of the project, its
new owner was more interested in the building’s
fitness of purpose for education than the seemingly
arcane conservation issues. Since its opening,
however, the university has positively embraced its
new role as the curator of a significant part of
the town’s common heritage. It has established

A computer-generated
view from the new
roof-top pool,
proposed as part of the
Buxton Crescent &

Thermal Spa.
© Buxton Crescent Hotel &
Thermal Spa Company



The new University
of Derby Buxton
College occupies the
Grade II* former
Devonshire Royal
Hospital.

© University of Derby

a Friends network that meets regularly to hear
presentations, gives well-informed guided tours
and has established an audio archive of living
memories of the building. In doing this, the rich-
ness and depth of our understanding of the site’s
significance continues to grow. The buildings are
impeccably managed and due to their greater
public access, acquire something that Conservation
Principles calls illustrative historic value — the link
between the past and present. In this case, this is
neatly captured in a Victorian inscription that
circumnavigates the base of the huge dome and
commemorates the site’s conveyance by the Duke
of Devonshire for use as a hospital in 1881.

The other key project in Buxton, the ambitious
Crescent & Thermal Spa, will reestablish the niche
market of spa-related tourism in the town. The
conversion of the 18th-century Crescent into a
s-star spa hotel and the adjoining Victorian baths
building into a 21st-century spa has, however,
presented considerable challenges. The building
was designed in 1780 as a pair of hotels book-
ending six lodging houses — these being an 18th-
century building-type consisting solely of lettable
rooms and communal dining facilities. The lodg-
ing-house accommodation ranged from modest
single rooms with bed-recesses to grander rooms
that could be combined into suites on demand.The
conservation challenge was to accommodate high-
specification en-suite facilities to all bedrooms but
in a way that kept, without subdivision, examples of
the whole range of original rooms. As a result, a
bed-recess arrangement will be preserved with the
new facilities consisting of a freestanding hot tub in
the bedroom, while other rooms have been
combined into present-day suites so that the origi-
nal reception rooms have been left intact. It would
have been easier to treat the lodging houses rather
as commercial ‘town houses” and focus efforts on
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the protection of the better rooms alone. But, by
being guided by an understanding of the precise,
rather than the general, way in which the building
was used, a solution has resulted which retains pres-
ent-day significance by enabling an insight into
18th-century social values.

Finally, the council has just embarked on a
project to invite the community to fully engage in
the emerging debate about the quality of new
development coming forward and its impact on
the town’s historic character. Adopting an ‘enquiry
by design’ approach, consultant urban designers
have been appointed to work with invited repre-
sentatives of the local community and other stake-
holders in intensive workshop sessions. All parties
will be expected to sign up to an agreed design
vision and framework so that this can carry the full
weight of the community’s support in guiding
future development proposals that come forward.

This is a brave route as the nature of the out-
come is not entirely controlled — the experts are
facilitating the debate rather than controlling it
by using their knowledge and skills to encourage
true community engagement by nurturing an
understanding of values prior to designing for
real. Although not solely about heritage, it is an
approach that closely reflects the Conservation
Principles’ emphasis on access to the sustainable
management of the environment being open to
everyone. If successful, the ‘buy-in’ of the design
strategy will be extended to the entire community.

These few examples show that a well-
researched values-led approach to understanding
the historic significance of places that involves
an open dialogue with their users can achieve a
range of positive outcomes. The English Heritage
Conservation Principles provide a useful benchmark-
ing tool that should be widely adopted.
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European approaches to
conservation policy

Alexandra Coxen
Senior Policy Officer (Europe), English Heritage

| wish to speak to you today about the tragedy of
Europe, this noble Continent, comprising on the
whole the fairest and the most cultivated regions of
the earth ... home of all the great parent races of the
western world . .. It is the origin of most of the
culture, arts, philosophy; and science both of ancient
and modern times. If Europe were once united in the
sharing of its common inheritance there would be no
limit to the happiness, the prosperity, and the glory
which its ... people would enjoy ... We must build a

kind of United States of Europe.
Sir Winston Churchill, 1946, Zurich

Churchill’s 1946 call for unity ignited a flurry of
political activity throughout continental Europe.
By 1949 the Council of Europe had been founded
and eight years later the first treaty establishing
what came to be known as the European Union
was signed in Rome. The ‘Treaty of Rome’ (1957)
was the first to include acknowledgement of, and
provision for, Churchill’s heralded cultural element
of Europe, while maintaining legal responsibility
for culture at the national level: “The Community
shall contribute to the flowering of the cultures of
the Member States, while respecting their national
and regional diversity and at the same time bring-
ing the common cultural heritage to the fore’ (Art
128, 1957; Art 151, consolidated text 1992).

It would take another 20 years before the
concept of cultural heritage would be tackled
institutionally at the European level. In 1975 the
Council of Europe launched the European
Architectural Heritage Year, guided by the still-
relevant concept of ‘integrated heritage conserva-
tion’ that:

1.1s a key feature of spatial and urban planning

2. concerns and involves citizens directly

3. requires policies to consist of administrative,

financial, social and education measures

4. requires intersectoral co-operation between

public administrative bodies, and coordinated

legislative measures

5. includes public and private partnership and

volunteers

6. requires national, regional and local authorities

to take active responsibility for the implementa-

tion of integrated conservation.
Since then, numerous charters and conventions
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have allowed evolving conceptual definitions of
cultural heritage to be integrated into a complex
high-level legal framework under which national
heritage management can be seated. Despite this,
there 1s still strong regional and national diversity in
the way historic places are defined, managed and
protected. This is for a complicated mixture of
social, economic, historical, religious, linguistic,
territorial and climatic reasons, but there neverthe-
less remains an undoubted north/south divide in
attitudes towards heritage.

The focus in the ‘south’is on the individual site.
Heritage is a place that can be cordoned oft and
visited (within appropriate hours) during which
time an expert will inform the visitor of the
important elements which are worth considering.
The terms ‘high culture’, ‘prescriptive’, ‘expert’,
‘academic’ all still apply.

The ‘north’ tends towards a more open and
inclusive approach; heritage is all around you. The
values of places are defined by the people familiar
with them; the ‘expert’ can as easily be a local resi-
dent as an historian. The terms ‘community’,
‘engaging’, ‘values’, ‘managing change’, ‘transpar-
ent’ and ‘significance’ are the ones that resonate
here.

These are obviously exaggerated representations

The Forum, Rome.
Southern European
heritage still tends to
be judged in terms of
traditional expert
assessments of
historic and aesthetic
values.

© Alexandra Coxen



St Peter's College, Cardross. Built in 1967 and listed Grade A
by Historic Scotland but now reduced to a ruinous skeleton,
this innovative modular concrete building demonstrates the
more open and flexible way in which northern European
countries now measure the heritage value of places.

© Alexandra Coxen

of what is, in reality, a complicated and evolving
spectrum of approaches. Nevertheless it does
illustrate that conservation philosophy in Europe
is moving forward — a shift in ideas that is very
accurately and appropriately reflected in English
Heritage’s own Conservation Principles, the Polish
translation of which is already being prepared
by KOBiDZ, the National Heritage Board of
Poland.

The international context

Christopher Young
Head of World Heritage and International Policy, English
Heritage

In 1972 UNESCO adopted the World Heritage
Convention to protect places of ‘outstanding
universal value’. It 1s thus one of the earliest state-
ments, national or international, defining heritage
in terms of its values rather than whether or not a
place just exists. Today a values-led approach is
much more common but before 1972 (and often
since) international agreements classified heritage
by its nature not by its value.This is true, for exam-
ple, of the Charter of Venice of 1964, which set
international professional standards for conserva-
tion. It was also largely true of national designation
systems, though often these introduced some such
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qualification as ‘national significance’.

Approaches of this kind go back to the begin-
nings of modern conservation in the 19th century
and for a long time worked well. While the idea of
value was inherent in such concepts as ‘national
significance’, its expression was implicit rather than
explicit. That such systems did work depended very
much on a willingness to provide a tight definition
of heritage, mainly important individual buildings,
great monuments and archaeological sites. It was
also implicit that heritage existed largely before
some chronological milestone, often around 1700.
This meant that heritage assets were to some extent
set apart from the rest of the environment and were
self-evidently important.

In the last so years, the concept of the historic
environment has developed enormously. Entirely
new categories of heritage have been recognised —
for example industrial archaeology — and the idea
of a cut-off date has wvirtually disappeared.
Increasingly, it is recognised that the whole of our
environment has been influenced by humanity and
is therefore historic in some sense. This has led to
the need for value judgements as to what should be
conserved and how decisions should be made. A
landmark in this process was the Burra Charter,
developed for use in Australia in 1979 but subse-
quently influential throughout the world. This
established the principle of explicit evaluation of
sites to demonstrate how and why they are impor-
tant places. This evaluation then underpins
subsequent decisions on what should be conserved
and how it should be done and has led directly to
the concept of the conservation plan.

Recognition that values lie at the base of
heritage conservation has led to the need for tools
for their objective assessment. Apart from the
Burra Charter and conservation planning, the
Getty Conservation Institute has published a series
of volumes on values in conservation over the last
15 years or so. The English Heritage Conservation
Principles fit well into this developing international
approach to conservation on the basis of identified
values. Indeed the 200 copies taken to last summer’s
meeting of the UNESCO World Heritage
Committee proved extremely popular with the
delegates.

The congruence between Conservation Principles
and the work of the World Heritage Convention is
close. Parts of Conservation Principles draw very
much on the work on authenticity and integrity
carried out for the convention. The Principles also
respect UNESCO guidance on matters such as
restoration and reconstruction.
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Increasingly, the UNESCO World Heritage
Committee and its advisers are emphasising the
need for clear identification and definition of the
outstanding universal value of each World Heritage
Site so that all involved understand what aspects of
the site have to be protected. The UK has been
supporting this move by developing clear state-
ments of the outstanding universal value for each
site already on the World Heritage List. Eleven
were approved by the World Heritage Committee
last summer and a further eight will be submitted
to this year’s committee. By the autumn of 2009
all UK mainland World Heritage Sites will have
agreed statements explaining why they are on the
World Heritage List.

These statements of value need to be trans-
lated into action through World Heritage Site
Management Plans as they are revised. The philos-
ophy of Conservation Principles can and should
underpin this process. In particular, guidance on
assessing heritage significance provides useful
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advice that is already being adopted in some
management plans. The classification of values as
evidential, historic, aesthetic and communal is also
proving of use. For any future nominations, the
whole process of identitying and defining value set
out in Conservation Principles will be of enormous
help in making and rigorously testing the case for
outstanding universal value.

Conservation is a matter of concern across the
whole world. In developing overall approaches
there needs to be interaction between national
and international approaches. English Heritage’s
Conservation Principles draws on and conforms with
much international practice but in its own turn
advances that guidance still further. In coming years
the publication can be expected to have an increas-
ing influence on international practice. In part this
will be through dissemination of the Principles to
the international conservation community, but just
as importantly through their practical application
on our own World Heritage Sites.

The recently
completed revision
of the Stonehenge
World Heritage Site
Management Plan
emphasises the role
of Conservation
Principles in the
future management
of the site.

© English Heritage



Putting the Principles into Practice

Regular and system-
atic survey lies at the
heart of any effective
asset-management
system: what condi-
tion is it in now; what
work still needs to be
done?

© English Heritage

Agreeing a set of conservation policies is one thing, but how helpful are they
in informing the way we make changes to real buildings and places?

Conservation Principles has two purposes. The first is
to help identity why historic places matter and for
whom. The second is to provide clear and consis-
tent advice on the best ways of managing change to
those places, whether simply to combat the
processes of natural decay or to adapt them to new
uses. In the following articles we move on from the
principles of good conservation to their practical
application. Using Conservation Principles’ hierar-
chy of eight levels of intervention as a starting
point, the case studies show how the advice in
the concluding section of the Principles (English
Heritage Conservation Policies and Guidance, pp
$1—63, paragraphs 111—-159) is already helping
people to make better-informed and more confi-
dent decisions out there on the ground.

Routine Management and Maintenance
English Heritage’s Asset Management Plan

Bill Martin
Conservation Director, English Heritage

Much of Conservation Principles is about how to
manage change to elements of the historic envi-
ronment that have already suffered from neglect
and decay. The very best way to sustain the heritage
value of a place, however, is to prevent the problems
of decay from arising in the first place — an argu-
ment that applies as strongly to English Heritage’s
own estate of historic and non-historic properties
as it does to any other.

The 400 historic sites for which we are directly
responsible vary enormously in type and content.
As well as prehistoric and Roman remains, ruined
abbeys and castles they include furnished historic
houses, industrial sites, gardens, landscapes and
statues. The majority are scheduled ancient monu-
ments. Some are listed buildings, registered parks
and gardens, or lie within conservation areas. A few
are World Heritage Sites. Almost all of them are
open to the public and many include admissions
buildings, shops, car-parks, catering and educa-
tional facilities, toilets and signage facilities, and
other facilities for visitors. They may also contain
staff and welfare facilities, workshops, storage and
other accommodation. Some of these facilities are

provided within historic buildings; others are in
more modern structures. We also have responsibili-
ties for a number of oftice buildings and stores.

To make sure that we are looking after this
huge portfolio of historic places to the best of our
ability we are developing an Asset Management
Plan that will provide us for the first time with a
comprehensive view of the condition and liabilities
of our entire property portfolio. This will in turn
allow us to define more accurately than ever before
the size and cost of the backlog of conservation and
maintenance work, including statutory liabilities,
that needs to tackled during the 20-year lifetime of
the plan.

Currently we have no clear overall picture of
the condition and liabilities of the sites that make
up our estate, nor of the work needed to bring
them into, and maintain them, in good condition.
The condition of our properties has been assessed
by way of a rolling programme of condition surveys
managed and implemented on a regional, and now
territory, basis. Surveys were carried out on a quad-
rennial cycle, but as a result of various slippages,
roughly a quarter of the sites, mainly prehistoric
earthworks, had no current survey at the start of
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current Asset Management Plan project. What is
more, condition surveys were not being carried out

to a consistent format or standard, or always in
the most appropriate and cost-effective manner.
Most critically of all, they were not consistently
informed by an up-to-date assessment of the site’s
heritage significance.

The core for any asset-management system is
an understanding of the baseline condition of the
property assets, of the initial work needed to bring
them up to the required benchmark condition, and
of the further work needed to maintain them in
that benchmark condition for the next 20 years.
We have therefore embarked on an accelerated
programme of periodic condition survey of all our
sites to provide the initial data to populate the Asset
Management System. The surveys are carried out
to a common templated standard designed to be
uploaded into an IT system and in each case are
informed by a summary statement of significance.

The maintenance requirement of assets or their
components must be assessed on an individual basis
and the assessment must take account of a range of
factors that will include statutory and legal require-
ments; significance; condition (fragility and vari-
ability of deterioration, cause and extent of decay);
original design and construction (materials, work-
manship and specification) and any subsequent
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alterations to these; location (orientation, vulnera-
bility and severity of exposure); function; and
frequency and intensity of use (past, present and
future). It is therefore important that the survey
process is able to capture all the necessary informa-
tion in a consistent way so that we are able to
prioritise work across the estate.

Alongside the survey and assessment of indi-
vidual sites, a further essential requirement is an
asset-management planning system capable of stor-
ing and managing data on condition and required
work. Software for this purpose is being developed
on our behalf by the Tribal Group, and once
completed will provide quantified, costed and
detailed work plans; facilitate eftective procure-
ment and delivery of maintenance works; store and
manipulate data on condition and works; and assist
in producing a 20-year prioritised programme of
ongoing property maintenance.

The Asset Management Plan on which we have
already begun work will eventually contain a
prioritised programme of works to bring the prop-
erties into the benchmark condition and thereafter
to maintain them in that state. As well as repairs
to the historic fabric it will identify all work to
non-historic fabric, landscapes, building services
and essential works to meet current fire, security
and health and safety requirements.

In addition to identifying the needs of individ-
ual properties, the Asset Management Plan will
allow us to quantify the level of liability across our
whole estate and to establish priorities consistently
on a site-, territory- and estate-wide basis against
clear and objective criteria. This will in turn make
sure that our conservation and maintenance budg-
ets are in future allocated on the basis of a system-
atic analysis of need and significance rather than
subjective judgement informed by individual and
inconsistently presented condition surveys.

Performance measurement of work to the
English Heritage estate has traditionally focused on
purely quantitative measures, work completed on
time and to budget being the most obvious. The
Asset Management Plan should, for the first t
ime, allow us to begin to assess performance in
more qualitative terms by establishing a consistent
benchmark of condition across the country against
which progress at individual properties can be
charted. It will also allow us to introduce more
specific and informative quantitative measures — for
example the rate of completion of outstanding
repairs at targeted sites such as buildings at risk or
World Heritage Sites.

By the end of March 2009 we will be two-

Routine repair and
maintenance: the
best way to sustain
the heritage value
of a place is to
prevent the prob-
lems of decay from
arising in the first
place.

© Historic Royal Palaces
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thirds of the way through our accelerated survey
programme and well advanced in implementing
our IT system. We still have much to do to under-
stand what the data is telling us, but we are in a
better position than ever before to maintain and
conserve our sites to the consistent standard they
deserve.

Periodic Renewal and Repair
The JW Evans metal-works

Nick Molyneux
Casework Team Leader, West Midlands, English Heritage

The Evans metal-works offers complete immer-
sion in a lost industrial world, represented by the
buildings, machinery, stock, and archives of the
business, and by the last owner of the business, the
grandson of the founder. Here, in the physical
remains, lies the evidence of three generations of
the Evans family and the people who worked for
them: lives of enterprise and hard work from 1881
to 2008.

But why is it so important? A few years ago a
comprehensive survey (Cattell ef al, 2002) identi-
fied Birmingham’ Jewellery Quarter as the last-
surviving working industrial quarter of its type in
Europe. The premises of ] W Evans and Sons were
in turn recognised as an exemplar of the conversion
from domestic to industrial use that characterised
the development of small-scale metal-working
industries during the 19th century. Constructed as
houses in 1836, the buildings were progressively
modified for industrial use. The back gardens were

Orriginally constructed as houses,
the buildings of the W Evans
works were progressively modified
for industrial use and their back
gardens filled with the long narrow
workshop ranges that characterise
the Birmingham Jewellery Quarter.
© English Heritage

eventually completely filled with the long narrow
shopping (ie workshop) ranges characteristic of the
Quarter.

English Heritage has been seeking a solution
for the future of the Evans works since being
approached by Tony Evans, the grandson of Jenkin
W Evans who founded the firm in August 1881.
After an unsuccessful search for a partner to take on
the works and retain the heritage of the site,
English Heritage bought the buildings and their
contents on 31 March 2008 as a last resort.

English Heritage’s first step as the new owner
was to learn the bucket-emptying regime from
Tony Evans, before undertaking emergency repairs
to stop the leaks. It then needed to lay the founda-
tions for the future. This began with a ‘conservation
philosophy’, based on an understanding of the
heritage values of the place. These were identified
using the very wide variety of experience available
within English Heritage, and led to the develop-
ment of a guiding philosophy:

Minimum intervention is the approach to be
adopted. This ranges from not redecorating
workshops and leaving as many of the dies on
racks as possible, through to the minimum of
intervention to introduce new services, and a
low-key approach to object conservation.

In conserving ] W Evans & Sons, the question is
“Will it last if nothing is done?” — not ‘Is it attrac-
tive?” If the answer is that it will last, whether in
pristine or deteriorated condition, then no work
will be done. If it will not last, or the decay will
accelerate, then English Heritage will find ways

Issue 60: Spring 2009 | Conservation bulletin | 29



CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

to slow down the deterioration while minimising
change to the significances of the place. Before
deciding any element is dispensable its significance
needs to be understood within the context of the
J W Evans & Sons business. The end result must be
the preservation of the character of the working
environment.

Oral history has reinforced our understanding
of how the Quarter functioned: there was no retail
trade, and very few firms carried out all the
processes from the initial rolling of metal through
to polished saleable goods. Rather, it was a complex
network of small businesses that, through their
proximity, functioned as a production centre for all
forms of small metal goods. Almost all of JW Evans
& Sons’ production was sold under the names of
others, such as Garrards and Mappin & Webb, and
bore the hallmarks of those companies. The Evans
company would sell anything from components
fresh from the drop stamps through to made-up
goods, which would then be finished by their
customers.

Conservative repair will maintain the signifi-
cances of the place, but will involve choices where
worn-out elements that are contributing to further
decay need to be replaced. The first stage is to
ensure the maximum long-term survival of the
whole. The main roof coverings and roof lights
have to be entirely renewed to secure the building,
but English Heritage will retain plastic corrugated
sheeting on some subsidiary roofs. The internal
finishes are the result of more than 100 years of
working in the premises and would be impossible
to reproduce convincingly once disturbed.

The machinery and die racks will remain in situ
during building works as will most of the movable
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contents, which range from thousands of metal
dies through to metal stocks and a vast selection
of finished and partially finished goods. This will
help ensure an authentic experience when all is
complete, in contrast to earlier projects where the
contents have been carefully removed for the
building works and then replaced, resulting in a
sanitised experience.

A characteristic of many industrial sites is that
some areas were left unused for considerable peri-
ods as the business expanded and contracted. The
Evans works exemplifies this, with two workshops
recently inhabited only by pigeons. While the
guano will be removed, these shops will be kept in
this form. The main working areas will need to be
operated from time to time to retain their atmos-
phere.

Providing visitors with access to the site will
inevitably require some changes. J W Evans & Sons
never occupied the whole of number 57, so this
part of the works can take the most change. There
are other areas where adaptation will be possible
once the significance of each part of the works
has been properly assessed.

As an owner of last resort it is not English
Heritage’s intention to hold the Evans works in the
long term. The aspiration to recommence manu-
facturing is also strong and it is recognised that
Evans needs to be kept ‘active’. English Heritage 1s

The internal finishes
of the | W Evans
works are the result
of more than 100
years of working in
the premises and
would be impossible
to reproduce
convincingly once
disturbed.

© English Heritage

Keeping the
machinery and die
racks in their original
positions during repair
work will ensure an
authentic experience
for visitors once the
repair and minimal
conservation has
been completed.

© English Heritage
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therefore exploring the opportunities to work
with complementary businesses and organisations
within the Jewellery Quarter to ensure the heritage
values of the site are retained in a sustainable way.

REFERENCE

Cattell, John, Ely, Sheila and Jones, Barry 2002. The
Birmingham Jewellery Quarter: An Architectural Survey of the
Manufactories. Swindon: English Heritage

Intervention to Increase Understanding
Witley Court

Brian Kerr
Head of Archaeological Projects, English Heritage

With the help of the Wolfson Challenge Fund,
English Heritage has been enhancing historic
gardens at a number of its properties, most notably
Kirby Hall, Kenilworth Castle and Witley Court.
We are also working on the repair of important
designed landscapes at Chiswick and Wrest Park.
The restoration of missing garden features can
add a great deal to the atmosphere and appearance
of historic properties, and such projects have been
carried out over a long period in England by
private owners, the National Trust, the Historic
Royal Palaces Agency and English Heritage.
Conservation Principles might seem at first sight
to offer some problems for historic-garden restora-
tion projects. Section 126 on Restoration offers
some helpful criteria for judging the acceptability
of proposed projects. On turning to the glossary,

Witley Court, Worcestershire.
The central bed of the East
Parterre under excavation in
1996, showing the survival of plan
evidence for Nesfield's design.
Note the surviving, if overgrown,
box-hedging plants in the
unexcavated half of the garden.
© Nottingham University/English Heritage

however, we find that ‘restoration’ is defined as “To
return a place to a known earlier state, on the basis
of compelling evidence, without conjecture’. Taken
at face value, no historic-garden repair or restora-
tion project would meet this criterion. The prob-
lem is that the evidence is never so clear-cut as to
avoid completely the need for speculation. Even in
those rare cases where we have detailed knowledge
of the designer’s intentions, we can never be certain
that these were scrupulously executed, nor are we
likely to know how these plans may have been
modified by successive generations of owners and
garden statf. Gardens are living things, and different
plants flourish or suffer in ways that the garden
designer may not have anticipated.

To augment the advice of Conservation Principles
for the benefit of those responsible for managing
historic designed gardens and landscapes, English
Heritage has commissioned the respected garden
historian David Jacques to draft new guidance on
garden conservation. Like Conservation Principles,
this will emphasise the importance of carrying out
first-class multi-disciplinary research to inform and
support decisions on repair and restoration. It will
also stress the need to document that research and
the decision-making process so that future curators
can fully understand what we did and why. A good
example is provided by the recent research carried
out on the East Parterre at Witley Court, an English
Heritage historic property in Worcestershire.

The gardens at Witley Court were designed by
William Andrews Nesfield in the 1850s. Nesfield is
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particularly well known for his elaborate ‘parterres
de broderie’, intricate patterns based on 17th-
century French embroidery designs, although it
should be noted that these were generally only one
small element of a much wider design, which often
extended to design or remodelling of parkland. At
Witley the whole of Nesfield’s design was lost after
the disastrous fire of 1937 that left the house a
permanent ruin. The parterres were abandoned, the
parkland trees felled, and most of the architectural
elements of the gardens, which included long
stretches of stone balustrading, were removed as
architectural salvage.

In the mid-1990s work began on re-creation of
the South Parterre and restoration of its Perseus
and Andromeda fountain to working order. There
were also unfulfilled plans to re-create the smaller
but more elaborate East Parterre and partial exca-
vation of the central bed by Nottingham
University Research Associates in 1996 demon-
strated the exceptional quality of the survival of
Nesfield’s original design.

We were fortunate that Nesfields work has
been the subject of long-term research by Dr
Shirley Evans, who had travelled to Australia to
look at the archives held by Nesfield’s descendants.
Dr Evans’s exhaustive work provided a great deal of
information on Nesfield’s designs, including the
patterns on which he based his parterres and the
range of plants he used to create his colour palette.
Thin lines of box hedging defined the patterns,
while colour was provided by planting, areas of
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lawn and by coloured gravels.

Unfortunately, there are no surviving design
drawings for the East Parterre at Witley. Attempts
had previously been made to reconstruct its plan
from the few remaining photographs, but the
evidence from such low-level oblique views was
patchy, even when attempts were made to rectify
the photographs. By contrast, the 1996 excavations
demonstrated the excellent archaeological survival
of the plan. The East Parterre had not been culti-
vated since it had been abandoned — indeed the
large specimens of box still growing on the site
were the survivors of the original planting. The
lines of the bedding trenches, sections of lawn and
hedge-lines were clearly visible. Samples of gravel
recovered from excavation showed the materials
used by Nesfield — grey Westmorland slate, crushed
brick and tile and sparkling white Derbyshire spar.
In 2006 Oxford Archaeology carried out further
excavation of the two ornamental side-beds, which
recovered the guilloche pattern of the box-hedge
planting, complete with setting-out errors, suggest-
ing that Nesfield’s plans had been imperfectly
implemented.

After reviewing the evidence from documen-
tary sources and excavation, a decision was taken to
go ahead with restoration of the East Parterre, but
before the plans could be finalised the excavation
of the main central bed of the parterre had to be
completed. Oxford Archaeology carried this out in
2007, to a specification provided by the English
Heritage Archaeological Projects team, which then
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Witley Court:
the design for
the replanting of
the central bed.
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The Great Tower at
Dover, built in the
late 12th century and
currently the subject
of a major re-presen-
tation project. The
building possesses, in
abundance, all the
heritage values iden-
tified in Conservation
Principles, all of which
the current project
aims to sustain.

© English Heritage Photo
Library
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monitored the fieldwork. Critical to the success of
the excavation was the specialist advice provided by
Brian Dix, whose expertise in gardens archaeology
was essential to the interpretation of the excavated
features. It proved possible, for example, to define
the thin lines of box-hedge planting within much
wider bedding trenches. The plan was recorded by
high-level rectified colour photography provided
by the English Heritage Metric Survey team, with
additional details added by Oxford Archaeology
from the excavation of individual features. Some
later disturbance  had destroyed parts of the
plan, but sufficient survived, combined with a new
rectification of historic photographs, to allow a full
reconstruction of the plan of the Parterre.

Planting of the East Parterre is due to start in
2009. Cuttings were taken from the surviving box
plants to provide disease-free stock; all the thou-
sands of plants needed for the filigree pattern will
be direct descendants of the original hedge plants.
Coloured gravels are being sourced to match
the materials used by Nesfield, and a planting
plan has been developed using the same varieties
that Nesfield used to create his coloured beds.
Restoration of the East Parterre is due to be
completed in 2010, after which the results of the
research project will be published as an accessible
record of the way in which modern scientific exca-
vation allowed the recovery of Nesfield’s original
design.

Restoration
The Dover Castle Great Tower project

Edward Impey
Director of Research and Standards, English Heritage

At the top of the list of English Heritage’s
programme of improvements to our properties is
the re-presentation and interpretation of the 12th-
century Great Tower or ‘Keep” at Dover Castle. As
with so many areas of our work, Conservation
Principles, both through the principles and guidance
set out in the document and current changes in
attitude which (we believe) it both reflects and
encourages, have been integral to its development.

In this case the relevance and contribution of
the Principles take three forms: first in the selection
and development of the central ideas behind
the scheme; second, in re-examining long-held
concerns as to what it is and is not possible or
acceptable to present to the visiting public; and
third, in helping determine what physical interven-
tions to a historic building may or may not be

acceptable. Overall it is about an approach less
cautious, if every bit as responsible, as that typically
taken in the recent past.

In devising the scheme in the first place, the
‘values-based’ approach, intended principally to
guide the management of physical change, has been
helpful in selecting and refining what can and
should be displayed and explained. In this instance
the subject is an astonishing and exceptional build-
ing (a truth no less real for constant repetition) and
a key part of a vast castle of multifaceted interna-
tional significance. But, given the chance of a radi-
cal re-think in how it is presented, what, among the
many things the Great Tower illustrates and tells
of the past, might we focus on? The building’s
incalculable evidential value — leading to a didactic
re-presentation on what it reveals about its own
history and that of other sites? An attractive possi-
bility. But taking as read that ‘understanding the
significance of a place is vital’ (Principle 3), the
building’s most conspicuous ‘heritage value’, and
also the one that best coincides with the aims of
the project (ie to increase visitors’ understanding
enjoyment) is historical — its capacity to ‘illustrate’
the past and bring people and events alive today
through ‘association’. This too, though, leaves
plenty of scope for subject matter. But we felt that
the building’s key historical significance lies in the
functions for which it was designed, not those,
interesting as they are, to which it was subsequently
put; that the key ‘association’ is with its creator,
Henry II, maker of Dover as we know it and a
gigantic figure on the 12th-century political stage
whose legacy is with us still. Hence, in a nut-
shell, the core of the project: to ‘re-present’ the
interiors of the building to evoke their appearance
on the occasion of a great royal event in the late

Issue 60: Spring 2009 | Conservation bulletin | 33



CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

Re-presenting the Dover Great Tower: this draft design for
simulated wall painting is in the late |2th-century style but
does not attempt to copy particular originals. Well-researched
decoration and furnishings of this kind will complement the
building's historical value by better illustrating its original form
and emphasising associations with past people and events.

© Kit Surrey

12th century. Enlivened by a range of interpretative
techniques, the aim is to introduce visitors to
aspects of medieval life and, through the ‘immer-
sive’ nature of the presentation, an experience that
will be new in both subject matter and technique.

But to do so lays us open to a number of famil-
lar accusations, notably that we will be ‘misleading’
the public by presenting new as old, or because the
building itself, superbly preserved as it is, inevitably
contains much and obvious post-12th-century
fabric. Comments may be made about the handling
of evidence or of ‘Disneyfication’ such as those, for
example, that greeted the Historic Royal Palaces
Agency’s re-display of St Thomas’s Tower at the
Tower of London in the mid-1990s: here too, the
Principles are of value, the sections of most immedi-
ate relevance being those in the ‘Policies and
Guidance’section under ‘Restoration’. At the high-
est level, assistance is oftered by the presumption
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at Paragraph 126 that ‘Restoration to a significant
place should normally be acceptable if ...": clearly this is
not advocacy of restoration, but its intent and
phrasing accept that, the five stringent criteria
being applied, the ‘revealing or recovering of a
known element of heritage value that has been
eroded’ is not the taboo it has been in some quar-
ters, and in English official thinking, for more than
a century. At a more detailed level, Paragraph 132
warns against presenting ‘speculative or generalised
re-creation as authentic’: this of course we will not
be doing; rather, we will be completely and confi-
dently open about the sources and research basis of
what they are seeing (indeed, through supplemen-
tary interpretation and publication, visitors will
be able to explore how this process worked).

More importantly, however, Paragraph 132
then adds that ‘judgement is needed in determining
the level of information required to justify restora-
tion’. The inherent acceptance here of the role of
judgement’ and that sufficient evidence under
some circumstances may be insufficient in others
is crucial, for in the case of Dover a stultifying
requirement for the ‘100 per cent authenticity’
(almost always unachievable) would have killed the
scheme at birth. Nevertheless, in fulfilment of
the requirement in Paragraph 126, the work will
indeed be justified by what we believe to be
‘compelling evidence’, as required in Paragraph 126:
we have, for example, determined on the best
evidence we have, the function of the various
rooms, and will populate them with artefacts in
keeping with that function — entirely modern, but
designed in a 12th-century idiom on the basis of
meticulous comparative research.

Finally, although it is important to state that
our ‘intervention’ will largely be confined to intro-
ducing items into the building rather than doing
things to it, some fixtures and some structural work
will be needed. Guidance in the Principles found
under ‘Restoration’ applies, for example, to the
fitting of new doors, designed in a late 12th-
century manner: in this case our view is that the
contribution of a functioning door leaf to enhanc-
ing the overall illustrative value of the building
palpably outweighs any detriment to other values.
The case for and against some other work — such as
that needed to use the chimneys — will more obvi-
ously be debated with the aid of guidance under
‘New work and alteration’: once again, the
constructive attitude of the approach as a whole is
reflected in the positive framing of the statement
that such intervention ‘to a significant place should
normally be acceptable if ..."; the extent to which
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the conditions that follow can or cannot be met
have been invaluable both to those devising the
project, and to colleagues in the Advice and Grants
Team exercising their statutory authority.

The Dover Great Tower project has been and
continues to be, something of a test-bed for the
application of Conservation Principles in this area of
work — not conservation per se, but with inevitable
conservation implications. But in simply widening
the scope of what may be considered, while
providing a discipline for the identification of the
special significance of the place and logical safe-
guards for sustaining it, the Principles promise
to be of great benefit to the successful and engag-
ing presentation and interpretation of English
Heritage’s properties in the future.

New Work and Alteration
The Royal Shakespeare Theatre

Rab Bennetts OBE
Director, Bennetts Associates Architects

Shakespeare seems to permeate every facet of
Stratford-upon-Avon — his birthplace, the school
where he excelled in English and the Classics, the
site of the house (sadly, long demolished) where he
invested his later wealth, the church where he is
buried and, just beyond the town, the bucolic

The 1932
Shakespeare
Memorial Theatre: a
handsome example
of art-deco design
that was beset with
functional deficien-
cies from the date
of its completion.

© RSC

landscapes that surfaced regularly in his writings.
Despite being established only in the 1960s,
the Royal Shakespeare Company (RSC), too,
seems to be woven into the fabric of the town,
with three performance spaces and a string of
workshops, offices, rehearsal rooms and cottages for
the actors that seem to embed the notion of theatre
within the bricks and paving stones as well as the
wider townscape.

The imposing brick theatre on the banks of the
Avon is a surprisingly late addition to the medieval
town. Initially, a small playhouse and picture gallery
were donated and built by the Flower family in the
late 19th century as a memorial to Stratford’s most
famous son, but a calamitous fire in 1926 left the
Victorian confection as an abandoned shell. There
is little trace today of the gothic tower that was the
pinnacle of its composition, despite its secondary
function of containing water tanks to fight fires.

The architectural competition that subse-
quently created the Royal Shakespeare Theatre
seems to have been just as flawed as many compe-
titions are today, its legacy comprising a handsome
example of art-deco design that was riddled with
functional deficiencies from the date of'its comple-
tion in 1932. Primary among these was an
extremely challenging auditorium shaped like a
cinema, where the 1,400-strong audience faced the
distant stage as they would a screen. In the 1980s,
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the shell of the Victorian structure was converted
into the Swan Theatre and it did not take long
for actors to express a strong preference for its far
more intimate format and for directors to find that
even major interventions within the 1932 building
would fail to achieve anything comparable.

Another architectural competition, this time in
1999, considered wholesale removal of the 19305’
theatre but fell victim to a lack of public support. In
consequence, a fundamental rethink of the RSC’s
requirements led to the emergence of a new design
brief, accompanied by a greater conviction about
the type of auditorium that was appropriate —
‘something Shakespeare himself might recognise’ to
quote the incoming artistic director Michael Boyd.
Hence, an idea about a 1,000-seat thrust-format,
galleried auditorium was already on paper before a
new architect was chosen in 2005 and a full-size
mock-up in the form of the temporary ‘Courtyard’
theatre was already committed to construction.

Rather than hold another design competition,
the RSC opted for a thorough interview process
that included visits to previous buildings and a
design workshop in the architects’ offices. Quite
apart from the excitement of working with a distin-
guished existing building, Bennetts Associates’
collaborative approach had a resonance with
Michael Boyd’s re-invigoration of the theatrical
ensemble — a group of players that lives and works
together for two or three years, performing in
much the same way as Shakespeare’s own acting
companies. The parallels with architectural practice
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The Royal Shakespeare
Theatre reborn: a
computer image show-
ing the addition of a
roof canopy over the
1932 building and the
new viewing/circulation
tower. The challenge has
been to create a new
auditorium and public
space fit for the 2 Ist
century while retaining
the spirit of the original
art-deco foyers and
facades.

Hayes Davidson © Bennetts
Associates

are instructive, with a team of individuals working
together for years at a time and from one project to
the next, revelling in the skills of numerous contrib-
utors such as planners, engineers, lighting specialists
and so on.

A rigorous assessment of the existing building
by conservation specialists Alan Baxter Associates
underpinned early discussions with English Heritage
and the local authority, who broadly supported the
idea of radically altering the auditorium without
losing the spirit of the art-deco foyers and their fine
details. We, too, were keen to see the best character-
istics of the listed building retained, but it seemed
to us that we also had to face up to the theatre’s
shortcomings, particularly its failure to address the
town and integrate itself with the wider network of
RSC activities

Inserting the new auditorium and its flytower
inside the existing shell has given rise to a change of
skyline and some serious technical challenges, but
its geometry means that we have been able to retain
a crust of art-deco rooms around the perimeter that
give the public spaces a sense of familiarity. In addi-
tion to retaining or reusing many of the original
details, we are stripping away later accretions so that
the very best 1930s’ facades can reveal themselves
once more. In between the new U-shaped audito-
rium and the back of the retained art-deco rooms is
a residual space that should encapsulate the frisson
between old and new — constricted but lofty, it will
be full of glimpses between the foyers and the audi-
torium that should enrich the experience of arrival
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The Royal Shakespeare
Theatre, Stratford-upon-
Avon: the new auditorium
under construction at the
end of 2008.

© Bennetts Associates

and departure. Such is the scale of the internal alter-
ations, however, an expansive roof-level canopy for
the top floor restaurant is used to suggest that the
21st century has asserted itself and that the project is
not only about conservation.

To understand the theatre’s wider context, we
carried out a wide-ranging analysis well beyond
the walls of the theatre. This allowed us to propose
new workshops on the other side of the street and
a series of secondary routes that will open up the
back-of-house accommodation to public view and
ensure better access between the theatre and its
riverside frontage.

By far the boldest move in our urban-design
strategy is a new, freestanding tower just outside the
main theatre building, but this is by no means a
whimsical idea. In compositional terms, it replaces
the Victorian tower that was lost in the 1926 fire
and provides a focal point for the town’s millions of
tourists, many of whom have appeared to be under-
whelmed by one the UK’ most famous theatres. It
will have exceptional 360° views across the major
landmarks of Shakespeare’s time and it will provide
alocation for a main lift and stair that would not fit
within the listed building’s tightly planned interior.
Last but not least, the tower will mark out one
side of a new public square, formed by the row of
cottages on the other side of the street and a new
glazed arcade connecting the main theatre to the
Swan. As an external performance space, the new
square will provide an outward-looking thresh-
old for the theatre and the means of correcting

its previously abrupt relationship with the town.

As with the analysis of the art-deco building’s
features, English Heritage supported both the
logic of the urban strategy and the detail of'its final
proposals. We also knew that objectivity was an
important factor in the public-consultation process
and our ideas were debated openly at numerous
public meetings. Indeed, the opening lines of
English Heritage’s recent publication Conservation
Principles, Policies and Guidance, which place a
welcome emphasis on a logical approach when
adapting and managing the historic environment,
have many parallels in our approach to the RSC’s
project in Stratford-upon-Avon.

Despite a small number of objections to the
tower, the project received widespread support and
received detailed planning consent in April 2007.
Demolition of the old auditorium began shortly
afterwards. Construction is now well advanced and
the new shell of the building should be broadly
complete by the end of 2009, leaving a lengthy
period for theatrical fitting-out prior to re-opening
in late summer 20710.

Back in 200§, it seemed to us that the
project encapsulated ‘engagement’ in many forms —
engagement between the town and the theatre,
engagement between the RSC and its public and,
of course, engagement between the actors and the
audience. Since then the time has flown by and we
will not have to wait long now before knowing if
these overall objectives have been achieved.

Issue 60: Spring 2009 | Conservation bulletin | 37



CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES IN PRACTICE

Integrating Conservation with other
Public Interests

The past helping to shape a region’s
future

Tim Challans
Assistant Director of Culture, Leisure and Lifelong Learning,
Walsall Council

When I started work as a planner in the 1970s our
cities were still emerging from the explosion of
urban development of the 1960s. For many, conser-
vation stood in the way of progress. It was rigor-
ously policed by passionate conservation planners
and civic societies, but did not engage a wider
public. Exceptional buildings were well protected
but a glance at pre-1960s’ photographs of any of
our towns and cities will show what society was
prepared to sacrifice in the name of progress.

The demand for progress does not change, but
there has been a real change in public and political
attitudes to heritage and the value of conservation.
In the last 30 years we have witnessed a real shift
of values and a popularisation of history, heritage
and conservation that has changed the way we
view our past and the increasingly homogenised
environment that surrounds us. As we consume the
benefits of rapid technological change there is a
parallel interest in the artefacts and buildings of
the past displayed through the media and by the

increased membership of heritage organisations.
Conservation has become democratised. While its
champions may still be the passionate and knowl-
edgeable planners and the civic societies, its
supporters are much more broadly based.

Increased wealth has allowed more people to
buy into the past. People desire to live in old build-
ings and historic landscapes. What drives this inter-
est in the value of heritage and the values of
conservation is debatable. It may be nostalgia for
what are perceived to be better times, but a more
positive view is that in a post-industrial society
people have become more interested in how their
local area was created and developed and in retain-
ing its historic character.

This genuinely represents a change in values
and the determination not to remove what remains
of character and significance in our built environ-
ment — the very sense of place that is so clearly
articulated in English Heritage’s
Principles. It also recognises that conservation is not
just about preserving the extraordinary but has a
social and cultural function in protecting the ordi-
nary and the locally valued. This fundamental value
is similar to the value that steers other public policy,
which is increasingly focused towards a community
involvement in decision-making that goes beyond
the ballot box. While the term ‘place-making’ is
over-used in public policy, at its core is the recog-
nition that change should be led by social and

Conservation
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Ironbridge,
Shropshire. Industry
and innovation lie at
the very heart of the
cultural history of the
Birmingham, Coventry
and Black Country
city region.

© lIronbridge Gorge
Museums



Opened in 1999,
The New Art
Gallery carries
forward the innova-
tive and visionary
spirit that has
shaped Walsall and
its wider region.
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cultural values and not solely by market and politi-
cal expediency, and, most importantly, that people
can take more control of the actions that influence
their lives and environment.

I have recently been leading on work that
identifies the cultural dimensions and benefits of
the creation of the snappily titled Birmingham,
Coventry and Black Country city region. In trying
to grasp the identity of an area that extends from
Coventry to Telford (about the same distance as is
covered by Los Angeles), it has been agreed that
culture, along with the M6 and M4, s a significant
factor that draws the different localities and com-
munities together.

At the centre of the cultural assessment of
the area is its history and heritage. It is, of
course, the cradle of the Industrial Revolution;
of innovation and technological development
from the Ironbridge, through the Spitfire to mass-
production cars; and the development of craft skills
such as, glass, leather, locks and jewellery. It was the
home of Abraham Darby, Mathew Boulton and
James Watt and the Lunar Society. This culture of
invention, creativity and entrepreneurial risk is
marked on the landscape by its canals, factory build-
ings, public buildings, industrialists’ mansions and
countless urban parks as well as architectural gems

like Coventry Cathedral and the Tecton buildings at
Dudley Zoo. However, we did not want the cultural
development of the city region to be nostalgically
embedded in its heritage, but for it to continue the
innovative and visionary spirit that created it.

Although this area has an extraordinary history
and some extremely significant buildings and land-
scapes, local sense of place is underpinned by the
more mundane, but important, traces of its past. It
is this sense of place that we have chosen to use as
a base for our cultural-development plans.

Thus, conservation has become more impor-
tant to sensitive physical and cultural regeneration
than the technical processes of protection. Launch-
ing the Culture at the Heart of Regeneration consulta-
tion in 20006, the then Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport, Tessa Jowell, asserted that
culture can be a catalyst to turn round whole
communities, including exploiting heritage to
make places where people want to live. She stated
that ‘success for us will be when culture is as
important to planners, developers and government
when looking at new projects, as the economy and
jobs currently are’.

The subsequent Living Spaces project (a
partnership between English Heritage and four
other other cultural agencies) aims to ensure that
all communities, particularly those experiencing
housing-led growth and regeneration, can benefit
from cultural opportunities. By working together,
the partners want to ensure that culture is embed-
ded in the development of our villages, towns and
cities alongside other key areas of provision such as
healthcare and transport.

Recognising that many school buildings play
an important role in adding to local character as
well as being part of local identity and at the centre
of communities, English Heritage has been
supportive of the government’s Building Schools
for the Future programme since its inception. With
this and other examples, we are seeing conserva-
tion at the heart of social and community, as well
as physical, planning. The value of Conservation
Principles is that the cultural importance of conser-
vation is at its core. If there is a positive in the
current recession, it is that it puts the frenzy of
urban development on hold and gives us the
opportunity to reflect on what we value and how
to integrate these principles into the future shape
of the built environment and the lives of people
and aspirations of communities.
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Enabling Development

Meeting the cost of saving historic
places

David H Tomback FRICS
Development Economics Director, English Heritage

Enabling development was first established as a
legitimate planning tool when, in 1988, the Court
of Appeal upheld the validity of the granting of
consent for office development, contrary to the
development plan, to provide funds to improve the
Royal Opera House (Westminster City Council ex
parte Monahan). Enabling development is develop-
ment that secures the future of a significant place
but contrary to established planning policy. It is,
however, a last resort and by its very nature, an
inefficient method of fundraising.

English Heritage first produced an Enabling
Development Policy in 1999 and a combined
Policy and Guidance was produced in 2001 as a
response to the unacceptable practice by some
developers of using historic places in poor repair as
an excuse to circumvent the planning system. The
latest updated guidance (September 2008) links
into, and is particularly relevant to, Conservation
Principles as understanding significance is the
bedrock from which flow. The
purpose of the Policy and Guidance is to ensure
rigorous scrutiny by local planning authorities and
it sets out the rules for applicants. From the very
beginning, the Policy has been accepted by the
Planning Inspectorate as providing the basis for
considering enabling development: ‘I consider that
English Heritage’s policy statement on enabling
development and the conservation of heritage
assets, published in June 1999, provides the basis
for considering enabling development’ (Planning
Inspector’s report concerning Coleorton Hall,
Leicestershire, October 1999).

The important interrelationship between Con-
servation Principles and enabling development is
that Principles puts enabling development guidance
into a wider picture and is indeed a model for how
particular types of applications relating to change

all decisions

should be assessed. Both documents are intended to
amplify and reinforce, and should be used in
conjunction with the well-established criteria set
out in PPGrs.

The criteria set out in the Policy and that need
to be met before enabling development should be
considered are stringent and are set out both
in Conservation Principles in section 157 and in
Enabling Development on page s; they are:
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Enabling development that would secure the future of a
significant place, but contravene other planning policy

objectives, should be unacceptable unless:

a it will not materially harm the heritage values of the

place or its setting

b itavoids detrimental fragmentation of management of

the place

¢ it will secure the long-term future of the place and,
where applicable, its continued use for a sympathetic

purpose

d itis necessary to resolve problems arising from the
inherent needs of the place, rather than the circum-
stances of the present owner, or the purchaser price
paid

e sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source

f itis demonstrated that the amount of enabling devel-
opment is the minimum necessary to secure the future
of the place, and that its form minimises harm to other

public interests

g the public benefit of securing the future of the signifi-
cant place through such enabling development deci-
sively outweighs the disbenefits of breaching other

public policies.

The final criterion, that the public benefits of
enabling development should decisively outweigh
the disbenefits, is perhaps the hardest aspect for the
decision maker.While the financial need may have
been demonstrated, the resulting harm to the
significance of the place could in some cases range
from minimal to unacceptable. It is in this ‘grey
area’, where to allow no change could result in the
entire loss of the significant place, that the crunch
decisions have to be made. In such circumstances,
decision-making will invariably be much better
informed if a proper understanding of the heritage
values of a place, of the kind recommended by
Conservation Principles, has been acquired before
rather than after application of the Enabling
Development criteria.

Enabling developments are, by their very
nature, complex and often controversial and the
onus in on the applicant to provide all relevant
information to the local planning authority. The
most common cases I deal with are large country
houses or redundant mental hospitals, some of
which have been neglected for many years, often
vandalised, and where the cost of repairs may
outweigh the market value once repaired — ie there
is a conservation deficit. The perceived only ‘solu-
tion’ is for the local authority to relax the planning



PUTTING THE PRINCIPLES INTO PRACTICE

rules by permitting otherwise unacceptable devel-
opment — perhaps in the form of residential units
within the grounds of the main property, for exam-
ple in a walled garden or on adjacent land. If
permitted, the benefit to the community is that the
main heritage asset is repaired and brought back
into long-term beneficial use. Nevertheless, if the
first criterion is not met, namely that the proposals
will not materially harm the heritage values of the
place or its setting, then the application can go no
further.

With the exception of historic entities and
traditional buildings in the countryside, before
enabling development is even considered, the
applicant needs to demonstrate that real eftorts
have been made, without success, to continue the
present use or find compatible alternative uses for
the place by carrying out a proper and genuine
market testing exercise.

Once it has been decided that an enabling
development scheme meets all the criteria, there
are still four further tests in that the impact of
the development must be precisely defined from
the outset; the benefits must be secured, normally
by way of a Section 106 Agreement; the place
concerned is repaired to an agreed standard as early
as possible; and finally the planning authority
closely monitors implementation to ensure that
obligations are fulfilled.

Assessing an enabling development application
is not straightforward and a number of professional
disciplines are required to contribute to the
decision-making process. The fact that the updated
Enabling  Development and the Conservation of
Significant Places Policy and Guidance mirror in
design the layout and terminology within Conser-
vation Principles is no accident, as the two are inter-
linked and used together provide a sound base and
useful guidance for those decision-makers involved
in managing our historic environment.

In today’s difficult financial climate, there is
increased pressure on developers and owners as
property values fall and funding becomes hard
to secure. I therefore anticipate more enabling
development cases having to be dealt with by local
authorities and English Heritage. The key for all
parties is to understand the rules from the outset —
read the Policy and Guidance and obtain good
professional advice from practitioners well versed
in the process.

The Enabling Development and the Conservation of
Significant Places Policy and Guidance is available on
www.english-heritage.org.uk/
enablingdevelopment

and

www.helm.org.uk/enablingdevelopment

Henbury House, Dorset. In 1995 ‘enabling development’ permission was given for the construction of 29 new homes to offset the cost of major
structural repairs to this important Grade II* country house.With hindsight, the application of Conservation Principles could have helped identify a solution
less damaging to the heritage values of the original building and its setting. © English Heritage
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News from English Heritage

Places of Worship Support Officers

A new tunding stream for historic places of worship
was launched in December, as part of the on-going
Inspired! campaign. English Heritage is offering
£1.5 million in grants to organisations that use,
manage or conserve numbers of historic places of
worship to employ a Support Officer to help look
after and make the most of their buildings.

It is up to the partner organisation to draw up
its own job description, depending on the partic-
ular needs of its historic buildings. No two Support
Ofticer jobs will be exactly the same: some will
focus on essential repairs, others on opening
churches for tourism or community projects. English
Heritage will cover 5o per cent of the total costs
of a Support Officer post for three years. It will
encourage the professional development of the
postholders and jointly agree objectives with the
partner organisation but will have no involvement
in the day-to-day management of the post.

Support Officers must have a knowledge of the
principles of historic-building conservation and a
demonstrable interest in England’s historic places
of worship, but detailed knowledge of ecclesiastical
architecture is not essential. They should be excel-
lent communicators, have problem-solving skills,
and be able to empathise with the purposes of the
relevant faith group.

Contact: Nick Chapple, tel: 020 7973 3267
email: nick.chapple@english-heritage.org.uk

The socio-economic benefits of
heritage in the National Parks

The heritage of National Parks is fundamental to
their character and to the sense of identity of
their local communities. It is also a key factor for
inward investment and tourism. However, the
socio-economic benefits of heritage to the parks
have yet to be measured and evaluated in ways
that can usefully inform policy formulation and
management practice.

In 2007 English Heritage and Cadw commis-
sioned the Countryside and Community Research
Institute at the University of Gloucestershire to
examine this issue. The research comprised an
extensive scoping study involving a literature
review combined with various forms of stake-
holder consultation, including email and telephone
surveys, face-to-face interviews and participatory
workshops. The results from this scoping study will
be available later this summer on the HELM
website at www.helm.org.uk
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Contact: Sarah Tunnicliffe; tel: 020 7973 3724;
email: sarah.tunnicliffe@english-heritage.org.uk

Heritage Link’s Embracing Difference
website

Led by Heritage Link, with funding from English
Heritage, Embracing Difference was a two-year
programme to develop the heritage sector’s capac-
ity to attract wider and more diverse engage-
ment. Running across five regions of England,
the programme delivered a series of seminars that
encouraged creativity, learning, networking and
mutual understanding between different groups.
Five practical projects showed that wider diversity
can be achieved by voluntary heritage organisa-
tions, whatever their resources. A new website
bringing together resources, links and information
from the programme is available for all to use at
www.heritagelink.org.uk/diversity

Contact: Kate Pugh,

email: mail@heritagelink.org.uk

HELM training programme 2009-10
Next years HELM training programme will
include events on characterisation, places of
worship and Stop the Rot. It will also address the
legal aspects of development control and heritage
at risk and offer a programme of training on
Heritage Protection Reform, including events
on local lists, defining special interest, and Historic
Environment Records.

Please check the HELM website www.helm.
org.uk for more details as they become available.
By signing up to the HELM newsletter you will
make sure you are kept informed about the training
programme as well as other news and updates from
English Heritage.

Contact: Jane Driscoll, tel: 020 7973 2228
email: jane.driscoll@english-heritage.org.uk

Taking Part

English Heritage has welcomed the publication of
the DCMS’s report on Taking Part, the survey that
measures the number of extra people participating
in culture and sports between 2005/6 and 2007/8
(www.culture.gov.uk/reference_library/
publications/5653.aspx). For the heritage sector,
the Public Service Agreement (PSA) 3 target was to
increase attendance at heritage sites by three
percentage points for each of three priority groups
— black and minority ethnic, people with limiting
disability and people from lower socio-economic
groups.



Launching the Places of Worship Support Officers fund in Manchester were, from left to right, Simon Thurley, Chief Executive of
English Heritage, Andy Burnham, Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport and the Bishop of Middleton.
© English Heritage

The results for the heritage sector are extremely
encouraging. More people than ever before are
visiting heritage sites, with the greatest percentage
increase (11 per cent) being among people from
black and minority ethnic groups. The increase is
particularly marked for people who also belong
to lower socio-economic groups, for those from
a mixed-race or Asian background, those who are
Muslim by religion, and those who live in Yorkshire
and Humberside and West Midlands.

It is too early to explain these results in detail,
but the eftorts of the whole of the historic-envi-
ronment sector to encourage wider participation
must certainly be a key factor in the very welcome
increases. In coming months the survey will be an
important source of evidence for further research
into what makes people take part in cultural activ-
ities commissioned by English Heritage, DCMS,
Arts Council England, Museum Libraries and
Archives and Sport England as part of the Culture
and Sport Evidence (CASE) programme.

Contact: Laura Clayton, tel: 020 7973 3100
email: laura.clayton@english-heritage.org.uk

Missing out? Socio-economic status
and heritage participation

On 23 March 2009 English Heritage will host a
conference about broadening the appeal of the
heritage offer, particularly to family groups. As

well as bringing together heritage organisations,

commentators, researchers and community groups

to investigate the appeal of the heritage offer to

families, the conference will see the launch of new

research findings from English Heritage into the

ways in which education, social status and family

background influence the way people think about

and respond to heritage.

A day of workshops and seminars will address

questions such as:

* How do we broaden audiences to existing
heritage sites?

* What can we learn from outside the sector?

* Do we need better representation of working
people’s history, or a more engaging general offer?

* How do different groups most enjoy engaging
with the past, and does the sector recognise these
means?

* How important is it to provide a ‘family-friendly’
offer in order to ensure that an interest in heritage
is passed down generations?

Places may still be available for this conference,
which is taking place at the London School of
Economics New Academic Building at 54 Lincoln’s
Inn Fields, London, WC2A 3L]J.

Contact: Chemeck Slowik, tel: 020 7973 3253
email: chemeck.slowick@english-heritage.org.uk
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The National Monuments Record

News and Events

The NMR is the public archive of English
Heritage. It includes more than 1o million archive
items (photographs, drawings, reports and digital
data) relating to England’s historic environment.
Catalogues are available online and in the NMR
search room in Swindon.

Contact the NMR at:

NMR Enquiry & Research Services, National
Monuments Record, Kemble Drive, Swindon
SN2 2GZ

tel: 01793 414600

fax: 01793 414606

email: nmrinfo@english-heritage.org.uk

web: www.english-heritage.org.uk/nmr

Online Resources from the NMR
Heritage Explorer
(www.heritageexplorer.org.uk)

The Heritage Explorer website is designed for educa-
tion users. It gives teachers and learners access to
more than 3,000 inspiring NMR images specially
selected for their educational relevance, which
can be searched using keywords related to the
curriculum. Access to images is augmented by
ready-prepared resources for use in the classroom,
in particular activities for use with interactive
whiteboards.

Contact: Mary Mills, tel: 01793 414892

email: mary.mills@english-heritage.org.uk

PastScape (www.pastscape.org.uk)

PastScape is the publicly accessible online version of
the national database of monuments maintained by
the NMR. The website has recently undergone

extensive redevelopment to improve searching
capabilities and results.

In addition to these major changes to the struc-
ture of the site we continue to work on targeted
projects to improve the content of our records on
particular types of site or monument. Two such
projects, described below, give a flavour of the
sheer variety of themes covered by the website.

Logboats

A small project was undertaken to enhance the
existing record of logboats within the NMR’s
database. In total, 139 records were amended to
bring them up-to-date and improve their ease of
retrieval. Out of a total of 55 prehistoric boats, it
turned out that 21 belong to the Bronze Age;
another 9 are dated to the Roman period and 15 to
the early and post-medieval periods. The remain-
ing 59 artefacts lacked dating evidence. This high
number of undated logboats is perhaps not surpris-
ing because 107 of the 139 examples were found
between the 18th and early 20th centuries, before
the advent of modern dating techniques, and at
least 79 have since been destroyed or lost.

South Shoreditch commercial buildings

A project has recently been completed to enhance
NMR  records of Victorian and 20oth-century
commercial buildings in the South Shoreditch
area of London. This district was traditionally the
home of the furniture industry and associated
trades including upholsterers, cabinet ironmongers,
varnish-makers and timber suppliers. Nearly 200
records have been created from a number of

A group of children playing in
a lane near Dinton in
Buckinghamshire, the older
children looking after the
younger ones. Taken by

SW Newton in 1904, the
photograph is just one of the
many thousands of images
accessible through the NMR's
Heritage Explorer website.

© English Heritage. NMR AA97/07509
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Built in the Italian style, this
late |9th-century office and
warehouse building at
|25—130 Shoreditch High
Street, London El, is just
one of the 300,000 listed
buildings recorded by volun-
teer photographers as part
of English Heritage's Images
of England project.

© J. Callon, IoE 425985

Dry-stone walling is
one of the tradi-
tional craft skills on
which practical
conservation of the
historic environment
still vitally depends.
This photograph by
the prolific freelance
photographer John
Gay was taken in
Gloucestershire in
about 1950. It is
among 70,000 of his
fascinating pictures
that are being made
accessible through
the NMR's
Viewfinder website.
© English Heritage. NMR
AA083345

sources including English Heritage’s 2004 architec-
tural investigation of South Shoreditch commercial
buildings. This NMR enhancement project is
important in providing public access to a signifi-
cant part of London’s commercial and industrial
heritage and maintaining a permanent record of
an ever-changing and developing cityscape.
Contact: Robin Page, tel: 01793 414617

email: robin.page@english-heritage.org.uk

ViewFinder
(www.english-heritage.org.uk/viewfinder)
ViewFinder is an online picture resource drawing
on the NMR’s national photographic collections,

with more than 70,000 images available. Currently,
the emphasis is on the images of John Gay, a prolific
freelance photographer who was most active
between 1945 and the 1970s. His work features
buildings, people, animals, rural life and landscapes,
and he was often commissioned by architects to
record their projects. Some 20,000 of John Gay’s
photographs are now on ViewFinder and new
material is being added quarterly.

Contact: Andrew Sargent, tel: 01793 414740

email: andrew.sargent@english-heritage.org.uk

Search English Heritage Archives on line
Discover photographs and archives of England’s
buildings and historic sites.

Soon you will be able to search the catalogues
of some of our photographic and other archive
collections online. You will also be able to see
online photographs and order copies.

The new website is being designed for:

e architectural historians

¢ local and family historians

* people interested in house history

* anyone interested in finding out more about
England’s architectural and archaeological heritage.

We would also value your comments on the first
release of the site, to help us make it better for all
our users.

For further information, or to express an interest in
taking part in the site evaluation, contact:

Gillian Sheldrick, email: gillian.sheldrick@english-
heritage.org.uk
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Legal Developments

Accidents can happen

Mike Harlow, Legal Director, English Heritage

It is a commonly held misbelief that health and
safety law has gone bonkers; that it requires zero
risk and allows for zero adventure. In fact, while the
principles have ebbed and flowed a little, the law
has always been pretty balanced and rooted in
common sense.

A recent case of a ricked ankle in Ripon
Cathedral serves as a reminder to us all, and perhaps
most importantly, consultants and insurers, that it
is not the responsibility of a property owner to
make visitors totally safe. That is, after all, unachiev-
able. It was unfortunate that Jennifer Hunt turned
her ankle over while descending into the crypt.
She stepped into a depression typical of the uneven
stone surfaces of such old buildings. But was it
the fault of the cathedral or an accident without
blame?

Quite properly the cathedral had undertaken a
health and safety risk assessment for visitors. It had
concluded that no handrail was necessary down
the stairs and no signage was needed warning of
the uneven floor. There was a one-way system in
operation, presumably to prevent overcrowding
and jostling on the stairs.

Ms Hunt sued for her personal injury claiming
a breach by the cathedral of'its duty under section 2
of the Occupiers’ Liability Act 1957. That duty is
to take such care as in all the circumstances of
the case is reasonable to see that the visitor will
be reasonably safe in using the premises for the
purposes for which he is invited or permitted by
the occupier to be there. It is critical to note that
only reasonable steps have to be taken to see that
people are reasonably safe.You do not have to take
every last measure to ensure absolute safety.

The judge acknowledged that very old buildings have
uneven floors. ...it was reasonable to assume that
people would take care when placing their feet in a
place of such antiquity.

Ms Hunt lost her case. The judge acknowl-
edged that very old buildings have uneven floors.
He said no additional signage was necessary to
warn of a risk of falling as it was reasonable to
assume that people would take care when placing
their feet in a place of such antiquity. The absence
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of a handrail posed no real danger as the stairs were
Narrow.

This is only a first-instance decision and since it
is in tune with other personal-injury cases away
from the historic environment it is perhaps unre-
markable in legal theory. But I do think it is vital
that owners and advisers are reminded of where
the law stands. There is always a natural tendency
towards more protection. Some of the pressure
comes from consultants and insurers whose direct
self-interest is never served by placing the risk
in the middle ground. Increasing protection also
results from ignorance — a half-baked and risk-
averse understanding of what is required in this day
and age to discharge one’s duties.

[ am sure that Ms Hunt’s accident could have
been avoided if the cathedral had been altered. So it
does not look kindly to be suggesting that protec-
tion should go so far and no further, as to do so is
to suggest that we tolerate injuries in favour of less
clutter and a more pure visitor experience. But the
law, at least, recognises that there is no such thing as
absolute safety. Accidents will always happen. The
cost of attempting to avoid any risk is harm to the
historic environment itself, sometimes irreparable,
and a loss of enjoyment by the visitor.

Only reasonable steps have to be taken to see that
people are reasonably safe.You do not have to take
every last measure to ensure absolute safety.

Any decision to alter a building or site requires
a balance to be struck between conservation and
pressures for change. The difficulty with decisions
involving safety is that the words ‘safety first’ tend
to float by, putting it on the moral high ground.
The Ripon case emphasises that safety is not a
trump card. It is still a balance. The question is: what
can the visitor reasonably expect? With an old
building they can generally expect standards to be
less than those of the 21st century. That is not to say
that they should be prepared for real dangers or
look out for real surprises, but they can expect a
building to be what it is — worn, unusual, uneven
and interesting.



New publications from English Heritage

KENNETH
POWELL

Twentieth Century Architects

RIBA Publishing, English Heritage and The 20th
Century Society have jointly commissioned a
new series, Twentieth Century Architects, which
examines the work and influence of some of the
century’s significant architectural practices. The
following two titles will appear in April and
books on Aldington, Craig & Collinge and
McMorran & Whitby will be published in August.
The series will be essential reading for architects,
students, architectural historians and modernist
enthusiasts interested in learning more about the
20th century’s most successtul British practices.

Powell & Moya
Kenneth Powell
This is a comprehensive and engaging account of
one of Britain’s most significant post-war prac-
tices. Founded in 1946 by Philip Powell and
Hidalgo ‘Jacko’ Moya, the practice rapidly estab-
lished a reputation for ‘humane modernism’.
Structured by building type, this book reveals
the principles of design particular to Powell &
Moya, and tells how they were at the forefront of
hospital design, brought modernism to the ancient
universities of Oxford and Cambridge, and
designed one of London’s most successful post-war
housing schemes, Churchill Gardens. The book is
lavishly illustrated with images from the Powell &
Moya archive and stunning new photography.
PUBLICATION DATE: April 2009
PRICE: £20.00 + £2.00 P&P

ISBN: 978 | 85946 303 | Paperback, 160 pp

RUTTER
CARROLL

Ryder & Yates

Rutter Carroll

The outstanding work of Ryder & Yates, the
pioneers of the modern movement in the North-
East, is chronicled by Rutter Carroll, an architect
from Newecastle upon Tyne. Formed in 1953 by
Gordon Ryder and Peter Yates and heavily influ-
enced by Le Corbusier and Berthold Lubetkin,
the practice’s uncompromising modernism put it
in stark contrast to its contemporaries, and it
quickly established a reputation for innovative
and highly individual buildings situated almost
exclusively on Tyneside. Images from the Ryder
& Yates private archive illustrate the text.
PUBLICATION DATE: April 2009

PRICE: £20.00 + £2.00 P&P

ISBN: 978 | 85946 266 9 Paperback, 160pp

Played at the Pub

Arthur Taylor and Simon Inglis

Aunt Sally in Oxford, Toad in the Hole in Lewes,
bagatelle in Chester, quoits in Darlington and bat
and trap in Kent — they sound like relics of a
bygone age, and yet contrary to popular belief the
pub games of Britain live on.Traditional games
such as nipsy (the poor man’s golf), played by
Barnsley miners, may have died out in the 1990s,
but new games emerge all the time so that nowa-
days regulars are just as likely to be entering pub
quizzes — the first quiz league was recorded in
Bootle in 1959 — or playing pool (which arrived
via Australia during the 1960s) or petanque
(brought over from France). Fashions may move
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on but find any decent pub and the chances are
that there are games to be played.

Played at the Pub is not only beautiful to look
at and overflowing with interesting stories it is
also an informative guide, copiously illustrated
with contemporary images taken by English
Heritage’s own specialist photographers.
PUBLICATION DATE:

April 2009
PRICE: £14.99 + £2.00 P&P
ISBN:978 | 90562 497 3 Paperback, |44pp

Britain’s Oldest Art:The Ice Age Cave Art
of Creswell Crags

Paul Bahn and Paul Pettitt

In 2003 Britain’s first Ice Age cave art was discov-
ered at Creswell Crags on the Nottinghamshire
and Derbyshire border, a limestone gorge honey-
combed with caves and smaller fissures that was
among the most northerly places on earth to have
been visited by our ancient ancestors.

The book starts with the discovery of the art,
places the Ice Age archaeology of the crags in a
national context, draws on continental parallels
and details the scientific verification of the art. It
concludes with a chapter on the national search for
other examples of Ice Age cave art. It is illustrated
throughout with atmospheric images of birds,
deer, bison and horse and provides a definitive
list of the motifs, each with a photograph, line
drawing and full description.

PUBLICATION DATE: March 2009
PRICE: £14.99+ £2.00 P&P
ISBN:9 781 84802 025 2 Paperback, 128 pp

ENGLISH HERITAGE

in's Oldest Art

vell Crags
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Played at the Pub

Arthur Taylor

SPECIAL OFFER

Until 31 May 2009 all of the titles featured above can be
obtained free of the normal /2.00 postage and packing charge
through English Heritage Publishing Mail Order Sales at the
address shown below (please quote CONBULL 60).

Publications may be ordered from:

English Heritage Publishing Mail Order Sales,

c/o Central Books, 99 Wallis Road, London Eg sLN

tel: 0845 458 9910; email: eh@centralbooks.com

Please quote the appropriate ISBN and make all cheques payable in
sterling to Central Books Ltd. Publications may also be ordered from

www.english-heritage.org.uk
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