
 

 
 

         Date: 7th March 2018 

Dear Rob, 

Conservation Principles 2018 Consultation 

Thank you for the opportunity to send late comments on Historic England’s 
Conservation Principles consultation draft and our apologies for the delay in 
responding to the original consultation deadline. Thank you also for your 
presentation to the Planning and Legislation Sub-committee which was most helpful 
and much appreciated by colleagues.  

I am responding on behalf of the Association of Local Government Archaeological 
Officers: England. The Association (ALGAO) is the national body representing local 
government archaeology services at County, District, Metropolitan, Unitary and 
National Park authority level. These provide advice to nearly all the District, Unitary 
and other local government bodies in the country.  

ALGAO: England co-ordinates the views of its member authorities (92 in total) and 
presents them to government and to other national organisations. It also acts as an 
advisor to the Local Government Association (LGA) on archaeological matters. The 
range of interests of our members embraces all aspects of the historic environment, 
including archaeology, buildings and the historic landscape, and our stated aims are 
to: 

▪ Provide a strong voice for local authority historic environment services and 
promote these to strengthen and develop their role within local government in 
delivering local and national government policy 

▪ Ensure local government historic environment services are included within 
policy (national and local) for culture and education 

▪ Ensure that policy aims to improve the sustainable management of the 
historic environment 

▪ Promote the development of high standards in the historic environment 
profession 

 

 
In general, we liked the more straightforward readable presentation, use of NPPF 
terminology and more inclusive approach to the historic environment (the previous 
version having been perceived as focussed on built heritage). However, the 



document is still written with more emphasis on the historic built environment and 
often does not appropriately consider prehistoric archaeological remains, particularly 
those from the Palaeolithic period. 
 
Q4  
Reducing the size of this section seems to have resulted in some loss of detail and 
nuance e.g. in the discussion about 'place'. It would be helpful also to include a 
statement that understanding the ‘natural’ environment is critically important for 
understanding the context for human action, particularly for earlier periods.  
 
It would also be helpful and consistent with the NPPF to add 'understand' to line 2 in 
para 9 perhaps after ‘enjoy’.  
 
Q5 
Under Principle 3 we felt there should be explicit recognition that many heritage 
assets (particularly but not exclusively those of archaeological interest) are as yet 
undiscovered or their significance is unrecognised so many ‘sites’ which appear 
‘blank’ on existing records may not in fact be so.  The latter comment applies to 
paragraph 41 later on too. 
In para 15 - after ‘heritage assets’ add 'and how it relates to the wider environment' 
c.f. comments on introduction section. ‘Its physical nature’ may be a more helpful 
term than ‘its physical fabric’. 
 
Under Principle 6 paragraph 21 there could usefully be an explicit reference to 
historic environment records which we were pleased to see do appear in paragraph 
52. 
Under Principle 6 paragraph 23 the penultimate sentence should be deleted as 
misleading and entirely inappropriate to archaeology (or buildings of archaeological 
interest), or rewritten to explain the circumstances in which this would be 
appropriate. 
Para 23 should also refer to the benefit of arranging public display of artefacts or 
other materials wherever possible. 
 
Q6  
We welcome the retention of the values as a set of concepts as these ideas have 
proved useful in writing Heritage/Historic Environment Strategies. However some 
clarity has been lost in the revised document and there are omissions e.g. 
archaeological assets surely hold a wider range of values than just evidential and 
research value. Similarly architectural interest surely holds evidential value. This 
section should be rewritten to reflect the full range of values which heritage assets 
hold or can contribute to.  
 
We are not convinced that historical interest will always be significantly diminished 
by the cessation of a heritage asset’s original function (paragraph 31) – whilst the 
illustrative value may be reduced by the loss of original function the historical interest 
may be largely maintained – perhaps ‘will normally’ could be replaced with ‘may’. 
There could also be examples where being used for different purposes adds to the 
historical interest of a place. 
 



The section covering archaeological interest (paragraphs 38 – 41) is relatively short 
and summary compared to those covering the other interests.  It could usefully be 
expanded to cover such issues as research frameworks, professional standards and 
continuous improvement of techniques (especially in science and data 
management).  It should be made clearer that archaeological interest is not a 
justification for destruction to enable research – as is naively sometimes suggested 
even by some in the profession. 
 
Para 38 - this section (or elsewhere) should also mention evidence of the 
environmental context not just the human activity itself. This paragraph would benefit 
from rewriting to reflect better evidence relating to the Palaeolithic period e.g. 
evidence relating to hominin evolution, changes in the natural environment and 
associated flora and fauna etc. Veteran trees, designed landscapes and natural 
features which are of cultural significance should perhaps also be included within the 
definitions of historical interest and/or heritage assets. 
 
The section covering architectural and artistic interest (paragraphs 42 – 49) is surely 
wrong to suggest these interests simply relate to aesthetics (para 41) – architecture 
is also about culture, functional design and engineering whilst art embodies and 
conveys ideas and identity. Also, how does rural landscape fit into this 
schema?   Most of it was not designed by ‘architects’ in the common use of that 
term.  We know (and have mapped through HLC) that the English rural landscape as 
we experience it today is largely a palimpsest cultural construct, albeit one 
constrained by natural geology, topography, climate etc.  That does not really come 
across here strongly with the emphasis placed on design concept integrity (para 49), 
nor is it clearly expressed in the section on historical interest.  Probably aesthetic 
value of this nature should be allied to historical rather than architectural interest.  
 
Q7 
Should state somewhere in paras 53-54 - that some Palaeolithic sites (e.g. the 
Swanscombe Skull site) are specifically (and in that case only) protected as SSSIs 
while others are coincidentally protected because of this designation. 
A significant omission from paragraphs 57/58 is any mention of archaeological policy 
areas in Local Plans.   Many ALGAO members make significant use of such areas to 
manage change through the planning system, including indicating where 
undesignated heritage assets of national importance may exist. 
Paragraphs 59 to 71 do not seem appropriate for archaeology and would benefit 
from an edit for more inclusive language. 
 
Q8  
As noted above the definitions of Archaeological interest and Historic environment 
do not adequately take into account the need to understand the wider environmental 
context. 
 
Q9  
In general the document is written more from the perspective of and with more 
emphasis on the historic built environment. There is insufficient consideration of 
prehistoric structures and monuments and there is a complete lack of appreciation of 
the nature of the resource relating to Palaeolithic archaeology and its essential 
consideration within the context of the Quaternary environment. It would be helpful if 



this could be addressed for the final version. We welcome the explanations of 
significance and how it relates to values but as noted above it would be helpful to 
rewrite the section on values and interest to reflect the historic environment as a 
whole. It would also be useful to include more cross-referencing with the GPAs. 
 
We would be happy to discuss any of the above comments in more detail and would 
be willing to assist with or comment on revised text if that would be helpful. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Lis Dyson 
Chair Planning and Legislation Sub-Committee, 
ALGAO England 
(Heritage Conservation Manager 
Kent County Council) 
 


