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Written evidence

Memorandum submitted by the Advisory Board for Redundant Churches

1. The Advisory Board for Redundant Churches is the statutory advisor to the Church Commissioners
on the future of churches no longer needed for worship. In dealing with proposals for redundancy, the
Commissioners take into account pastoral, financial and heritage considerations. The Board advises on all
aspects of heritage value, including:

— church buildings;

— site history and setting;

— archaeological aspects below and above ground;

— all kinds of diverse church contents—bells, glass, monuments, seating, fixtures and fittings;

— tombs & memorials;

— churchyards.

The Board’s members and staV comprise one of the most comprehensive sources of expertise on Anglican
ecclesiastical heritage in the country.

2. In oVering its advice, the Board’s principal task is twofold:

— to identify, define and evaluate heritage value;

— when considering the insertion of new uses, to assess how far a building can be changed without
damaging what the new use is intended to preserve.

Consequently, the work of the Board is highly relevant to the Select Committee’s inquiry into protecting
and preserving our heritage.

3. The Board’s advice, accepted by the Church Commissioners in over 90% of cases, covers three possible
outcomes when a church is no longer needed for worship. (Bracketed % refer to 113 cases from 2000–2004).

— Churches of outstanding value and with little scope for change without serious damage to that
value are vested in the Churches Conservation Trust (CCT) on behalf of the nation and the Church
of England (11%).

— Appropriate alternative uses are sought for churches of special value; for the best there is an option
of last-resort vesting rather than demolition (72%).

— Churches of little merit or beyond reasonable repair are demolished (17%).

4. Insertion of an alternative use—in nearly three-quarters of all cases—will usually be the greatest
change the historic building has ever experienced. The Board identifies important features that should be
preserved by incorporation into plans for alternative uses. This helps prevent these features being ignored
until after a scheme has been devised, causing avoidable confrontation and expense. Generally, balances
have to be struck, and here are two examples.

— An imposing large 19th century urban church with a relatively plain interior. Conversion into
multiple flats or aVordable housing completely filling interior spaces can be achieved as long as
any necessary new windows in the walls or roof slopes are well placed and properly designed.

— A small rural medieval church with good interior spaces in nave, aisles and chancel, no major
monuments and poor 19th century “restoration”. Conversion to oYce or crafts workshop uses can
be achieved, possibly with clear screening across some compartments. However, residential uses
demanding two floors or large extensions would destroy the spaces, the recognisable historic plan
and cut across full-height windows.

5. The Advisory Board for Redundant Churches was originally established in 1969. Its purposes are:

— to simplify and streamline complex consultations by the Commissioners with government,
amenity societies and learned bodies on Anglican churches no longer required for worship;

— to provide in a single body a balanced and authoritative view transparently free of pastoral and
financial considerations about the weight to be attached to historic and architectural
considerations;

— to reflect the partnership interests of church and state by having its expert membership appointed
jointly by the Archbishops and the Prime Minister’s OYce. The CCT is 70% state funded, and the
Board also has a statutory duty to advise on any proposals it may make to devest, lease, or alter
churches it holds.

6. Churches in ecclesiastical use are covered by the ecclesiastical exemption from secular listed building
and scheduled ancient monument controls. When ecclesiastical uses lapse, or redundancy is formally
declared, the exemption lapses and secular controls apply fully. As an independent advisor “bi-lingual” in
ecclesiastical and secular planning controls, the Board is able to act as a mediator between principal church
and state stakeholders by providing information and advice to interested parties. This is an important
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compensation for the way the ecclesiastical exemption has on the one hand isolated the Church from the full
weight of secular planning process, and on the other deskilled many local planning authorities with regard to
a highly specialized category of historic building and their attendant issues.

7. At a time when public interest in the ecclesiastical heritage has never been greater, concern for the
future of Anglican parish churches is a permanent item on the agenda. Whether or not the flow of
redundancies increases as some foretell, there will continue to be a need for transparently independent expert
advice on appropriate futures for the aVected buildings. Such advice will be crucial for the review of existing
holdings that must precede any credible bid by the Churches Conservation Trust for increased funds to
support a naturally growing work-load of vestings. For all these reasons the Board is strongly resisting the
current proposal to abolish it in its present independent form and replace it with a reduced function put
within a church body.

6 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Acceptance in Lieu (AIL) Panel

Background

The Acceptance in Lieu (AIL) Panel advises Ministers in England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland
on items oVered in lieu of Inheritance Tax under Section 230 of the Inheritance Tax Act 1984. The advice
of the Panel is also provided to HM Revenue & Customs.

To qualify for acceptance in lieu of tax items must be:

1. pre-eminent;

2. valued at a price which is fair to both oVeror and the Nation; and

3. in acceptable condition.

It is the AIL Panel’s role to assess whether these three criteria are met.
Once items have been accepted by HM Government, the Panel also advises on where the objects should be
allocated.

In the last five years, the AIL scheme has brought items with a value of £140,000,000 into public
collections. It is currently the most important means of acquisition in the UK. Items have been allocated to
museums, galleries and public archival depositories throughout the UK and Northern Ireland.

Submission

The AIL Panel wishes to make the following submission:

The AIL system, whereby works of art, historic material and archives, are oVered in satisfaction
of death duties (ie Inheritance Tax and any of its earlier forms), is generally felt to be working well
at present. It is expected that some 40 cases, with a gross value of £35,000,000, will be concluded
during the current financial year, 2005–06.

There is one area however, that gives the Panel considerable concern. The value of the most outstanding
works of art has risen so sharply in recent years that a major painting by Rubens or Rembrandt may well
be worth in excess of £40 million. The tax liability of deceased estates is, however, generally well below such
a sum. In consequence, if a really important painting is oVered in lieu, it will involve a “hybrid” arrangement
whereby the value in excess of the tax liability is met by the acquiring museum or gallery through the
provision of funds equal to the gap. If, for example, a Picasso is valued at £40 million, with a rate of
Inheritance Tax of 40%, the acceptance of the painting could settle up to £28 million of tax. If the actual
liability on the estate (excluding the Picasso) is less than £28 million, a hybrid arrangement will be necessary.
The tax system permits a range of measures which can be put into place during a person’s lifetime to reduce
the impact of Inheritance Tax on the estate. An inheritance tax liability on the scale of £28 million is now
very rare, given the scope for tax planning that currently exists.

Even if the liability of the oVering estate were to be as high as £10 million, this would still leave the
acquiring gallery with the need to raise £18 million (£28 million—£10 million) to secure the painting. This
sum is far beyond the purchase grant or acquisition reserves of any UK institution. It is, therefore, highly
desirable that additional funds should be made available either through the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF)
or National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF) to help such acquisitions. These sources, should, if
necessary, be supplemented by special government grants.

A happy example of this has occurred recently. In 2003, the Trustees of the Sutherland Estates oVered a
Titian to the Nation in lieu of Inheritance Tax with the condition that it should be allocated to the National
Galleries of Scotland. The acceptance of this important painting could have settled up to £14 million of tax.
As the actual liability was only £2.4 million the balance of the price was met by a combination of a major
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grant of £7.6 million from the Heritage Lottery Fund, £0.5 million from the National Arts Collection Fund
and a Special Grant of £2.5 million from the Scottish Executive. The National Galleries of Scotland was
itself able to raise £1.0 million.
By way of unfortunate contrast, when another Titian, reported to be valued at around £60 million was
oVered as a private treaty sale to the National Gallery in 2004–05, the proposal was turned down as no funds
were available.

The Waverley Report, half a century ago, at a time of far greater financial stringency, specifically
predicted the need for exceptional Treasury grants to support the acquisition of exceptional items which
were threatened with export from this country. The Land Fund was the alternative. Since then the Land
Fund has been dissolved and the National Heritage Memorial Fund created to act as the fund of last resort
for the protection of the UK’s heritage. Its eVectiveness has, however, been seriously compromised by the
inadequate level of funding that it has received in the last few years. Even when in 2007–08 its grant from
Government is doubled to £10 million it will not be in a position to assist in more than a handful of cases
each year and at the highest levels of the art market, a complete years grant of £10 million is insuYcient to
provide the UK with the financial strength to compete in a world market.

The NHMF needs to be adequately funded to ensure that the UK can act eVectively in a highly
competitive world market for important cultural objects. This would be restoring to the NHMF the role
that was originally envisaged when it was established 25 years ago and which it was able to fulfill for the first
decade or so of its existence.

This would enable it to assist:

1. with the acquisition and retention in the UK of objects which come onto the market where no tax
incentives lower the cost to UK public purchasers; and

2. in those situations, such as the hybrid cases of AIL described above, where the tax incentives that
already exist need the additional support of cash grants to be eVective.

If the Acceptance in Lieu scheme is to continue to bring into public ownership major works of cultural
importance, as it has done in the last 60 years, it will need to be able to call upon the support of grant making
bodies in general and the NHMF, in particular, if the value of the scheme is to be maintained.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group (APPAG)

APPAG is an all-party group of 136 MPs and Peers in the Palace of Westminster with an interest in
archaeology. The aim of APPAG is to further an understanding of archaeology in Parliament and to
promote archaeology and archaeological education.

In 2003 the Group published a major report on the state of British archaeology (available from the
Group’s web site at www.appag.org.uk), following a call for submissions. A follow up report, looking at
progress on the main issues covered in the original report was published in late 2004.

APPAG welcomes the wide-ranging inquiry announced by the Select Committee. It is an important
opportunity to promote all aspects of our heritage, and the role that archaeology can play in helping us to
understand our past for the benefit of the future. We hope that the Committee will be able to pick up on
many of the recommendations of the Group’s report (an Executive Summary is attached for ease of
reference).

The Group works closely with members of The Archaeology Forum (TAF) and we commend their
evidence to the Select Committee. Their recently published advocacy document Archaeology enriches us all
underlines the important contribution that archaeology makes to society and sets out the actions we need
to improve protection and accessibility of the heritage for the public benefit.

Executive Summary to the APPAG Report

The All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group (APPAG) was set up in July 2001 to act as a focus for
Parliamentary interest in all matters relating to archaeology in the United Kingdom. It currently has 139
members in both Houses of Parliament. APPAG represents all shades of political opinion and has no
aYliation to any other special interest groups. The Report aims to reflect the concerns of all those with an
interest in archaeology, both professional and amateur. To this end, APPAG appealed in 2001 for written
submissions on the current state of archaeology in the UK and received 262 responses from a wide range
of organisations and individuals. In addition representatives from a number of key bodies were invited to
answer questions arising from the submissions in a series of select committee sessions in June, July and
October 2002. Finally evidence was taken from an open meeting on 7 December 2002, enabling other
archaeologists and members of the public to add their views.

The Group can confirm that archaeology is the subject of considerable and growing public interest. The
Government, however, needs to make much greater acknowledgement that the remains of the past, both
moveable and immoveable and also including the intangible—the historic environment—should be
protected and preserved for their own sake and for the benefit of future generations. The past is a fragile
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and non-renewable resource and must be properly protected and preserved. The Government’s priorities
are expressed in terms of broadening access to and developing the educational potential of the cultural
sector. These aims, while worthy in themselves, force Government-funded bodies with responsibilities for
archaeology to divert attention away from what should be their core aims, to identify, protect and sustain
the historic environment, towards these other goals. National agencies, national and regional museums find
that their activities are increasingly skewed to those initiatives for which the Government is sometimes
willing to provide funding, but which do not necessarily correspond to the wider priorities. Without the
preservation of this fundamental resource, there will be nothing left to provide access to or to educate
people about.

In the report a total of 48 recommendations have been identified as having current priority. Ten of these
have been selected as key recommendations:

The Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) should adopt a new high-level objective of
defining, protecting and sustaining the historic environment for the benefit of our own and future
generations and it should accept the full consequences of this both in its own spending plans and in the
business plans of its sponsored bodies; and the devolved administrations should be encouraged to do
likewise. DCMS should also establish an inter-departmental committee on archaeology, at ministerial level,
chaired by the DCMS and including the OYce of Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), the Department for
Education and Skills (DfES) and the Department for the Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (DEFRA)
and representatives from the devolved administrations, whose remit should be to co-ordinate Government
policy on archaeology. This committee should meet at least twice a year and minutes of its discussions should
be published. This committee should be serviced by a strengthened team to provide policy advice at the
DCMS, at least one of whom should be an expert on archaeology seconded to the Department.

There is a need for a single non-governmental organisation to lobby for archaeology. The Council for
British Archaeology (CBA), the Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA) and the Institute of Historic
Building Conservation (IHBC) (and possibly other umbrella organisations) should be encouraged to
institute a review, under an independent chair, in order to clarify and re-define (or merge) their respective
functions. APPAG stands ready to advise on this process.

There is an urgent need to improve pay and conditions for employment in field archaeology so that they
are commensurate with graduate entry level in allied professions, such as local authority planning oYcers,
civil engineers and university lecturers. The IFA, working with English Heritage (EH) and the other national
heritage agencies and Prospect, should create a structure for training and qualifications related to career
development that will set standards for best practice in archaeological work, one in which employers are
obliged to support the continuing professional development of staV. Only those contractors that meet these
standards should be eligible to bid for developer-funded work. In the longer term, the current fragmented
commercial unit system, which has resulted from competitive tendering, should be replaced with a more
stable regional, or more local, framework of archaeological organisations.

In support of Article 3 of the Valletta Convention, the Government should ensure that a voluntary Code
of Conduct is implemented to cover archaeological investigations, with appropriate resources being made
available as necessary and monitored to assess its eVectiveness. The Code of Conduct should enable
developer-funded evaluations, excavations, watching briefs and other fieldwork to allow volunteers to take
part without undermining the position of the professionals.

Sites and Monuments Records (SMRs) should be made statutory with additional funding from central
Government to ensure that they meet a minimum standard of content and service delivery. Public
accessibility should be improved, and recognition of the community and educational value of SMRs must
be included in their development. The national, regional and local SMRs need to be reviewed to streamline
the infrastructure. There is a need for increased access to SMRs through a single Internet portal.

Urgent consideration should be given to replacing the present system of competitive tendering in
developer-funded archaeological investigations by a more stable regional, or more local, franchise system,
requiring review at regular intervals. Franchises should be oVered after consultation with the relevant local
and national authorities. The mechanisms of who awards the franchises will need to be discussed taking into
account local circumstances. Such a system would also ensure greater public accessibility to the past, and
also improved protection of the archaeological resource.

The system of class consents permitted by the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act,
whereby Scheduled Ancient Monuments continue to be damaged by agricultural operations, should be
abolished.

The Government should give long-term support to the network of finds liaison oYcers which is to be
established across the whole of England and Wales next year under the Portable Antiquities Scheme, since
the current lottery funding will end in April 2006. Such a development needs to be seen in the context of
both regional and local museums as well as inputs to SMRs. The Government should also provide resources
to provide analogous schemes in Scotland and Northern Ireland, adapted to local conditions.

There is an urgent need to boost the teaching of archaeology in schools. Teacher training courses should
be made more accessible to those with a single honours degree in archaeology and national curricula should
be reviewed to include the historic environment in all relevant courses. Prehistory should be part of all
national curricula.
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The future of the Renaissance in the Regions project should be reviewed in the light of the Government’s
recent disappointing spending settlement. At the same time the role of national and local museums needs
to be clarified and regularised. Every local authority should be given a statutory legal duty to provide
adequate public museum provision to meet the reasonable needs of those whose residence or place of work
is within the area of the authority, or who are undergoing full-time education within that area, and for
contributing to the costs of maintaining those services whether provided (??? NO MORE COPY)

9 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Archaeology Forum

The Archaeology Forum is a grouping of the key independent bodies concerned with the archaeological
investigation, management and interpretation of the UK’s historic environment—both buried remains and
standing structures.

The Forum provides opportunities for our institutions to discuss matters of common concern, to establish
shared positions and promote clear and consistent messages from archaeological practitioners and other
stakeholders. We work together with others in the historic environment sector through umbrella
organisations like Heritage Link, HEREC, Built Environment Forum Scotland and Wales Environment
Link.

The Archaeology Form (TAF) recently published Archaeology Enriches Us All, underlining the
contribution that archaeology makes to society and setting out the actions we need to improve protection
and accessibility of the heritage for the benefit of everyone. This vision for how we want to strengthen
archaeology’s role and impact is attached here, together with a series of briefings prepared to support it, as
our evidence to the Committee.

To realise archaeology’s full potential to play a part in creating a stronger society there is a need for

— Resources to guide and speed the reforms of heritage protection, including a statutory requirement
for local authorities to have access to Historic Environment Record Services, and an end to the
“class consents” that allow protected sites to be ploughed up.

— Reforms to planning guidance to ensure real public benefit from our heritage.

— Opportunities to include archaeology in the national curricula and life-long learning, allowing
every child to understand their roots and those of their neighbours.

— The Heritage Lottery Fund to be allowed to continue its good work with community and
archaeology projects.

— Recognition of the UK’s responsibilities under relevant international conventions.

In addition to these points detailed in our supporting evidence we would also like to underline particular
issues raised by our individual member organisations.

Specifically we commend the evidence presented by the Society of Antiquaries of London and the Society
of Museum Archaeologists about current issues for those responsible for museum archaeological collections
and archives; and the evidence presented by the Institute of Field Archaeologists, which highlights the
importance of recognition for accredited skills in heritage practice. The IFA also identifies the need for a
representative, sector-wide forum to oversee and guide historic environment policy. This would build on the
initial foundations provided by the Historic Environment Review Executive Committee (HEREC).

What the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper?

1. Archaeology and Heritage Protection Reform

1.1 Archaeology holds the key to an irreplaceable store of human history, most with no written record
and sometimes highly vulnerable. The Heritage Protection Review presents a unique opportunity for this
generation to improve the way that the archaeological heritage is protected, to make it much more accessible
for people and to increase the cultural and social benefits it oVers.

The Archaeological Resource

1.2 Hardly any part of the British landscape has escaped the impact of humanity. In this sense therefore,
the entire environment is an historic environment and its character encapsulates much of what it means to
be British. Archaeology is the study of that environment, improving knowledge and understanding which
lead in turn to better appreciation and protection and to more eVective management of change.

1.3 Archaeology is a social discipline that seeks to understand human society through the medium of
material culture; the physical traces left behind by vanished communities. Archaeological resources are all
around us, contributing to the character of the places where we live. Using archaeological techniques, people
of all social groups and ages can investigate and discover the history of their own communities and of those
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which occupied the same places in the past. Archaeology has much to contribute to modern society both as
a resource for understanding and also as an activity which stimulates, informs and educates. It has a wide
range of benefits to oVer and it follows that we need a broad range of initiatives, processes and actions to
realise archaeology’s full potential.

The Heritage Protection Review

1.4 DCMS has initiated this review in England following a major consultation on the historic
environment in 2003 (a similar review was conducted in Wales in 2004 and is expected to be undertaken soon
in Scotland). It seeks a positive approach to managing the historic environment which will be transparent,
inclusive, eVective, sustainable and central to social, environmental, economic agenda at a local and
community level as well as at a national level.

1.5 As a body with UK-wide membership, TAF is concerned at the lack of information about how these
reforms will be implemented in Wales which, we understand, will be covered by the same legislation and
where arrangements for heritage services are significantly diVerent. The heritage sector in Wales remains
largely uninformed about the aims of the reforms to be presented in the White Paper and there has been no
public dialogue and consultation to inform the process, as has taken place in England. There are issues both
in terms of building capacity for local delivery and maintaining the regional heritage services for
archaeology that have evolved in Wales. The Archaeology Forum believes that urgent consideration should
be given to this.

— Public consultation on the framework for implementation of HPR in Wales is needed to ensure
that Welsh and English systems for protecting and managing change in the historic environment
that are properly inter-related and integrated.

1.6 The administration of listed building designation has already been transferred to English Heritage.
During 2005, while HPR pilot work as proceeded, there has been an open and inclusive consultation over
the introduction of a new statutory framework for designation, unification of consent regimes, the
introduction of statutory management agreements, and enhanced local delivery of heritage services by local
government.

1.7 Three major concerns for archaeology arise from the HPR:

— English Heritage is required to take on a considerably enhanced remit while its resources from
Government have continued to decline year-on-year

— New and wider responsibilities within the new system will devolve to local authorities, inevitably
bringing associated resource implications which remain to be addressed and resolved

— New statutory duties are required to ensure that there is a common requirement for delivery of
local heritage services to implement the reforms eVectively.

Historic Environment Records

1.8 Historic Environment Records (HERs) are databases central to the protection of the historic
environment and provide comprehensive information about heritage assets that is essential for the eVective
management of change. Nearly every local authority in Britain now maintains or has access to an HER and
the ministerial statement that launched the HPR in June 2004 contained the welcome requirement for local
authorities to do so.

— A key concern in any forthcoming legislation is that HER services should be made statutory
responsibilities of local authorities. This is an essential action in all three countries of England,
Scotland and Wales.

Class Consents

1.9 The DCMS Ministerial Statement of June 2004 recognised the issue of class consents to be one
needing resolution. Activities permitted under the Ancient Monuments (Class Consents) Order allow pre-
existing, damaging practices to continue on the sites of ancient monuments, despite their being protected
under the 1979 Ancient Monuments Act. This is a particularly critical issue for nationally important sites
that remain under the plough. A recent case receiving much media attention was that of the Romano-British
town of Verulanium at St Albans. While this case is now resolved, it is not feasible to negotiate mitigation
of the impacts of agricultural activities for every individual designated site.

— The Archaeology Forum believes that legislation should be introduced to withdraw the Class
Consents Order and that there should be preparation for an early implementation of withdrawal
of Class I Consents for agricultural activities.

The balance between heritage and development need in planning policy.
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2. Archaeology and Planning Policy Guidance

2.1 In 1990, Policy Planning Guidance 16: Archaeology and planning (PPG 16) set out “the Secretary of
State’s policy on archaeological remains on land, and how they should be preserved or recorded both in an
urban setting and in the countryside”. The document built upon accepted practice in the most forward-
thinking authorities and enlightened developers, developing the precautionary and “polluter pays” policy
of EC Directive 85/337. Basic principles were

— archaeology is a “material consideration in the planning system”;

— due weight must be given to the protection/preservation of archaeological sites (“a finite and non-
renewable resource”, “part of our national identity”) in planning decisions and use of planning
conditions;

— “preservation by record” may be a reasonable alternative to preservation in situ in some
circumstances, especially for sites which only exist below ground;

— it is the developers’ responsibility to arrange evaluation of archaeological sites to enable informed
planning decisions to be made, and to arrange excavation, recording and publication as required
by planning authorities to be carried out by professionally qualified archaeologists before
development proceeds.

Similar planning policies were developed in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. Although diVerent in
detail, the principles and the eVects, problems and necessary improvements are broadly the same.

2.2 PPG 15 Planning and the historic environment was issued for “identification and protection of
historic buildings, conservation areas and other elements of the historic environment” in 1994.

2.3 Effects

— archaeologists within local authorities used the guidance in PPG 16 to lessen dramatically the
appalling loss of sites of the past 30 years. The Association of County Archaeological OYcers (now
ALGAO, the Association of Local Government Archaeologists) played a key role in developing
procedures to make the new system eVective

— English Heritage has been able to switch funding from “rescue” to a more strategic role

— as developers have been free to choose which archaeological contractors and consultants they use
(provided these could meet briefs set by local authorities), a system of competition rapidly
developed. New commercial archaeological organisations were formed; charitable trusts adjusted
to take on an expanded role, and local authority field units were separated suYciently from
“curatorial” archaeologists to permit competition on a level playing field.

— competition has become fierce, normally price-led, and managed by job-by-job competitive
tendering

— to maintain and improve standards of work and of employment practice the Institute of Field
Archaeologists (IFA) published standards and guidance for various aspects of archaeology and,
in 1996, launched its Registered Archaeological Organisations (RAO) scheme of accreditation for
fast-expanding professional organisations

— conservation oYcers have been able to exert tighter controls over alterations to listed buildings.

2.4 Current Situation

— PPG 16 has been spectacularly successful in expanding the excavation of archaeological sites that
would otherwise be destroyed without record

— standards overall have improved, as increased funds have allowed development of new techniques
and an expanding highly-motivated workforce

— some sites have been preserved through the use of imaginative mitigation strategies which allow
“preservation in situ”, or sites are partially or totally excavated and recorded (though at times the
area excavated is too small to allow a meaningful interpretation of the archaeology of the site)

— curators are able to demand a level of publication known as “grey literature” after all fieldwork,
documenting results adequately for developers and for archaeologists responsible for
development control

— PPG 15 has not led to a comparable level of recording or analysis of buildings, although
archaeologists use it to ensure recording of post-1750 (mostly industrial) buildings

— PPG 15 has been used more eVectively to protect buildings from demolition or unacceptable
alteration
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— The balance of funding for archaeology has moved from almost entirely public (pre-1990) to
principally private sector, demonstrated by recent figures in England:

20001 2003–042

Central government (inc EU funding) £18.8m £18m
Developers £68.3m £144m
Local government £25m £28m
Others (HLF, National Trust, CBA, charities etc) £7.1m £23m
(increase due to HLF)

There are currently no good figures for Scotland, Wales or N Ireland

2.5 Outstanding Problems

Archaeologists on the ODPM working group on PPS15 Planning for the Historic Environment
(representing CBA, IFA, ALGAO, EH, working with representatives of IHBC and PAS) identified the
following problems:

— definition:

— the historic environment needs to be defined widely to include palaeo-environmental deposits
and artefact scatters;

— to include investigation and recording of buildings damaged or destroyed in development and
to publish the results (partly a PPG 15 problem);

— omissions in terms of public benefit. Guidance is absent or unclear on the need:

— to store, conserve and display artefacts recovered during fieldwork;

— to analyse and publish excavation results in forms suitable and accessible for the
archaeological community and the wider public;

— to involve the public in excavations in their neighbourhood and to open sites for visitors;

— to maintain historic environment records;

— minimal guidance on quality assurance, including the need for planning authorities to specify:

— that work must be carried out in accordance with IFA standards;

— that work must be carried out by accredited organisations or individuals.

Many archaeologists overcome these restrictions, and some developers support them, but the lack of clear
guidance leaves enlightened implementation of planning guidance open to challenge.

2.6 There is also concern that fierce competitive tendering is slowing improvements in the quality of
archaeological work, exaggerating job insecurity and holding down pay and conditions at unacceptable
levels. This is primarily a problem that the IFA needs to address, but a fundamental obstacle to
improvements is the absence of any barriers to entry to professional practice. Parliament needs to ensure
that systems of accreditation are robust, required and properly implemented.

As a result, the public are not benefiting as they could from the expansion in archaeological knowledge—
undermining the principle of planning guidance: that archaeology is a matter of public interest.

2.7 Recommendations

— A broader definition of the historic environment.

— Stress the importance of preserving archaeological sites, especially where there are above-ground
remains that are a valuable element of the historic environment.

— Mitigation by recording below-ground remains is still a sound principle where in situ preservation
is not feasible and must include making results publicly available.

— Approved schemes of fieldwork should include provisions for storage, conservation and display
of artefacts and archives in museums and other appropriate depositories.

— Publication guidelines should be upgraded and broadened.

— All fieldwork reports should be made publicly available in digital form through OASIS (Online
AccesS to the Index of Archaeological Investigations).

1 Aitchison K 2000, “The funding of professional archaeological practice in England”, in Cultural trends 39, 1-32.
2 Estimates only, calculated via methodology used for 2000 using updated data available and inflationary increases where not.

It is hoped that the figures will be calculated for 2005 by K Aitchison as part of the Heritage Counts process.
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— Outreach functions (including use of volunteers) should become an integral part of excavations
which have significant interest to the public, and access by visitors should be encouraged where
health and safety issues permit.

— National standards of work by professional bodies should be safeguarded through improved
guidance to require use of accredited professionals and professional standards.

— Implementation of the Valletta Convention, applying a robust system of accreditation based on
existing IFA QA procedures (but avoiding creation of barriers to public participation in
archaeology).

— Presumption in favour of protecting historic buildings from all unacceptable alteration to be
retained.

— Proper recording and analysis of historic buildings before alterations are permitted.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset.

3. Archaeology and Education

3.1 The remains of the past provide not just an opportunity to learn about the past, but also resources
for the teaching of a variety of subjects. The skills of the archaeologist oVer a new way of looking at evidence
and understanding the world around us. Archaeology degrees are taught in 43 UK universities (30 in
England), attracting c1,000 students every year. It has long been a vibrant subject in university outreach
through adult continuing education, with c1,000 courses using archaeological evidence being oVered every
year to part-time students. The last 30 years have seen the number of students taking archaeology within
14-19 qualifications (GCE and GCSE) grow from 19 students in 1975 to over 2,000 in 2005.

3.2 In 5-14 education, archaeology is not a taught subject in its own right, but archaeological evidence
is stipulated within the history curriculum with the requirement to use artefacts, buildings and sites as
evidence for the past. Teachers can also use archaeology to support other subjects in the curriculum, chiefly
geography or design and technology (but others are also possible). OFSTED reports have noted how
archaeology has been beneficial for pupils and has played a notable part in raising levels of achievement (eg
the Newcastle Reticulum project).

3.3 However, decisions made about formal education do not fully reflect the role that archaeology can
play as a cultural asset, its popularity, and its importance. There are some key areas of policy where current
frameworks or decisions have been bad for archaeology, and for education.

Lifelong Learning

3.4 The emphasis on expanding higher education through entry to university straight from school or
college (even if with a gap year), and on vocational courses has encouraged universities to narrow their
provision for adult part-time education. The health of the traditionally strong voluntary sector in
archaeology and of local community heritage groups depends on having access to up-to-date archaeological
knowledge and skills through widely available part-time university level education. Continuing education
also provides initial entry into archaeological careers for mature adults. Yet we have seen the increasing
centralisation of courses at university campuses (not always accessible for the majority of people), a rise in
fees for courses, replacement of easy access evening and weekend courses by less accessible weekday part-
time courses, and even the closure of traditional liberal adult education provision leaving large areas without
access to courses at all (eg at universities like Leeds, Durham, Essex, Surrey and Exeter).

3.5 We need a commitment to funding courses that contribute towards community activism and quality
of life, and recognition of the special needs of continuing education within the funding and assessment
frameworks for higher education.

— Research Assessment should recognise disciplinary research being done outside mainstream
departments

— Subject review should recognise the teaching and learning practices of continuing education and
encourage greater mainstream department links with continuing education

Subject Specialism

3.6 At 14-16, young people are beginning to explore their subject interests and future lives. It is important
they have a choice of pathways and subjects that will enthuse them, and allow them to develop their interests
and skills. It is unfortunate that the government did not accept in full the Tomlinson Report into 14-19
education, which would have enabled the creation of a flexible, relevant and exciting 14! education system.
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In 2005, the AQA awarding body decided to axe on grounds of cost a number of GCSE subjects,
archaeology among them (not oVered by any other body). Awarding bodies should not be able to determine
curriculum choice solely on financial considerations.

— There must be a commitment to review the constitution and legal status of awarding bodies

— Greater powers must be given to QCA to direct the content of the 14-19 curriculum

— Government should support development of new-style subject qualifications at GCSE and GCE,
eg archaeology and heritage or environmental studies (looking at both the cultural and “natural”
environments)

National Curriculum

3.7 The DfES Curriculum and StaYng Survey (2003) showed that 24% of secondary history teachers were
non-specialists with little or no historical training. We know that many teacher training institutions
misinterpret the TTA guidelines and refuse to admit archaeology graduates onto PGCE courses. There is
also widespread realisation that teachers need to be encouraged and supported to take their pupils outside
the school to learn in a non-classroom environment.

— Government needs to support subject communities like archaeology in delivering training for new
and practising teachers in how to use non-mainstream educational resources and skills, and in
enhancing their subject knowledge

— We support moves to promote learning outside the classroom, and would like to see a commitment
to promoting the understanding of the whole environment as part of this; urban and rural, the built
and the “natural”, contemporary and historic.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and museums and
galleries, the impact of 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding and the future share from Lottery sources between
good causes.

4. Archaeology and Lottery Funding

Funding for archaeology

4.1 The Heritage Lottery Fund has invested £3 billion in heritage since it began giving grants in 1995.
This has been a welcome addition to public provision for the heritage, and has gone some way to remedy
under-funding in other areas.

4.2 HLF places great emphasis on encouraging access, education and enjoyment. Heritage is never
funded for its own sake, but for the opportunity that it provides for grassroots participation. Happily, this
emphasis on people coincides with the zeal that many archaeologists have for to sharing their passion for
the discipline and for helping people discover the riches of the historic environment.

4.3 This shared goal should contribute to a happy and fruitful partnership between archaeology and the
HLF. In fact, HLF estimates that it has funded around 330 archaeological projects, totalling £115 million,
which is only 0.038% of the total amount of money disbursed by HLF. Much of this funding has gone into
the acquisition of objects and collections for public display and research, support (on a temporary basis)
for the Portable Antiquities Scheme, enabling Historic Environment Records to be made available over the
internet, and building interpretation centres (for example, at Segedunum (Wallsend) on Hadrian’s Wall, at
Creswell Crags in Derbyshire).

4.4 What is largely missing from this list is what most archaeologists would recognise as the bedrock of
their discipline: research-based fieldwork and excavation. Some funding has been made available for
fieldwork using local volunteers (for example at Silchester, Dig Manchester, Dodderhill in Worcestershire
and Rochford in Essex), but much more is needed and the lack of funding for of such work is often given
as the reason that archaeologists tend to feel divorced from the lottery.

Community entitlement

4.5 People today are hungry for participation in archaeology. Research carried out by the CBA and by
the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group has revealed a huge public appetite for getting involved.
The success of National Archaeology Days is further evidence of the interest that exists in archaeology, as
is participation in activities organised under the aegis of the Portable Antiquities Scheme.

4.6 We believe that this appetite for participation in heritage is a very positive force within society that
has myriad benefits. Moreover, we believe that it is entirely right that people should want to understand the
history of their own locality and that entitlement to a rich natural and historic environment is part of
everyone’s birthright.

4.7 The challenge is therefore clear: Government, HLF and archaeologists must support each other in
finding exciting ways to get more people involved in learning about and caring for the historic environment.
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Challenges for archaeology

4.8 Archaeologists need to address the deficit by submitting imaginative projects for funding that will
unite amateur and professional in the pursuit of answers to important questions. This can be achieved either
through a series of small-scale projects (ideally ones that contribute to a bigger research framework) or a
series of national projects (a precedent for this exists already in the CBA’s award-winning Defence of
Britain project).

4.9 Such projects will succeed better in attracting lottery funding if they are genuinely participative.
Recognising that people want diVerent levels of commitment and engagement with heritage, there is also a
need to oVer a menu of entry points and to cater for the diVerent needs of people at diVerent stages in their
lives. A menu of entry points/options might include taster days, green gyms, working weekends, week-long
summer camps and even longer periods of work on archaeological excavations.

Challenges for the Heritage Lottery Fund

4.10 In the context of sustainable communities, a move from professional-led to community-led heritage
decision making and participation will not happen unless HLF is prepared to build the necessary capacity
and dedicate funds to schemes that are targeted at achieving this goal. The HLF should understand that
archaeology consists of both a field of study (the past, as represented by the material traces of past human
activity) and a set of diverse techniques and procedures which must be taught to aspiring archaeologists by
experienced practitioners. We look for a commitment to funding a national rollout of schemes that prove
through pilots to facilitate both the learning and the teaching process. Amongst schemes that could achieve
this we would commend

— Opportunities to participate in long-running excavations providing new skills and a recognised
practice qualification

— heritage summer camps, built on the work of the Young Archaeologists’ Club

— moves to make it easier for people to apply for lottery money—there is much evidence that
communities currently struggle with the bureaucracy of heritage lottery fund application forms
and processes, and that this deters applicants

— active facilitation to encourage applications, mentoring and the sharing of good practice, perhaps
through evening classes specifically designed to help would-be applicants, many of whom have no
experience of the fundraising, charity law or project management issues involved in running an
HLF project

Challenges for Government

4.11 We would urge Government to recognise that HLF has met the many complex targets given to it that
relate to access, inclusion, education and enjoyment and is a very positive force for social good in mobilising
community participation in heritage. We would ask Government to allow HLF to continue to build on this
good work and recognise that many of the goals that Government has for heritage as a public good and as
a force for social cohesion are being achieved and have great potential.

4.12 We would therefore argue that there is much to be gained by allowing heritage to continue as a
dedicated funding stream within the range of good causes supported by the lottery. We further believe that
the needs of heritage are so pressing and so persistent that any diminution in the amount of money available
for heritage from the lottery will be harmful to the historic environment and lead inevitably to erosion and
loss of a non-renewable resource.

4.13 We viewed with considerable concern proposals in the Lottery Bill aimed at diminishing HLF’s
balances because we believe this shows a fundamental misunderstanding of the time that it takes for complex
heritage projects to be put together from diVerent funding sources, with many partners. We ask Government
to recognise the point that has been made on many occasions by the HLF that balances are not uncommitted
funds, but prudent reserves, and that applicants need to know that funding is available for them to draw
down when they need to.

4.14 Research shows that the quality of the outcomes from HLF projects is closely related to the amount
of expert input, and we ask Government to recognise that archaeological experts are necessary as facilitators
and mediators, and that expert input into archaeological projects is vital if appropriate standards are to be
maintained and if the participants are to learn from their experiences. Whilst welcoming wider public
consultation on how lottery money should be spent, we would also council caution in relying on
Restoration-style TV programmes as a primary source of decisions, and we would view with alarm any
moves that would undermine the role of HLF trustees and expert advisors.
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What roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the HLF, local authorities museums and
galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage?

5. Archaeology and Our International Responsibilities

5.1 We believe that the UK is well placed to act as a leader in demonstrating our commitment to our
international responsibilities through UK accession to, and implementation of, a number of important
European and worldwide Conventions. Chief among these are:

The Hague Convention

5.2 There are over 100 state parties to the landmark Hague Convention of 1954 for the Protection of
Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict. Crucially, to date, the UK and the USA are not
among them.

5.3 In 2003 the Government confirmed that it was now content that the UK ratify the Hague Convention
and its two Protocols. The Forum warmly welcomes the very significant progress being made by the
Government to ratify the 1954 Convention and accession to its two Protocols and to consult with the UK
heritage sector on its implementation. It strongly agrees that ratification will help to improve standards of
protection for the UK movable and immovable heritage and send a strong signal to the international
community about the UK Government’s commitment to respecting and protecting the cultural property of
other nations and upholding international humanitarian law.

5.4 Implementation of the Convention must be both comprehensive and robust, but also realistic. The
Forum recognises the need to balance the protection of as much of our heritage as possible, whilst avoiding
a policy that sets out to protect so much that it is counterproductive to the level of protection that can be
provided by the Convention.

5.5 The DCMS consultation issued in 2005 was a welcome step forward in the move towards ratification
of the Convention, but the recommendations for protection did not pay suYcient regard to the need to cover
a proper representation of archaeological sites and monuments.

— We would like to see a commitment to prioritising assessment of scheduled ancient monuments
within the Heritage Protection Review in England, and equivalent processes elsewhere in the UK,
with the aim of introducing grading as the basis for selection for general protection under the
Convention.

The UNESCO Convention on Underwater Cultural Heritage 2001

5.6 The Forum welcomes the support of the Government for the general principles and objectives of the
2001 UNESCO Convention (hereafter the “2001 Convention”), particularly those set out in the Annex,
which represents internationally accepted standards of archaeological good practice.

5.7 We believe that the 2001 Convention represents the first multilateral treaty specific to the protection
of underwater cultural heritage, in the spirit of Article 303, Par.4 of the UNCLOS Convention; and is the
only realistic opportunity for a comprehensive international regulatory framework for the marine historic
environment.

5.8 The Forum supports the October 2005 Burlington House Declaration and calls on the Government
to re-evaluate its position regarding the 2001 Convention with a view to considering how its specific
reservations to that convention may be overcome.

5.9 The Government should also ensure that the proposed Marine Bill takes into account and mitigates
to the full extent as necessary the impact of marine activities on the marine historic environment.

The Valletta Convention

5.10 In March 2001 the European convention on the protection of the archaeological heritage (revised)
(the “Valletta Convention”) came into force in the United Kingdom, Isle of Man and Channel Islands. The
Convention contains important provisions for protecting and conserving the archaeological heritage,
setting standards for excavation and other destructive activities, preventing illicit circulation of
archaeological objects, and promoting public access to sites and information.

5.11 We believe that in a number of areas UK practice does not yet comply with the provisions of the
Convention. Issues to address include:

— a wider definition of the archaeological heritage than is used in UK legislation and (by extension)
planning guidance;

— improved designation of heritage assets;

— greater incentives for the protection of heritage assets, especially for those threatened by
developments outside the planning process;
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— a requirement to maintain records of archaeological monuments and areas;

— mandatory reporting of chance finds;

— making available “appropriate storage places for archaeological remains which have been
removed from their original location”;

— promotion of public awareness and access to the archaeological heritage, including better and
more appropriate means of dissemination and greater opportunities for school students to learn
about archaeology;

— ensuring that destructive methods of investigation are competently conducted to appropriate
standards.

5.12 There are particular sensitivities concerning the last point. Government and relevant archaeological
bodies have consistently stated that they do not intend that implementation of this clause should prevent the
voluntary sector from participating in archaeology, but should maintain or raise standards of archaeological
practice all round. A voluntary code and an accreditation system are being developed and must fully reflect
this spirit, although some criticism is inevitable.

23 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Archdeacon of SuVolk

Given that the Church of England carries responsibility for something in the order of 80% of the built
heritage of this country in the shape of parish churches, we would hope that there might be a review of the
funding of these buildings. Whilst grants are available from English Heritage and a number of other
charities, a huge amount of fund-raising is done by a relatively small number of committed people. These
people carry a huge legal and financial responsibility and feel that not only is this not recognised by other
agencies, but that legislation often conspires to make their lives more diYcult.

English Heritage, through Government funding, provide £10 million nationally and through the Lottery
a further £10 million. This is a totally inadequate figure when compared to the need for funding of
Government through relief of VAT and other measures has done a great deal to help, there is still a need
for greater financial assistance. Exact figures are diYcult to obtain, but a reasonable estimate is that the
Church of England spends in excess of £100 million per annum on repairs and maintenance, most of it raised
locally rather than by grant aid.

The Rural White Paper and other reports have emphasised the need to use our church buildings as a
community resource. Local congregations very often find that when they wish to do this they are required
to use a disproportionate amount of energy in negotiating with English Heritage and other amenity societies,
all of which lean toward conservation and preservation rather than adaptation. Parishes often find this
process very diYcult because they lack the confidence or expert knowledge to deal with such bodes.
Furthermore, the authority which English Heritage and other agencies wield is perceived as being out of all
proportion to the financial assistance which they are able to give.

A further diYculty which the Department of Culture, Media & Sport could address is the problem of
attracting grants to enable work to be done to church buildings which would render them usable for wide
community use. Many grant-making bodies simply will not give money to churches in use for worship,
however worthy a wider community use project might be. A huge amount more could be done to adapt and
broaden the use of our buildings if such grant-making bodies were to be encouraged or permitted to review
and change their grant-making regulations.

The DCMS should recognise that through the Ecclesiastical Exemption and Faculty Jurisdiction,
Diocesan Advisory Committees for the Care of Churches are able to call upon the wide spectrum of expertise
in every department of conservation. Every expert who sits on a DAC gives of their experience and time
without charge. This is a resource which would never be available to local authorities. The fact should be
recognised and appreciated.

The Church of England, through the Ecclesiastical Exemption, cares for all its historic buildings. We
believe that our record is exemplary, almost without exception. There has been a very close examination of
our methods of operating the Ecclesiastical Exemption and we still feel under pressure and threat. Where
is the comparable enquiry into care given by local authorities in the field of heritage and conservation? The
list of buildings under threat which are the responsibility of local authorities is huge, so much so that a whole
television series was devoted to highlighting the situation. It was, to our mind, extraordinary that no-on took
the local authorities to task over these buildings whereas the same local authorities that are often negligent
in their care of built heritage are given statutory authority to become involved in issues relating to the care
of church buildings.
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The DCMS is right to point out that a balance has to be struck between heritage and development needs
in planning policy. We would remind the DCMS that a balance has to be struck in the care of listed church
buildings between heritage and the need to use church buildings as centres of worship and mission. This is
highlighted in the Ecclesiastical Exemption and is often perceived as not being taken seriously by English
Heritage and other amenity societies. There is growing support for the view that making good use of a
building is the best way to guarantee conservation.

3 January 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Archdeacon of SuVolk

I have on my desk submissions from the Churches Conservation Trust, the Victorian Society, The Society
for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, The Historic Chapels Trust and Save Britain’s Heritage.

All these bodies are concerned with the preservation of the built heritage and I have no problem with that
so long as it is held in balance when it comes to our church buildings.

The issue which has been reflected to me over and over again by clergy, Churchwardens, PCC members
and all who are concerned with the running of parish churches is that church buildings are the centre and
focus of mission of the Church in their communities.

They are also places which ought to be useable by the local community as well as by the Church for its
own purposes of mission and ministry.

It always seems to the people with whom I deal that whatever they wish to do in terms of re-ordering and
modernising facilities in church buildings that heritage bodies (usually led by English Heritage) demand that
issues of conservation take precedence over any other considerations.

St Edmund Parish Church: Southwold

Here we have a building which I freely admit is very important. It is a single-build unit from the
15th century. The parish have long wanted to do something about modern facilities (lavatories, kitchen etc.).
Whatever has been suggested either internally or externally heritage bodies have objected to and try as we
may DAC have not been able to find a way through this. Local people really do not understand that if there
is a block to doing anything inside the building, they should then be prevented from building something in
the churchyard (upon which they were prepared to spend very large amounts of money in order to make it
sympathetic) because it would spoil the view of the church. They are now looking again at doing something
inside the building, but I think it would be fair to say that they do not trust the heritage bodies to recognise
that they have a reasonable case. I think their other cause for complaint is that heritage bodies say ‘no’ to
what is proposed, but never come up with a reasonable alternative suggestion.

St Andrew: Walberswick

Here we have had long delays because there was an objection from English Heritage to the widening of
a medieval doorway which was the only way of getting wheelchair access to a lavatory. I think it would be
true to say that the view of the parish is that there are going to be occasions when a piece of historic build
has to be sacrificed in order to sustain the present life of the church.

What really drives people to distraction is that they look at their buildings and see that they were built
(I accept the exception of Southwold) over a long period of time, that they have had several bits added on,
that the Victorians did massive structural and re-ordering alterations and in our generation everything seems
to have to be justified and, indeed, fought over. Many times the view has been voiced to me that this country
has become conservation obsessed.

My personal comment in conclusion is that we all of us want to see our built heritage cared for. The best
way to ensure the continuing use and preservation of our church buildings is to make it possible for local
people to continue to use them in ways that are commensurate with 21st century needs. Unless the amenity
societies and English Heritage are sympathetic and facilitate wider community use, we shall reach a point
where people will simply walk away from these buildings in despair.

17 March 2006
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Memorandum submitted by The Architectural Heritage Fund

1. Introduction

1.1 The Architectural Heritage Fund (AHF) is a major funder of projects undertaken by charities to
restore and give a viable new life to historic buildings throughout the UK. Formed in 1976, the AHF is itself
an independent charity and company limited by guarantee, governed by a Council of Management with 12
Trustees and run by a small administration based in central London, although its staV travel extensively to
visit potential and current projects. The AHF is also involved in many major sector-wide initiatives, and the
Chief Executive represents the organisation on bodies such as Heritage Link; the Welsh Historic
Environment Group; the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister’s Work Group on Community Assets
Ownership; the working party on heritage agency reform in Northern Ireland and so on.

1.2 The AHF is unusual amongst funders in oVering support to community groups contemplating
projects at the earliest possible stage, in the form of advice and model documents on the formation of a
suitable charity (usually a Buildings Preservation Trust [BPT]) and a grant towards the costs of an options
appraisal for a building. AHF support continues throughout the life of the project, with small grants (up to
£25,000) towards employing a professional project organiser and for administration costs, and large short-
term low-interest loans (up to £750,000) for acquiring a building and/or for capital funding cashflow during
the restoration phases of a project. To qualify, a building must be listed/scheduled or (exceptionally) in a
conservation area, and the project must involve a change of use and/or a change of ownership for the
building.

1.3 The AHF has an endowment fund used for its loans activities of £12 million, and aims always to have
oVered around 120% of the fund at any one time (being able to do so in the knowledge that some oVers are
not taken up and that there is regular repayment of outstanding loans). The organisation has so far oVered
over £85 million in loans and over £4 million in grants to projects. The AHF’s running costs are funded in
part by the interest on loans and on balances awaiting distribution from the endowment fund. The
organisation also receives support towards these costs and towards its grant-giving from the four national
heritage bodies: English Heritage, Historic Scotland, Cadw and the Department of the Environment in
Northern Ireland, with all of which the AHF has a close working relationship.

2. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

2.1 The Heritage White Paper needs to address both the confusing legislative framework for the
protection of assets, and recognise the ability of heritage to deliver widespread benefits for society as a whole.
In particular, the following key points should be emphasised:

— That there is a suYciently robust infrastructure in place for the statutory bodies (English Heritage
and the local authorities) to carry out the reforms identified in the Heritage Protection Review.
The Government has been very slow to introduce the necessary legislation, which is now
urgently needed.

— That local authorities need considerable additional support. Working at the “sharp end” of
heritage-led regeneration, the AHF is very aware that the vast majority of work on managing and
improving our built heritage is carried out at a local level, but local authorities do not have the
resources to deal with this.

— That heritage is a major driver of regeneration and of social stability, not just a part of tourism/
culture, and as such needs to be addressed across government departments rather than only being
the concern of the DCMS. There is continuing disappointment within the heritage sector that the
DCMS does not appear to understand the contribution of heritage to regeneration and to quality
of life.

3. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

3.1 There has long been a debate as to the right department to be responsible for the historic environment.
There are some advantages, as at present in the DCMS, in bringing it together with other “cultural interests”
such as the arts and museums and galleries, but the corollary of this is that heritage is seen purely as a “soft”
asset (ie one reliant on visitors and as part of discretionary spending), rather than a driver of regeneration.

3.2 The impact of heritage, and in particular the historic built environment, on society is much wider than
that implied by the remit of the DCMS. It is therefore essential that issues such as the positive role of the
historic built environment in regeneration, its contribution to quality of life and to a sense of place, are
recognised by the DCMS in its dealings with other departments, and in particular the OYce of the Deputy
Prime Minister, DEFRA, the Home OYce and the Treasury.
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3.3 As an outside body working across the four home countries, and with a very wide range of
stakeholders from national and local government, the private and voluntary sectors, we are frequently aware
of the weaknesses in the current system. The division between the DCMS and ODPM is particularly
unhelpful when decisions regarding planning and planning policy are being considered. If heritage remains
with the DCMS then further consideration needs to be given to addressing this issue, and to ensuring that
the role of heritage in regeneration is fully understood across Government.

3.4 There is an inherent contradiction in the function of English Heritage as, on the one hand, an
instrument of government policy with government funding and, on the other, as the “champion” of the
heritage lobby. It is, nonetheless, important to have a quasi-independent body which can perform these
roles, but its ability to do so has been aVected by the net reduction in its funding. This has impacted
negatively both on English Heritage’s funding of other organisations and projects, and also the ability of
its staV, under considerable pressure, to give advice and support to the rest of the heritage sector.

3.5 Wider representation of “heritage interests” comes from a variety of organisations, many, such as
ourselves, not being part of Government. This diversity needs to be acknowledged as a strength of the
heritage sector rather than, as is sometimes the case, being seen as a potential weakness. (See also 6 below).
The well-being of the built heritage depends to a large extent on community support and locally-based
organisations which have this at their heart, such as local building preservation trust and civic societies.
These organisations are largely volunteer-led and show the very wide grassroots support for the historic
environment and its positive impact on society at large.

4. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

4.1 Heritage should be regarded as a positive driver of development, rather than, as is too often the case,
seen purely as a brake on progress. Several of the largest property developers, such as the Berkeley Group,
Crest Nicholson, Slough Estates and others now recognise that working with the historic built environment
enhances and adds financial value to their developments.

4.2 Sustainable development policies should also recognise that it is almost always preferable in
environmental terms to retain and reuse a building than to demolish it. This needs in particular to be
acknowledged in policies regarding the Housing Market Renewal Pathfinder areas, although it is clear that
other issues come into play in those areas. However, a number of excellent exemplar schemes have been
undertaken by building preservation trusts in renewal areas which show how the existing housing stock can
be adapted and modernised so that it is suitable for 21st century uses.

5. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

5.1 Heritage in all its aspects is at the heart of what makes a community distinctive. Work by
organisations such as Common Ground has shown how much people value their local heritage, and that
this is true across all social classes, ages and ethnic groups. An understanding of our shared heritage brings
the diverse communities of the UK together and everyone should have full access to their heritage.

5.2 The historic built environment is unique amongst heritage assets in being accessible to all parts of
society through its impact on the streetscapes of our towns and cities. The vast majority of historic buildings
are valuable mainly for their external rather than internal features, and therefore their character can be
enjoyed simply by walking down the street. This is genuine accessibility, but will only continue if these
buildings survive. The best way to ensure their survival is to find them a new use (if the original use is no
longer suitable) and for that use to be economically viable.

5.3 The major heritage promoting organisations, including English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund
and the National Trust, have done much good work in broadening access to heritage through funding
schemes, outreach and education programmes and marketing initiatives. However, from my twenty years
experience in the performing arts prior to coming to the AHF in 2003, I would say that heritage generally
is still behind the performing arts and the museums and galleries sector in the development of its outreach
and education programmes.

5.4 Whilst this is partly owing to a lack of funding for such work, there has not been such a concerted
approach to this engagement with a wider public as there has been in the other cultural areas referred to
above. Britain’s orchestral education programmes, for example, lead the world in their creative and
imaginative engagement with the widest possible groups; I do not feel that as yet this could be said to be the
case with heritage education. Education in the built environment should be about providing people with a
better understanding of the importance of their own surroundings, both historic and new-build, and giving
people a sense of belonging as well as knowledge.

5.5 The DCMS is taking a helpful lead in promoting engagement and diversity with all its client groups,
and the Heritage Lottery Fund continues to encourage education and outreach programmes through its
funding. These need to be built on and developed further, and all organisations working within heritage need
to have a full understanding of the importance of this engagement as a core activity, not as a discretionary
“add-on”.
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6. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

6.1 English Heritage has had very disappointing settlements over the last five years compared to other
areas funded by DCMS, in particular sports and museums/galleries. This has led to a reduction in English
Heritage’s ability to fund buildings at risk apart from the very few represented by Grade 1 and Grade II*
listings.

6.2 This has consequently increased pressure on building preservation trusts and other charities seeking
support to restore buildings, and has made it more diYcult to assemble viable funding packages for projects
involving Grade II buildings (the vast majority).

6.3 If at all possible funding should be increased to English Heritage to enable it to support a wider range
of activities, including the beneficial reuse of more historic buildings.

6.4 Britain’s heritage played an important part in the successful bid for the 2012 Olympics. Discussions
are currently taking place with the DCMS and other partners (including The Architectural Heritage Fund)
to make the most of the opportunities presented by the Olympics and the Olympic Cultural Festival.
Investment will be needed to ensure that these opportunities, and the place of the historic environment in
the regeneration of East London through the Olympics, are exploited fully.

6.5 The Heritage Lottery Fund has been a highly successful funder since the inauguration of the lottery,
and has been able to support projects whose scope was, and is, well beyond the resources of other funders,
in particular English Heritage. As well as the iconic and large scale projects, the HLF, through schemes such
as the Townscape Heritage Initiatives, has made a considerable diVerence to the lives of millions of ordinary
people throughout the UK, improving the economic and social well-being of communities and meeting
many key Government objectives. There is still, however, much work to be done and the need now is as great
as it was 10 years’ ago, for example with schemes for the regeneration of ex-industrial buildings and the very
large number of redundant civic buildings now becoming available for development.

6.6 The HLF’s share of the lottery proceeds should at the very least be maintained when the new
allocations are decided.

6.7 Pressure on the funding of projects to restore historic buildings would be eased if the rate of VAT for
restoration projects and “new-build” was equalised. A flat rate of 5% would encourage more owners to carry
out maintenance and repair, rather than neglecting buildings in the hope of being able to demolish them.

7. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

7.1 Whilst there has been some confusion over the respective roles of English Heritage and the Heritage
Lottery Fund, they have diVerent responsibilities and remits. English Heritage performs statutory and
related functions and provides a lead for the rest of the sector, whilst the Heritage Lottery Fund funds
projects beyond the powers and resources of EH and other bodies, and is, of course, a UK-wide
organisation.

7.2 Local authorities have a number of key roles: to protect the built heritage through the planning
system; to bring together partnerships of the public, voluntary and private sectors in order to ensure the
best development frameworks for historic areas in their control; to support private and charitable owners
in dealing with listed buildings; and to make the best use of the civic buildings in their care, even when the
original use may no longer be applicable. In this latter regard, more local authorities should be encouraged
to take advantage of the ODPM General Consent on the disposal of civic assets, and I have been
representing the heritage sector on the ODPM Work Group on Community Ownership of Assets, which is
looking at this policy among others. (See 8 below for more on local authority oYcers).

7.3 Voluntary and community sector organisations are vital contributors to the restoration and
management of the UK’s heritage assets. As an example, The Architectural Heritage Fund supports over
100 projects each year, oVering funding in excess of £10 million per annum in loans and grants, with all the
projects being undertaken by registered charities. All are to rescue and give a new life to buildings at risk,
for which the private and public sectors have failed to find a solution. Much of The Architectural Heritage
Fund’s support goes to charitable building preservation trusts, which have been rescuing buildings at risk
since the 1920s. The AHF also works with other types of charity, including development trusts, community
groups, arts groups and housing charities. In some cases these charities have taken on buildings which have
been abandoned by the local authority or by Government agencies such as the Ministry of Defence or
National Health Service.

7.4 There is a huge level of public engagement with heritage through voluntary and community sector
organisations. Very few building preservation trusts, for example, have paid staV, relying instead on
volunteers to carry out the key management tasks, and only buying-in expertise when needed for projects.
The level of volunteering within heritage is as high as that in other parts of the voluntary sector such as
social care, but does not, as yet, receive the same level of recognition and appreciation.
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7.5 There are also many significant non-Governmental funding bodies, many of which are themselves
registered charities. As well as the AHF, these include large trusts and foundations and smaller specialist
funders. These organisations are able to operate without the administrative burden of a Government
department, and can therefore respond very quickly in cases of urgency. The AHF is able to turn round a
request for emergency funding (when, for example, a building at risk may be in danger of collapse or sale
to an inappropriate owner) in under two weeks, sometimes even more quickly.

7.6 The voluntary sector also contains the expert amenity societies, whose specialisms are essential in
protecting those parts of our built heritage and in supporting private owners of such properties.

7.7 This diversity of organisations is a real strength of Britain’s heritage and should be celebrated as such.

8. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

8.1 There is definitely a shortage of skilled professionals within local authorities. Funding pressures have
meant that conservation oYcer posts have been cut, which is possible because it is not a statutory
requirement that a local planning authority engages one or more conservation oYcers. It is clear from our
position looking at buildings at risk that the authorities with the best track record in recording, managing
and dealing with their buildings at risk are those with skilled conservation oYcers, and where there is
adequate funding not just for those posts but for activities connected with them.

8.2 This inconsistency amongst authorities is matched at member level. Good work has been done by
English Heritage, by ourselves (through our 2004 campaign “A Future from the Past”) and by others in
oVering support and advice to members and oYcers in local authorities, but again it tends to be the already
skilled and enlightened authorities which will benefit the most from this support.

8.3 As stated above, local authorities also need to understand their responsibilities with regard to their
own property portfolios, and recognise that they are able to dispose of these for less than their full value to
charities where such a charity can find a new and viable use for the building.

8.4 Consideration should be given to funding every local planning authority to engage a conservation
oYcer, and to making such posts a statutory requirement.

8.5 The recent survey of crafts skills has shown serious gaps in provision both geographically and in
specific skills. Action is being undertaken to address this, but at Government level more could be done to
encourage school leavers to consider apprenticeships as a practical and viable alternative to higher
education. Too much emphasis has been put on school leavers attending University almost at any costs,
when in many cases training in a practical trade would be of far more value than undertaking some three-
year degree courses.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Archives Policy Advisory Group (APAG) of the South East Museums,
Libraries and Archives Council (SEMLAC)

Our Role and Purpose

The APAG’s role is to oVer strategic advice to the Board of SEMLAC, one of the Museums, Libraries
and Archives Council’s (MLA), regional agencies in England. Our group represents the interests of all parts
of the archives domain in the South East. Our purpose is to:

— Provide the lead regional “voice” for archives—within the region and at national level.

— Provide an overview of regional development issues for archives in the South East.

— Advise on the development of regional development strategies for archives, and other relevant
strategic and policy issues.

— Advise on and facilitate eVective regional domain-specific collaboration and partnership working.

— Advise SEMLAC on the development of cross-domain working in the South East.

Our Response

We fully endorse the response made to the Committee by the MLA Partnership but would oVer the
following, additional comments relevant to the representation of archives at Government level.
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Role and Effectiveness of DCMS

Responsibilities for archives and records management have been historically split across Government and
are now shared principally between the Department for Constitutional AVairs, of which The National
Archives is an executive agency, the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minster and DCMS, although DCMS
interest has only been formally acknowledged since the creation of Resource, now MLA in 2000, and the
devolved administrations.

It is our view that this split of responsibilities has hampered the ability of archives to advocate to
Government departments and, in turn, have their interests and contribution to the quality of life recognised
and eVectively advocated more broadly to other Government Departments. This remains the case despite
fact that there has been a coordinating body for archive policy across Government—The Interdepartmental
Archives Committee since the mid 1990s.

Although the work of MLA and its agencies has helped to raise the profile of archives within DCMS both
at the level of oYcials and Ministers, we would maintain that the Department does not represent the interests
of archives with the same degree of understanding and application as its does for museums and libraries.
We appreciate that there are historic reasons for this:—prior to 2000, there were no regional development
structures for archives for DCMS to engage with; The National Archives led policy development; and
DCMS has not directly held sponsorship responsibility for any archive bodies as it has for the national
museums and the British Library.

We had hoped that DCMS would demonstrate parity of support by oVering financial support to the
recommendations of MLA’s Archives Task Force (2003), as it has done for Renaissance in the Regions
(museums) and Framework for the Future (libraries). Despite the fact that this report represented a UK-
wide consensus view of the development needs of archives, that support was not forthcoming. We fear that,
as an inevitable consequence, MLA will concentrate its eVorts where DCMS instructs it through its funding
priorities and that archives will take a back seat in it policy and operational plans.

Audiovisual Archives

We would like to take this opportunity to highlight to the Committee the predicament of the regional
audio-visual archives. The position in which they find themselves illustrates some of the issues of lack of
coordination and leadership by DCMS. The regional audiovisual archives receive some funding from the
UK Film Council through their regional screen agencies and fund the remainder of their activities through
other grant support, which is usually short term in nature. This unsustainable position has now been brought
to a head and many of the archives face serious financial diYculties. They have been in discussion with the
Film Council for over two years to try and find an eVective solution but it has only been the last few months,
with some lobbying of DCMS on the matter that the British Film Institute (BFI) has taken over policy
responsibility from the UK Film Council. The BFI has presented a national strategy paper to James Purnell,
with the expectation of securing additional financial support from DCMS to stabilise the regional
audiovisual archives. Although no formal response has yet been received we understand that the response
is likely to be sympathetic but provide no financial reassurance.

SEMLAC has made significant strides in developing a partnership with Screen South (the South East arm
of the UK Film Council) and SEEDA our regional development agency to help support the commercial
development of our regional audiovisual archives, but we fear that its eVorts at regional level are being
hampered by a lack of leadership and coordination at the national policy level.

Priorities for Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

Legislation

The existing legislative framework for archives and records management remains notoriously weak,
despite the fact that relatively recent and welcome legislation, such as the Freedom of Information Act, is
oVering the public much clearer rights of access to evidence maintained on its behalf. The National Archives
has been developing proposals for new archival and records management legislation with cross-Government
approval, which now appear stalled at the stage of detailing the resource implications.

Securing the legislation would be a vital step in ensuring that national bodies and local government
protect and preserve the records of our national memory in a manner consistent with providing high quality
public access. This is far from the case at present.

We hope that the Heritage White Paper will refer to, and support the case for proposed new primary
legislation for archives and records management.
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Preservation and Access to Electronic Records

We would urge the Committee to encourage DCMS to give priority within the scope of the Heritage White
Paper, to proposals for ensuring the preservation and access to electronic records, which are partly dealt
with by The National Archives proposed legislation. Our focus must be on records that are “born digital”
and exist in no other format eg emails rather than, for example, digitisation of existing heritage assets. The
key issue here is that our electronic national memory is in danger of disappearing and that archival
collections will become moribund and not reflect contemporary life. For example, in the South East, only
one of the 12 local authorities has a system for preserving and making electronic records of it own authority
accessible. None is able to select and preserve the electronic records of external depositors.

This issue has been highlighted by a number of bodies in recent years including MLA, The National
Archives, The British Library and The Digital Preservation Coalition, but national and local political
support has not been suYcient to eVect the needed change. We hope that the Heritage White Paper may go
some way to redressing this.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Arts Council England

Introduction

1. Arts Council England is the national development agency for the arts in England. We regularly fund
a portfolio of 1,100 arts organisations and, in our role as a National Lottery distributor, we have helped
transform the landscape for the arts in this country, by supporting the renovation and development of arts
buildings and by providing thousands of grants to individuals and organisations working on a range of
diverse projects.

2. Between 2005 and 2008 we are investing £1.7 billion in the arts in England. While much of our funding
is directed towards the contemporary arts, we are committed to providing opportunities for audiences to
experience the arts as a continuum between heritage and the new and contemporary. Some of the
organisations which receive regular funding from us have a specific remit to preserve aspects of our artistic
heritage—the Royal Opera House, the Royal Shakespeare Company, for example. We encourage those
organisations to present historic work in a context that makes it a relevant and contemporary experience
for today’s audiences. New models are now emerging, such as the SAGE Gateshead—a new building for
the 21st century specifically designed to bring together classical and traditional music alongside the
contemporary. We also encourage partnerships between organisations and between sectors. An example of
this is the contemporary visual arts sector and the national and regional museums that will build bridges for
audiences.

3. We are regular funders of work with partners in the heritage sector and have worked on a national or
regional basis with the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA), Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF),
English Heritage and the National Trust on numerous heritage projects. As a Lottery distributor, Arts
Council England has partnered HLF on range of Lottery funded projects, some examples of which we have
set out in Annex 1. We have been the main funder of some museum collections, such as New Art Gallery
Walsall (£15 million), which opened in 2000. We have also made awards to arts projects which have given
new life to heritage buildings including the Baltic Centre for Contemporary Art, bringing a flour mill back
to life (£41.4 million); and Tate Modern (£6.2 million), finding a new use for a power station.

4. We are working in partnership with Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, Sport England, English
Heritage and the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment to ensure new developments in
the South East and regenerated communities across the country benefit from integrated cultural planning
as well as the sense of place and community that the arts can provide.

5. Our heritage is integral to who we are and how we relate to our communities and how they relate to
each other. Central to all our work is our commitment to diversity. We firmly believe that there cannot be
a “single narrative” for heritage and this runs through all our programmes and relationships. With ideas of
Britain and Britishness high on the agenda, we know that the arts and heritage are well placed to foster
positive dialogue between communities.

6. We therefore welcome the opportunity to make a submission to this timely inquiry. This submission
to the committee sets out how art and artists can help bring heritage sites into people’s lives by bringing
historic spaces to life and how, by keeping museums and galleries apace with contemporary art and practice
today, we can ensure we leave as rich a legacy as we inherited. It is our view that, in order to fulfil our
obligation to future generations, we must now consider heritage and the conservation of cultural property
to be part of an ongoing process that recognises excellence in the present and safeguards it for the future.
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The Arts and Heritage

7. Across the art forms—visual arts, music, literature, theatre, dance and combined arts—we are working
to support the building of contemporary collections and new buildings which include contemporary
collections. Taking literature as an example, we have funded an initiative to digitise poetry magazines to
make them available online and in the Poetry Library at the South Bank Centre and we have supported the
building of Seven Stories in Newcastle, Britain’s only centre dedicated to children’s books.

8. This strategic approach across the art forms has identified a number of challenges, which we detail
below.

Conserving cultural properties

9. The forthcoming Heritage White Paper will rightly focus on updating heritage protection for buildings,
monuments, parks, gardens, battlefields and the natural heritage. Our heritage is about more than
preserving the past and the roles and responsibilities of heritage bodies could recognise this more fully.
Heritage and our cultural identity are created in the present as much by film, music, festivals, performance
and images as it is by buildings and monuments.

10. We wish to engage with some exceptional projects for the renewal of the cultural sector, most notably
and in line with committee’s recommendation3, the modernisation of London’s West End theatres. The
quality of the relationship between the subsidised and commercial sectors is critical to the health of theatre
in this country. It underpins the development and sustainability of audiences and the employment structures
for artists and technicians. We would like to ensure that the modernisation of these theatres meets the
demands of future audiences, performers and productions. We recognise the heritage aspects of many of the
theatres in the West End and although there are some complex issues to be explored here, we are anxious
to engage constructively with this initiative.

11. It is the responsibility of the present to conserve for future generations a record of our contemporary
culture and how it has been created. This legacy is to be found increasingly in records of the creative process
across the art forms as well as the results of that creativity. In the same way that we must conserve great art
and architecture for our appreciation now and in the future, we must collect and give access to material on
what inspired the people who made them and how they worked.

12. The need to safeguard significant buildings and works of art for the nation is widely acknowledged
and systems such as the Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art exist to ensure this but too
often market values exceed the ability of museums to raise the necessary funds. This is one of several
challenges we would bring to the committee’s attention. Film, oral and sound records provide an invaluable
resource to people seeking to understand not only what inspired artists and creative people but also how
they worked and related to what was going on around them. All too often, when an artist or architect dies,
while key examples of their work may be conserved, their archives and material relating to their working
practices are lost. An example is the archive of the great British architect James Stirling, which was sold to
the Canadian Centre for Architecture, Montreal. We suggest the committee may wish to consider how best
such cultural properties might be secured for the nation in future, in light of Sir Nicholas Goodison’s
recommendation on the funding of the National Heritage Memorial Fund in his 2004 report Securing the
best for our museums: private giving and government support.

13. Discussion about the White Paper provides the opportunity to recognise the need for an ongoing
mechanism to secure these cultural properties for the nation—to give access now and in the future. While
archiving, cataloguing and curatorial projects exist on an ad hoc basis, there is currently no continuous
funding in place to allow for the systematic accumulation of cultural property of value to everyone.

Building regional contemporary visual art collections

14. To build contemporary visual art collections for future generations, museums and galleries need
adequate resources for staV and acquisitions. England is currently unable to compete with the outstanding
regional contemporary international collections in France and Germany. Competing pressures on local
government resources mean that funding is often squeezed, while HLF support is limited to works made
more than 10 years ago. Continued investment in contemporary collecting is required to build on the strong
gains made as a result of the arts Lottery-funded Contemporary Art Society Special Collections Scheme. It
was a successful small-scale project that assisted museums and galleries to buy contemporary works of art.
The scheme was limited to 15 museums and galleries. We would like to develop the concept much further
with the national museums, MLA and HLF, and with private trusts and foundations.

15. On private giving, we would suggest the committee consider endorsing the introduction of income tax
relief on gifts to public institutions during a person’s lifetime, which we drew to the committee’s attention
in our submission to the committee’s inquiry on theMarket for Art (2004–05). Tax relief, such as the ‘Gift
Aid in Kind’ scheme proposed by the National Arts Collection Fund, would not only benefit both the
market and artists, it would also assist museums and galleries in building contemporary collections.

3 Recommendation 5, Fifth Report, 2004-05, Theatre, HC254
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16. The Arts Council Collection of modern and new British art is helping to build a visual arts inheritance
for the nation as well as supporting emerging artists today. Managed by the Hayward Gallery in London
and in Yorkshire at Longside Gallery, Yorkshire Sculpture Park, the collection makes up to 50 acquisitions
for the nation each year for loan and exhibition to over 100 venues, including hospitals and libraries. Over
the last 60 years, more than 7,000 works have been acquired from artists and commercial galleries and the
collection is now the largest national loan collection of modern and contemporary art in the world, and the
largest loan collection of British contemporary art.

Planning For Our Heritage

A sense of place

17. The recognition that the creation and preservation of heritage must be an ongoing process has an
impact on new development. The arts can help harness heritage to bring a sense of place—a sense of
identity—to new developments, such as those proposed by government in the South East and to regenerated
communities, where the arts can help communities to retain their sense of history whilst meeting the
challenges of the present and future. We are working to ensure integrated cultural planning in growth areas.
In addition, we are working with the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, Sport England, English
Heritage and the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment on a statement about the value
of culture to building sustainable communities. This will form the basis for discussions with the OYce of the
Deputy Prime Minister on embedding culture into the development of communities, towns and cities.

18. Just as high quality design will help bring a sense of place to new developments, involving artists in the
development of heritage sites at an early stage can help demonstrate a serious commitment to high quality,
sympathetic and complementary development. A good example of developing best practice can be found in
Dorset. With funding from Arts Council England, South West and Public Art South West, Dorset County
Council has appointed artist Lulu Quinn early on in the design process for the new interpretation centre at
Durlston Castle for the Jurassic Coast World Heritage Site. The county council and the South West RDA
both recognised that artists can oVer highly creative and innovative input into concept design. Crucially,
the artist has been at the forefront of the project and not just an add-on.

Accessing Our Heritage

Bringing historic places to life

19. By building partnerships with the heritage sector, artists and creative people can help bring historic
places to life and in doing so bring both heritage and the arts to new and more diverse audiences. The role
of artists across the art forms as animateurs, curators and mediators for heritage is increasingly
acknowledged. With this in mind, if heritage sites are to remain vital and accessible to the widest public, the
opportunities must be there for artists across art forms to work to create contemporary responses to
heritage. In this context, contemporary art and artists can play a much stronger role in reclaiming the past
and bringing it alive in the present. They have a particular role to play in articulating issues of cultural
identity and diversity.

20. Around the country, Arts Council England works with a range of organisations, including the
Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, English Heritage and the National Trust to bring people closer
to heritage through the arts and cultural activity. Such collaboration provides opportunities to reach new
audiences and has proved beneficial for professionals working in both sectors. We would welcome the
chance to do more to share examples of good practice, for example the work of Engage in gallery education,
and to develop new approaches. Shared professional development opportunities for people working in both
sectors should also be considered.

21. Annex 2 includes some examples of the successful work the Arts Council is supporting around the
country under the heading “How artists can bring heritage to life”.

A new kind of access

22. The creative industries too can help bring heritage closer to people and make it more relevant both to
their lives and to the way in which they perceive themselves and their communities. The digitisation of
publicly funded collections and archives will broaden their availability, widen access and serves to
demonstrate how creativity can bring heritage closer to people. A key determinant of success here will be
the establishment of a supporting system of rights that rewards the creator without inhibiting public, non-
commercial and academic access. A good example of this opening up of access is the Creative Archive
initiative, which is being considered as part of the committee’s inquiry into New Media and the Creative
Industries and is covered in our submission to that inquiry.

23. We too have recognised the potential of new media to deliver wider access to heritage. The Arts
Council is developing a distribution policy that will address some of the opportunities for greater access to
the arts that technology is oVering. One project that we are currently undertaking ourselves is our
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partnership with the National Film and TV Archive and the University of Westminster to provide online
access for researchers to the Arts Council’s film archive. From 1953 to 1999, the Arts Council commissioned
or produced 485 films recording all aspects of—mainly contemporary British—art. The collection will
provide an invaluable source for researchers in the arts and other subjects, including as it does rare material
about individual artists, writers and architects as well as films on particular art movements.

24. Annex 2 includes some examples of how artists using new technology have widened access to heritage
under the heading “Accessing our heritage”.

Creative Partnerships

25. Our Creative Partnerships programme works innovatively with schools to bring artists, creative
people and professionals from museums, libraries and archives into learning across the curriculum, bringing
subjects to life and providing training opportunities for teachers. Since its inception in 2002, Creative
Partnerships has worked with nearly 100 museums, libraries and archives on over 180 projects.

Funding

Contemporary visual art collections

26. As we said in our response to the Department for Culture, Media and Sport’s The Value of Museums
consultation, the Arts Council supports the development of a national strategy for collecting contemporary
art and a survey of the strengths and weaknesses of current collections, resource needs, the issue of joint
acquisition and the need to avoid duplication. On the issue of limited storage space, we see scope for
partnership between central and local government and the private sector to provide shared facilities. Our
review of the presentation of the contemporary visual arts is looking at how galleries and museums can work
together to maximise resources and impact. We are due to report in May 2006.

Lottery funding

27. DCMS is currently consulting the public on the distribution of Lottery money. It is asking for views
on the existing good causes—the arts, heritage and sport—the level of their funding and what good causes
should be supported beyond the current licence period ending in 2009. To help make the case for the arts’
share of Lottery funding after 2009, we have produced Transforming the cultural landscape, which we have
included for the committee’s interest. This document looks back at the £2 billion invested in the arts by Arts
Council England over the last decade. There is not an area of England that has not benefited and the impact
has been tremendous. We have learned how to be an eVective and eYcient funding partner and have built
up invaluable expertise in our field.

28. Now we want to do more and go further to bring the impact of Lottery money closer to people and
this has some relevance for our role in heritage. With continued investment, as well as developing the arts
infrastructure, we can continue our work in partnership with heritage agencies to ensure the arts really do
make a diVerence to people’s lives and communities. Each of the good causes has demonstrated the impact
they can have on the quality of people’s lives and we have worked together to maximise this where our aims
are complementary. With this in mind, we believe that the balance of funding between the arts, heritage and
sport should be sustained and we would urge the committee to endorse this position.

Olympics

29. Securing the 2012 Olympics was a major achievement for London and Britain as a whole. We recognise
the possibility that people will choose to purchase the National Lottery Olympic Games scratchcard instead
of a general one and that this may indirectly impact on the amount of money given to the arts. However, it
is worth remembering that there will also be an indirect investment in the arts through tourism and visitors’
support. Over the next six years, many partners including the Arts Council will be working together to
ensure that the sporting opportunities oVered by the Olympic Games will be matched by the cultural oVer
given to people in 2012. This will, of course, mean strategic investment in the arts by those partners.

Annex 1

Working With The Heritage Lottery Fund

Arts Council England have worked with the Heritage Lottery Fund on a wide range of small and large
scale capital projects since the Lottery began. This work comprises not only joint-funding but sharing the
responsibility of risk management and problem solving as well as joint-monitoring of the lottery awards in
a number of cases. Below we have set out some examples of the projects we have funded in this way as part
of our three funding programmes since 1995.
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Bluecoat Arts Centre, Liverpool
Award: £2,750,000

To refurbish the Grade I building and create a new wing as part of a £9.75m scheme. Bluecoat oVers a
programme of contemporary visual art with classes, workshops, talks and outreach work. This project adds
a performing arts dimension that will enable it to oVer a more comprehensive arts centre programme.
Gallery space will be increased to 350 sq m and there will be six new studios/oYces for artists or arts
organisations. Public facilities and box oYce will be improved. Significant contribution from HLF of
£1,771,000 as well as contribution from RDA.

Eastbourne Borough Council, Eastbourne
Award: £2,000,000

Eastbourne Borough Council aim to plan, design and build a new gallery in the Devonshire Park cultural
quarter of Eastbourne. This will re-house the Towner Arts Gallery’s collection and enhance the Gallery’s
role as a receiver of national and international touring shows, and as a leading regional gallery with an
outstanding collection. The move will also place the Towner within the largest performing arts complex of
South East England and enable closer working relationships with these other arts providers. HLF
contributed £1,999,000 to the relocation project in 2002.

Interchange Studios (Hamden Trust)
Award: £5,399,000

The purchase and conversion of Hampstead Town Hall into an arts centre. Relocating Interchange’s
activities and those of its tenants to improved facilities. The scheme is jointly funded by the Arts Council and
Heritage Lottery Fund (£1,593,000) and includes an auditorium with bleacher seating, two dance studios, an
atrium exhibition space, music room, oYces, meeting rooms, a cafe and restaurant space. The centre opened
July 2000.

London Symphony Orchestra (LSO)
Award: £5,643,080

Rebuilding and conversion of the 18th century St Luke’s Church in the City of London, to provide a long-
term base close to LSO’s Barbican home venue for its rehearsal needs and “Discovery” education
programme. Significant partnership funding from the Heritage Lottery Fund (£3,158,000), Jerwood
Foundation and commercial banking group UBS. The building opened in March 2003.

Lowry Centre, Salford
Award: £51,749,719

To develop a major performing and visual arts centre as part of the regeneration scheme for Salford
Quays. A joint award with the Millennium Commission (£15.65 million) and the Heritage Lottery Fund
(£7.65 million). Significant partnership funding came from the European Regional Development Fund,
Salford City Council and English Partnerships. The centre was opened in May 2000.

Royal Albert Hall
Award: £20,200,000

Improvements for audience and performers, including access provision. This is a joint award with the
Heritage Lottery Fund (£20.18 million). Significant self-generated income has been put towards the project
by the Royal Albert Hall. A reopening of the completed works took place in March 2004.

National Museum of Photography, Film & TV, Bradford
Award: £1,603,750

In 1996 the Museum embarked on Imaging Frontiers, a £16 million expansion programme. Funded by
the Arts and Heritage Lotteries, the European Community and from the private sector, the three-year
project enabled the museum to expand to meet changing visitor expectations and the challenges of the digital
age. Completed in spring 1999, the project has created a new museum for a new age. Joint monitoring
through Stanhope Plc project monitors.
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Annex 2

How Artists Can Bring Heritage To Life

East

Artist Louise K Wilson was invited to respond to the historic National Trust site at Orford Ness, an
internationally important nature reserve with a rich military heritage, as part of Contemporary Art in
Historic Places. The result was an audio and visual installation at the site entitled “A Record of Fear”. With
sound and voice at its centre, the piece drew on the mythology of a site that has much to do with
“broadcasting” and “listening”. A CD of acoustical memories accompanied the commission, which was also
featured at the Wolsey Art Gallery in Ipswich. Arts Council England, East contributed £70,000 to
Contemporary Art in Historic Places. The National Trust worked in partnership with Commissions East
and English Heritage.

East Midlands

Lincoln’s The Collection is a new contemporary art space housed in the city’s archaeological museum.
Exhibitions reinterpret the collections on show from a modern perspective. Also in Lincolnshire, the Beacon
project commissioned a series of temporary artworks at heritage sites around the county, while
Nottingham’s youarehere festival places live art events and interventions at heritage sites around the city
including Nottingham Castle Museum and Art Gallery.

North East

Arts Council England, North East has supported a programme of artists’ residencies at Durham
Cathedral, part of a World Heritage Site. This provides the opportunity for artists to respond to the
cathedral not just as a powerful statement in stone but as a place of worship and the centre of a working
community. The cathedral will host “AmuwDurham” in February 2006—a specially adapted performance
by Random Dance and young people from four schools as part of Creative Partnerships’ work in Durham
and Sunderland.

North West

Arts Council England, North West in partnership with the Arts and Humanities Research Board funded a
series of residencies at Manchester Museum. Artists were asked to respond to the natural history collections
housed at the museum. The project was designed to attract new audiences to the museum and to foster
interaction between historical, artistic and curatorial perspectives as well as research opportunities. The
success of the project was confirmed by an evaluation undertaken by the University of Manchester.

South East

Arts Council England, South East is working with the National Trust on the development of a strategic
plan designed to extend the quality of arts activity in National Trust venues with a view to developing a
younger and more diverse audience that at present. An audit of National Trust buildings is being undertaken
to determine which might be suitable for artists’ accommodation—the Generating House at Petworth in
West Sussex has a potential use as a dance space and as small artists’ studios.

South West

Arts Council England, South West entered into a formal partnership agreement with English Heritage in
2003 that focused on audience development. This has led to the establishment of a joint forum and the
drawing up of a draft action plan for the region. The focus for 2005–06 is the “Living Legends” project at
Tintagel in Cornwall. This includes a community writer and storyteller as well as public art and workshop
opportunities forming part of the wider regeneration of Tintagel.

West Midlands

The Shropshire-based Meadow Gallery, which has previously put on exhibitions inside and in the grounds
of Bruford House, received £23,000 Lottery funding for “Vertigo” at Sudley Castle. This exhibition of new
commissions and recent works placed works in the confined space of the castle’s dungeons and in the open
air and included an education and outreach programme. As well as being the first contemporary art
exhibition at the castle, none of the artists featured had previously worked in the natural environment.
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Accessing Our Heritage

The Shooting Gallery

Cartwright Hall in Bradford, in partnership with PC Format magazine commissioned “The Shooting
Gallery” which saw the computer game “Unreal Tournament” mapped onto gallery spaces at the hall as an
audience development project. This was hugely successful at attracting younger audiences to the gallery.

UNCAGED

The UNCAGED exhibition at the Museum of Childhood in London was composed of series of
installations looking at the relationships between virtual spaces and real spaces and the transition between
the two. The project was designed to “uncage” computer-based realities and to bring the computer world
closer to our human experience.

20 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Chief Archivists in Local Government

I am responding to the call for submissions to the Culture Media and Sport Committee’s new inquiry on
Protecting, preserving and making accessible our nation’s heritage. I am making this submission on behalf
of the Association of Chief Archivists in Local Government (ACALG) of which I am currently chairman.
Established in 1981, ACALG is the professional body for the heads of local authority archive services in
England and Wales, and was a founding member of the National Council on Archives.

ACALG makes the following comments on the specific points raised in the call document as follows:

1. What DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

ACALG feels it essential that DCMS make it much clearer that the definition of heritage to be developed
is a broad and inclusive one, which includes the written, visual/pictorial and artefactual material as well as
the built environment. To date DCMS have frequently failed to make this explicit, with Heritage often
defined in primarily, if not exclusively, in terms of historic buildings with Museums and Galleries “tacked
on”. Even the call document itself tends to support this assertion, and many people in the wider heritage
community were initially unclear whether the Committee was looking purely at this narrower definition
of heritage.

Not only is this more forceful expression of the breadth of diverse elements within heritage by DCMS
crucial, a holistic approach is required to reflect the importance and value of the diverse elements and
encourage each of those elements to understand and take advantage of the others within heritage. This
would result in a stronger, more vigorous, sector able to make a greater impact in terms of economic
regeneration/development and community building and support, but also develop new channels to improve
access to heritage resources by potential users. This is not to argue for a single simplistic approach to the
skills and knowledge needed to address crucial issues of stewardship, access procedures and interpretation
between the diVerent sectors, as high quality outcomes will be dependent on recognising the unique
contribution each sector can make.

Specifically in relation to the archives sector, ACALG would wish to see DCMS giving priority to the
following:

(i) Creating equality of opportunity for funding to support both core activities and development work
between the diVerent heritage sectors. At present, the archive sector suVers in comparison with
Museums and Libraries, which each have their own distinct funded policy strands (Renaissance
in the Regions and Framework for the Future). Since the establishment of Resource (now MLA)
in 2000, the promised “level playing field” has failed to materialise with many funding streams
remaining closed to archives. For example, although the Designation scheme was extended to
Archives and Museums in 2005, only designated museum collections can receive money form the
Designation Challenge Fund. A second and very telling example is that, following the recent pilot
of a Leadership Development package for Museums and Archive staV funded by MLA, we have
now been told that although it will be possible for the £3,000 per participant funding to be provided
for museums personnel through Renaissance in the Regions, there will be no funding available for
archive candidates.

(ii) to support this change, ACALG feel it essential that DCMS develops a distinct and funded
archive-specific policy strand, parallel to those for Museums and Libraries. We accept that this
cannot be put in place overnight, and that funding in particular will require forward planning, but
feel that the report of the Archive Task Force (published in 2004) could serve as a starting point,
although the report itself is far form definitive. The main priority perhaps should be the
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development of a structured national archives information network providing a single point for
access for those intending to use the collections scattered across the country. Such a development
would have a major role to play in encouraging new audiences.

(iii) DCMS should, in conjunction with the Department for Constitutional AVairs (DCA) as the
sponsoring department for the National Archives (TNA), look to bring forward new legislation
which would recognize and support the benefits which would result from an integrated approach
to preserving and making available the archive resources of the nation. Local authority services
form the backbone of the network through which most users access historical records, both in
person and remotely and the existing legislative basis on which these operate is rather restricted.
Work carried out by the National Archives in 2003–04 showed the overwhelming support among
the archive community for legislation which would strengthen the statutory requirement for
archive services and records management within local authorities.

(iv) DCMS should take steps to support innovation and technical developments within the sector.
Again the National Archives are an obvious partner, particularly in such matters as the long-term
preservation of digital records. This matter is increasingly pressing, as the majority of existing UK
archive services have at present neither the resources nor the skills to address it. For Film and
Sound archives, parallel issues are developing, along with the longer term issue of lack of capacity.

(v) DCMS should also take the lead in advocating more eVectively the important role that archives
and other cultural services can play in successfully delivering policy objectives in other areas, such
as education, workforce development, community regeneration etc. The archive sector suVers
partly from the split responsibility between DCMS and DCA, which is not a complication faced
by either Museums or Libraries.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant bodies in representing heritage
interests inside and outside government

As mentioned above the split responsibility for archives between DCA and DCMS has not worked to the
benefit of the sector. The historic nature of this split has weakened the advocacy which takes place for the
sector within central government, and has not been resolved by the issuing of the Government Policy for
archives in 1999, nor the creation of the National Archives in 2003, although these have both been very
important and welcome developments. Below departmental level, the main players are the National
Archives and Museums Libraries and Archives Council (MLA) with the later rather surprisingly not
mentioned anywhere in your submission. While the National Archives has responded in a very positive and
supportive manner to the needs of the broader archive community over the last 10 years, it must be said that
there remain concerns about the level of commitment to archives and the level of understanding of the sector
at senior management level within MLA. This concern derives primarily from the apparent failure of MLA
as an advocate for archives to DCMS in particular, and other government departments such as DfES.
Evidence of this is apparent in the lack of support given to the modest funding identified in the Archive Task
Force Report and in the failure to redirect any substantial funding streams to archives. At the time of
writing, there are also indications that internal re-organisation within MLA will possibly result in closing
down of the small team of specialist archive advisors, although specific museums and library advisors will
remain due to the funding through Renaissance in the Regions and Framework for the Future. This could
seriously further weaken the capacity of MLA as a key advocate for archives to central government. While
not expecting MLA to win all arguments within government (particularly over funding), ACALG members
do already feel that MLA is less successful as an advocate for archives than it is for museums and libraries.
The support given by MLA (and the National Archives) to the National Council on Archives has been of
great benefit in ensuring the sustainability of that body which has taken the lead in developing sectoral
strategy on networking and led on the establishment of the Archive Awareness campaign.

3. The balance between heritage and development in planning policy

No comment.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset within the community

ACALG members see access to the heritage, including the information contained in archives, as a basic
human right, which should be stated in any future national archive legislation. Freedom of Information
legislation has had an impact on all public body archive services, and has contributed further to the existing
long-term rise in public requests for archive information [the Archive Task Force reports numbers rising
from just under 700,000 to over 850,000 in the period 1997—2002]. Many people are seeking information
on themselves or their forebears, with the massive popularity of family history showing no signs of abating,
with resultant demands on under-resourced services. However there is also the importance of archives as
the memory and record of community, which means that archives have a unique role to play in sustaining
communities.



3298812010 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 28 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Archives and the information they contain are fundamental to the community’s sense of place and
identity—its “locality”, its unique landscape and environment (natural and historic/built, countryside and
settlements); its community ‘inheritance’ and identity/memory (written/oral). So communities can be
supported through education and learning, recreation, enjoyment and overall quality of life, access to
information and knowledge as citizens and through voluntary activities to ensure preservation and access
to the heritage asset.

Archives share many collective objectives with other heritage service such as:

— Trusteeship and stewardship—protecting, auditing/recording, conserving and preserving the
assets.

— Managing and developing the assets for wide benefits.

— Encouraging and promoting the assets, widening public awareness of them, increasing their access/
accessibility, their use and enjoyment, education/understanding of them, and the sense of
involvement and participation for all in them.

— Enhancing the unique characteristics of communities—its quality, image, appeal and
distinctiveness.

— Working in eVective/active partnerships—and encouraging cross sector working—with local
communities, landowners, businesses, other organisations (public, private and voluntary) and
the public.

As increasing priority is placed on supporting communities through such means as Local Area
Agreements, then it has to be recognised that the only way small strategic services such as archives can make
their unique contribution is if the potential and value of this is recognised at the highest level. The creation
of joint services in almost every English county as a result of local government re-organisations since 1986
is recognition that preserving the archive heritage properly is an expensive process, and one for which
resources are scare and beyond the means of many local authorities operating on their own. Delivery of
services into communities, and successful engagement at that very local level will only be achieved through
partnerships, which balance the specialist and short supply nature of archival expertise and the need to
deliver locally through other partners, including volunteers. However, even the work of establishing and
managing such partnerships is beyond the current capacity of the sector.

5. Funding

As so few other funding streams are available to archives, the Heritage Lottery Fund has provided a
lifeline since the mid-1990s. HLF has provided funds for the acquisition of collections, stewardship and
major access projects, as well as much needed support for the replacement of the existing aging and often
inadequate and sub-standard accommodation for both records and users. Any reduction in funding
available through HLF as a result of changes to the existing shares would be potentially a major blow to
archives development. ACALG members are aware of the pressure already apparent due to the staging of
the 2012 Olympics, which will almost certainly result in a reduction in availability of funds for less high
profile activities, such as archives. We feel it important that the current review of Lottery shares does not
result in a major reduction in availability of funds to the Heritage sector, and will be expressing this view
to DCMS. However successful applications are not limited only by the availability of funding but also by
the lack of capacity in the sector to invest time in preparing bids, and also in the lack of capacity in all but
the very largest services to manage more than one project at a time. This has resulted in a perception outside
the sector that there is an unwillingness to embrace the funding opportunities which exist. ACALG members
would assert vigorously that this criticism is based on a lack of understanding and knowledge of just how
overstretched the sector currently is.

ACALG would argue that a clear identification of distinct, dedicated funding for core heritage activities
should be made in local authority budgets, and that this is essential if the providers of services such as
museums and archives are to be able to make proper provision . The Recent changes to the Comprehensive
Performance Assessment show the increasing acceptance of the importance of the cultural services block
within the public sector, and we believe this requires a parallel identification of resources.

6. Roles and responsibilities for various bodies

This has to some degree been covered in earlier elements of this response.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills

In dealing with this point, ACALG would group all professional staV working within archives as having
conservation skills, as stewardship informs all aspects of archival work, whether the specific work group is
archivists, records managers or archive conservators. While detailed data is lacking, work was carried out
on the archive work force which fed into the Archive Task Force report. Taken together with anecdotal
evidence, this supports the belief that there is currently a national shortage of qualified professionals with
archives, records management and archive conservation skills, with the shortage particularly acute in the
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last two areas. In conservation this is largely due to a reduction in trainee opportunities, with many trainee
posts being lost in the 1990s due to local government cut-backs as local authority oYces provided the
majority of places. In Records Management the shortage is caused rather by the massive increase in demand
for skilled staV, at least partly due to the implantation of the Freedom of Information Act, which has
highlighted the benefits of sound records management practices. Places on academic archive and records
management training courses are now less likely to be supported by post-graduate grants, due to the funding
changes implemented by the AHRC for post-graduate vocational courses. Although many students support
themselves, and the number of people being trained has increased, supply is not meeting demand, with the
result that many projects for which funding is secured are subject to delay if not cancellation as suitable
professionals cannot be found. This is particularly the case for projects requiring conservators. ACALG is
intending to advance the argument in its response to the current HLF consultation, that some way should
be found to support more heritage professional to train formally using HLF funds.

A further area of concern is the increasing range of skills which are now required at entry professional
levels for both archivists and conservators, linked mainly to the new audience development and digital
records agendas. ACALG has identified this as an area in which we should work as a priority with others
such as MLA and the Society of Archivists to support workforce development and a re-organisation of the
current qualification structures.

Currently, these appear to ACALG members to be the key issues for the heritage sector, specifically
archives, in the context of the proposed inquiry by the Committee, but there are of course many other areas
for both opportunity and concern. We would draw the attention of the Committee to the recent National
Council on Archives report Giving Value as a useful summary of many of the issues.

We would also suggest that it might be both appropriate and useful if, on some future occasion, the
Committee looked at specifically at the overall state of archive arrangements in England and Wales.

If there are any aspects of this submission on which the Committee wishes further comment or
information, ACALG will of course be pleased to provide this either in writing or in person.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association of English Cathedrals

1. This submission is made by the Association of English Cathedrals which represents the 42 Anglican
cathedrals in England. The cathedrals range from those of international importance (such as St Paul’s
Cathedral) and those in World Heritage Sites (Canterbury and Durham Cathedrals) to those in smaller cities
such as Blackburn, Bradford and Southwell. Of the 42 cathedrals, 38 are Grade I and four Grade II* listed.
The primary purpose of a cathedral is to be a place of Christian worship but it is also often the oldest building
in continuous use in its surrounding area and of significance to the heritage and culture of the area it serves.

What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport Should Identify as Priorities in the

Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

2. The cathedrals of England make a significant contribution to the life of the nation. Their social and
economic impacts are shown in the recent ECOTEC report (The economic and social impacts of cathedrals
in England, June 2004, copy attached). Research showed that cathedrals are responsible for direct visitor-
related spend of £91 million and for a total spend of £150 million, which are significant economic outcomes
for the surrounding areas. Cathedrals are iconic buildings and play an important role in their local
environments, often indicating the centre of cities and providing facilities that enable communities to gather
and mark events of national and local importance.

3. It is our contention that the DCMS should, as a priority, work with cathedral authorities to safeguard
the future of the buildings that provide focal points for communities—the structure of the Church of
England ensures that everyone who lives in England lives in an area covered by a cathedral—and act as
major attractions for UK citizens exploring their own country and overseas visitors.

The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

4. The organisation with which cathedrals have had the most contact over the last 15 years has been
English Heritage. The Cathedrals Grants Scheme has been helpful in enabling substantial repairs to be
carried out on cathedral buildings. £42 million of grants have been awarded. £31.6 million was given in the
first 10 years of the Scheme, and was matched by cathedral contributions of £109 million. It is our view that
English Heritage recognises the significance of cathedrals and tries to assist their work but lacks the
resources to do its job properly. The recent diminution in the amount available for grant-aided repairs to
the fabric of cathedrals, as a result of severe budgetary constraints within English Heritage, has had a serious
impact on the ability of cathedrals to maintain England’s priceless heritage.
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5. It is our experience that the DCMS follows a largely secular agenda and frequently ignores cathedrals
and churches in discharging its responsibilities. For example, the section of the Department responsible for
tourism does not have any contact with cathedrals, either through the Association of English Cathedrals or
the Pilgrims Association (an organisation which advocates best practice on tourism and education issues
but with a wider membership than Anglican cathedrals), despite their significance as tourist attractions. It
is also frustrating to deal with the DCMS because of the fragmented nature of the areas for which it is
responsible. Although the DCMS is responsible for issues to do with the listing of buildings of historic
importance, it has no input into planning processes (which are dealt with by the OYce of the Deputy Prime
Minister) so there is a lack of joined-up thinking about conservation and planning issues. Cathedrals regard
music in cathedrals and the maintenance of the centuries-old unique English Anglican Choral tradition as
cultural and heritage matters, although due to the involvement of children in music there are also
educational issues. The DCMS may have a remit for culture but has none for education so, when cathedrals
wish to work with Government on music, it is very diYcult to make any progress. These are two examples
of the many concerns of cathedrals that cross diVerent government departments. In our opinion, the
Government is not organised in such a way that it is capable of delivering eVectively and eYciently on
heritage matters. The disorganisation also reflects the low priority given to heritage matters by the
Government.

6. The Heritage Lottery Fund has provided assistance to 12 cathedrals for a variety of projects, including
city centre improvement schemes (joint grant awards to cathedrals and local authorities), exhibitions and
works of art. Assistance has also been provided for the construction of new buildings in cathedral closes for
visitor facilities and for enhancements to the facilities of the buildings themselves but has not been provided
for conservation work. The process of obtaining an HLF grant is bureaucratic and expensive in both time
of cathedral personnel and fees paid to specialist advisors. HLF staV do not always fully understand the
context within which cathedrals operate. The recent rejection of a grant application by St Paul’s Cathedral,
seeking £6 million to complete a £40 million restoration project of which the balance of the monies has been
raised privately, because St Paul’s was said to be too exclusive, despite its doors being open to everyone
regardless of their background, is indicative of the problems experienced by cathedrals.

The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

7. Cathedrals are located at the heart of their cities, in areas where the need to balance preservation of
heritage buildings with development of vibrant city centres is a daily concern. The Cathedral Churches are
often surrounded by Cathedral Closes which themselves contain a number of listed and scheduled buildings,
for which the cathedral authorities are responsible.

8. The 2005 amendment to the Care of Cathedrals Measure 1990 now requires local authorities to note
the views of cathedrals about planning proposals which aVect their setting. Cathedrals would like the
Government to take an active role in promoting the interests of cathedrals by requiring local authorities to
make specific reference to cathedrals in their Unitary Development Plans (UDPs) and Local Development
Frameworks, and to develop policies for protecting the setting and environment around them.

9. Currently, it is left to the discretion of local authorities to take account of cathedrals when developing
local planning policies. For example, the City of London is protective of the setting of St Paul’s Cathedral
and requires developments in the City to meet strict criteria on height and mass so that new buildings do
not spoil sightlines. The London Borough of Southwark does not mention Southwark Cathedral in its UDP,
although the Cathedral is the only Grade I listed building in the Borough. It has no planning policies to
protect the setting of the Cathedral. The Mayor of London also ignored the existence of the two Anglican
cathedrals within his area when drawing up his planning policies.

10. Cathedrals are very aware of the need for communities to thrive and will actively engage in
consultations and negotiations that will ensure that a viable balance between conservation and new
development is established.

Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

11. Cathedrals are open 365 days a year. They are open in times of national crisis and celebration and
act as focal points in their communities. They provide unthreatening spiritual spaces for people. In many
cases they are also the largest buildings available for public use for some distance and act as venues for
concerts, lectures, degree ceremonies and other such events.

12. Most cathedrals are open to the public free of charge but a number, particularly those attracting the
most tourists and suVering commensurate wear and tear, charge for entry. Entry fees are charged to cover
the costs of staYng and fabric repairs necessitated by significant visitor numbers—not for profit. All
cathedrals are financially independent and rely on their own resources for survival. Government revenue
funding for cathedrals, similar to that available to some museums, would make charging for entry
unnecessary and would ensure that those wishing to learn more about the role of cathedrals in the
development of England’s culture and heritage can do so, and enjoy them whatever their financial resources.
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13. Cathedrals oVer facilities for visits by schools. Most cathedrals employ education oYcers who work
within national curriculum guidelines to provide tours, trails and workshops which supplement classroom
learning. The topics covered relate to religious education and history but also to a wide variety of other
subjects—cathedrals are immensely rich learning resources.

14. Cathedrals also oVer opportunities for adult learning, providing guided tours for groups and
openings to develop skills through volunteering. Very significant numbers of volunteers assist in keeping
cathedrals open for the public to enjoy.

15. Cathedrals are the main sustainers of the English Choral tradition, running choirs involving adults
and children, both boys and girls. The English Choral tradition is a unique part of English culture but
one which has suVered decline in recent years as choirs in parish churches have become less common.
Cathedrals maintain the tradition and produce music of very high standard week in, week out. For those
participating, cathedral music is a unique educational experience; singing as part of a professional team
develops many transferable skills. The majority of cathedrals now have girls’ choirs as well as the more
traditional boys’ choirs. Just under half of cathedrals’ boys’ choirs are formed of boys attending diVerent
local schools and three quarters of girls’ choirs are formed of girls attending diVerent local schools. Of
those children attending choir schools, all are recipients of financial assistance from the relevant cathedral
and some also receive scholarships from the Department for Education and Skills so that all children
with the ability and desire to sing are able to do so, regardless of parental financial status. In 2001, the
total cost to cathedrals of providing music was approximately £7 million.

Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and

for Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for Heritage

Projects, and the Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources Between

Good Causes

16. The only direct assistance given by the Government to cathedrals is provided under the English
Heritage Cathedrals Grant Scheme. Due to cuts to the English Heritage budget, the amount available
for grants is now £1 million each year and this has to be shared between 41 Anglican cathedrals (Christ
Church Cathedral, Oxford is not eligible), two Royal Peculiars and 18 Roman Catholic cathedrals in
England, 61 buildings in total. The maximum grant to a cathedral in any one year is now £50,000 which
represents between 25 and 70% of a project’s cost depending on a cathedral’s perceived financial status.
This level of funding is completely inadequate and fails to contribute a realistic sum towards the ongoing
repair and maintenance of cathedral buildings. For example, York Minster faces a bill of £23 million
for repairing its East front and medieval East Window, and the estimated five year bill for repairs to all
cathedrals is over £95 million.

17. Assistance with repairs and maintenance is also provided by the Listed Place of Worship Grant
Scheme administered by the DCMS under which cathedrals can reclaim VAT on the costs of repair and
maintenance work (but not the significant and vital professional fees associated with such work). Almost
all cathedrals are registered for VAT and are able to recover between 25% and 90% of VAT in the normal
course of business; the Grant Scheme is of greater benefit to those cathedrals which are normally only
able to recover 25% of VAT than those who only bear 10%.

18. One quarter of cathedrals have received grants from the HLF for a variety of projects which meet
the HLF’s criteria. It should be noted that cathedrals are not eligible to apply under the Repair Grants
for Places of Worship category. Successful applications have been made in partnership with local
authorities for schemes to improve churchyards and the area around the cathedral, and for assistance
with improved access for visitors so that more people are able to enjoy facilities oVered by cathedrals.

19. However, we are concerned that the Government is putting legislation in place that may be used
to reduce the amounts allocated to the HLF. Heritage is fundamental to the identity of the nation and
is also a major contributor to the economy. The combination of higher conservation standards and health
and safety legislation in recent years has made it substantially more expensive to maintain heritage
buildings, including cathedrals, and it is not possible to generate suYcient money from private sources
both to care for and increase access to historic buildings. Since its inception, HLF funding has been of
key significance in unlocking other monies and in enabling improved access to the nation’s heritage.

20. We also view with grave concern the provisions in the proposed legislation that might allow the
reduction of balances from the HLF. These provisions show a fundamental lack of understanding of
major heritage projects which will always involve a significant lapse of time between approval of a grant
and actual payment; new-build projects are simple in comparison. Heritage projects tend to be long-term
due to the complex consent procedures and fundraising and can experience delays as new information,
such as archaeology, becomes available once the project has started.

21. Cathedrals would find it helpful to have clarification of the relationship between HLF and the new
lottery distributor, the Big Lottery (assuming that its terms of reference will enable it to give grants to
cathedrals).
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22. We welcome the success of London in its bid to host the 2012 Olympic Games. We anticipate that
benefits will accrue across the nation, and that cathedrals will see increased visitor numbers as those
attracted to the UK to see the Olympics will also spend time experiencing the country’s heritage. We
would be concerned if hosting the Olympics diverts money away from the HLF and the Big Lottery as
heritage is a priceless and continuing asset for the UK and neglect would be foolhardy.

What the Roles and Responsibilities Should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery

Fund, Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Non-Governmental

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

23. The Church of England plays a major role in maintaining the nation’s heritage. 45% of all Grade
1 listed buildings in England are Anglican churches. 38 out of 42 cathedrals are Grade 1 listed. Cathedrals
are the oldest buildings in continuous use in their environments. They are complicated both
archaeologically and architecturally. They are unique and priceless heritage assets.

24. It is unrealistic to expect the relatively small number of people actively involved in their cathedrals
and churches to conserve the buildings they use for worship for the benefit of the rest of the nation
without more assistance.

25. Cathedral authorities are willing to discharge their responsibility for their buildings but would like
to see financial recognition from the Government for the contribution they make.

Whether There is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and the Means of Making Conservation

Expertise More Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

26. Cathedrals are required by the Cathedrals Measure 1999 to appoint an architect or building
surveyor with appropriate conservation expertise to advise the cathedral authorities on issues relating to
the fabric of the cathedral church and other buildings. A full survey of the condition of all buildings in
the ownership of cathedrals is required every five years, identifying maintenance and repair work which
should be carried out and estimating the cost of such works. Many highly skilled conservation experts
are employed by cathedrals.

27. Cathedral workshops employ a large proportion of the nation’s craftsmen with conservation skills,
including stonemasons, carpenters, and stained glass specialists. Cathedrals have a very significant role
in ensuring the continuity of conservation skills and in educating new craftsmen. Cathedrals work with
both English Heritage and the National Skills Council to ensure that there are training opportunities for
those interested in careers in conservation.

28. Cathedrals with their own skilled workforces not only maintain their own buildings but also
outsource their craftsmen to work on other conservation projects. For example, Carlisle Cathedral’s
stonemasons fulfil contracts for other owners of heritage buildings in the local area.

29. The attitude of local authorities to conservation is very variable. Many employ conservation oYcers
within their planning departments, often with financial assistance from English Heritage, but many do
not. We consider that local authorities should be required to employ conservation oYcers, and these
oYcers should be given a high profile within planning departments.

30. It is diYcult for those not involved in the heritage sector to understand the complexity of
conservation work. English Heritage has a team of very skilled and experienced staV who would be
capable of improving conservation literacy in local authorities if there were suYcient funding for training
to be given to local authority oYcers and councillors. We consider that providing training should be
given a high priority so that local authorities can take appropriate planning decisions to protect and
enhance our heritage.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Gardens Trusts and the Garden History Society

A1. Introduction

A1.1 This memorandum is presented jointly by the two leading amenity groups for the historic designed
landscape in England.

A1.2 The Association of Gardens Trusts was established as a charitable trust in 1993 and comprises 35
County Trusts in England, together with another 10 in Wales. We have over 7,500 members who actively
support the care and conservation of our historic designed landscapes, parks and gardens for the enjoyment
and education of all ages. The Objectives of the Charity are to promote Gardens Trusts, and through them,



3298812012 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 33

the interest, education, appreciation and involvement of the public in matters connected with the arts and
sciences of parks and gardens; and to assist in the protection, conservation, restoration or creation of parks
and gardens in the United Kingdom for the education and enjoyment of the public.

A1.3 The Garden History Society is the national amenity society for the study and protection of historic
parks and gardens. It is a statutory consultee on planning applications aVecting sites on the English Heritage
Register of Parks and Gardens of special historic interest which includes a wide range of designed
landscapes. PPG15 states that the Society “has more experience of dealing with planning applications
aVecting parks and gardens than any other body” (para A16). Established in 1965 it is a charitable trust and
has a membership in the region of 2000.

A1.4 Both organisations pursue a range of activities connected with research, conservation and planning
and the Association supports the member County Gardens Trusts working with schools.

Information has been appended.

B2. The Environmental, Historical and Cultural Significance of Designed Landscapes

B2.1 The following extracts demonstrate the great importance of Britain’s designed landscapes and their
wide range of influence in the life of the nation.

B2.2 “England is particularly rich in the designed landscapes of parks and gardens, and the built and
natural features they contain: the greatest of these are as important to national, and indeed international,
culture as our greatest buildings.” (Planning Policy Guidance 15 para 6.2)

B2.3 “people prefer to live and work in environments that are rich and diverse, and that blend the modern
and the historic.” (The Heritage Dynamo: how the voluntary sector drives regeneration, Heritage Link
2004, p1)

B2.4 “The historic environment plays a central part in ensuring that distinctive neighbourhoods are
created . . . new neighbourhoods that become recognisably “somewhere” rather than “anywhere” . . .
historic buildings and areas should be seen positively as assets . . .” (ODPM Select Committee Report 2004)

B2.5 The historic environment brings direct economic benefits in terms of tourism and regeneration.
VisitBritain’s Survey of Visits to Visitor Attractions, shows over 10 million visits were made to gardens in
2002. This figure represents more than a quarter of all visits surveyed in 2002.

B2.6 Research commissioned in 2003 by English Heritage, Sport England and the Countryside Agency
showed that 62% of all adults in England had visited a public park during the previous 12 months. There
were an estimated 1.8 billion visits to public parks over this period, more than half of which were to
urban parks.

B2.7 People care about the historic aspects of their local environment. Of those questioned in a poll in
Bradford, in 2003, 53% named “caring for neglected and derelict buildings” as the biggest issue facing their
local area, closely followed by “too many boarded-up, unused buildings” (52%) and “the condition of
gardens and parks” (40%).

B2.8 The above evidence indicates that historic parks and gardens are an important part of our historic
environment, and make a significant contribution to the quality of life for countless numbers of people,
however often they are poorly understood and appreciated by those who determine how they will survive
in the future.

B2.9 The historic environment is under resourced, both nationally via English Heritage, and locally via
local authorities and expert advisory amenity groups. There is a need for more money to fund this work and
for training people to carry it out. Owners should be positively encouraged to care for their historic
properties and important garden structures. Financial incentives could be very positive, for example the
elimination of VAT on repairs.

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper.

1.1 The Unified List: More significance has been ascribed to the concept of a unified list of nationally
important historic assets than it deserves. Professionals and developers are accustomed to dealing with
overlapping designations, including those beyond the heritage field, (eg Green Belt, AONB, flood plain,
SSSI): a unified list would make no appreciable diVerence to the time needed to check planning constraints
or obtain appropriate advice on them.

1.2 The proposed unified list seems unlikely to make for easier understanding, nor would it be easily
established within available resources. “Overlapping” designations are simply indicative that the site
concerned is significant for more than one reason. A single listing would make no diVerence to the
significance of a site or the number of reasons for its importance. Unless consolidating legislation aVording
uniform statutory protective designation for all components of it, a unified list would achieve nothing by
way of clarification of the status of individual entries and their relative significance, especially as it seems
that the statutory protection is not to be unified in its powers or eVects.
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1.3 Historic parks and gardens remain particularly poorly understood as elements of the historic
environment. It is acknowledged that a significant number of nationally important sites have yet to be
identified throughout England, let alone included, on the present Register, which at 1580 sites, may fall short
by as much as 30% of the entire nationally significant stock. Were registered historic parks and gardens to
be subsumed within a single list entry there is a considerable risk that their significance would be overlooked
still further. For example, if they sat alongside buildings, whose plight has a much higher profile within
conservation and planning circles, parks and gardens as discrete entities may not receive the full attention
they deserve in their own right. The c6,000 locally important parks and gardens are in an even more perilous
position, having hardly begun to be recognised as a constraint within the planning system at all. Although
many local planning authorities have policies recognising them locally, few have given attention to their
treatment as a planning constraint or allocated resources for their enhancement.

1.4 A single unified list could not provide a comprehensive definitive database: ongoing research and
refinement of information in respect of sites and structures of interest would continually change it. Over
time, changing perceptions may aVect the cultural value ascribed to each component. Users are able to keep
abreast of refinements to a particular data set more easily if the data sets continue to be held on separate
lists. All the data sets are likely to be continually expanding. The various lists/registers/schedules would be
more easily understood by users if:

— The criteria used by Inspectors to select sites and monuments for inclusion were to be explained
more fully in a published handbook, although this is largely the case already for the Parks and
Gardens Register.

— The setting of historic parks and gardens, together with important designed views, were to be
mapped as is currently the case with the Welsh Parks and Gardens Register. At present they are
described in the Register text, but a visual indication would assist accurate and easy identification
within the planning system. A curtilage definition for historic parks and gardens, perhaps
including vistas and setting beyond formally laid out parkland areas, might also be a useful tool.

— Resources were to be routinely available to review and update lists of protected sites and
monuments: this particularly applies to scheduled sites and monuments of archaeological
significance, a review of which has been promised for several decades without eVect.

— English Heritage consultation procedures could be more strictly time-managed to guarantee a
response within 14 days, and to guarantee that all the aspects of archaeological, historical and
cultural interest within the consultation site are included in the advice given.

— English Heritage could produce an annual programme to indicate the particular priorities for
review and amplification in the various lists/registers/schedules to be pursued during the
forthcoming budgetary year.

— English Heritage could ensure that updates to the various lists/registers/schedules were eYciently
and systematically notified to Government oYces in the regions, local planning authorities and
HER/SMRs. At present, communications addressed to Chief Executives commonly fail to reach
planning oYcers responsible for conservation and the control of development, because non-
planner administrators receiving them do not appreciate their significance. This is particularly so
for the recently upgraded Parks and Gardens Register, which has not been published at all. Its
upgraded entries are circulated to interested parties piecemeal, with all the attendant risk that they
are lost in the administration very swiftly after receipt from English Heritage.

1.5 All these require of English Heritage more resources and more focussed administrative procedures.
To devote resources and administrative eVort to produce a single unified list would divert them from the
more necessary tasks outlined, and would do little to improve the product.

1.6 Designation of historic parks and gardens at a national level is of the highest importance—both
necessary and useful, given the absence of expertise in this area at local level which is likely to continue in
the foreseeable future. An expert national overview is critical in identifying sites of national importance and
in doing so also provides information about the context for sites of local interest. In addition registered sites
and conservation areas do not necessarily overlap as area designations, if at all, but indicate quite separate
considerations within the historic environment.

1.7 It would be useful in achieving consistency of designation and documentation if for all conservation
area designations local planning authorities were to be required to seek endorsement from English Heritage,
and for them to be required to submit supporting information and management proposals to satisfy a
prescribed minimum format. Areas already designated should be subject to review and updating to such a
prescribed standard over a phased period of time.

1.8 English Heritage has all the expertise and experience required to apply national designations within
the historic environment objectively and accurately and carries this out with great rigour. Its main fault is
that the process of designation is not transparent, and this not entirely its own fault as it has to advise the
DCMS on listing and scheduling cases and on these does not have the final decision. The Parks and Gardens
Register, while not entirely transparent in its decisions to designate is certainly much more transparent to
public scrutiny in this area.
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1.9 There should be no relegation of grade II registered parks and gardens to local lists. All the items on
the Parks and Gardens Register are clearly stated by English Heritage to be of national importance, and
this criterion has been carefully maintained by English Heritage in its selection of sites for inclusion since
the Register was first begun in 1984. It has always been acknowledged inclusion on the Register is a very
selective process, and represents only a very small proportion of historic parks and gardens. As far as grade
II listed buildings are concerned some long-standing designations in this category may have been selected
less rigorously than more recent entries, and could be reviewed in status. The question of the compilation
of lists of locally-important parks and gardens is of course important itself.

1.10 Statements of significance would help to establish what features are of key significance for
conservation. However, it would be diYcult to produce exhaustive statements within the resources usually
allocated for listing buildings, and given that Inspectors are not expected to carry out exhaustive internal
assessments of buildings. As far as parks and gardens are concerned, there may be reluctance amongst
owners to allow detailed descriptions of important features for security reasons, in that it is diYcult and
costly to provide high level surveillance for extensive open areas where there are rare and valuable plant
collections, or garden ornaments such as statuary, fountains, etc, vulnerable to thieving. The present form
of listing and Register descriptions appear to be adequate for basic planning purposes: where appropriate,
more detailed research may be undertaken for appeal purposes, or preparatory to schemes of enhancement
and used for conservation and management plans.

1.11 Management agreements should not replace statutory consents on major development and
structural works. They do, however, have a useful role to play in supplementing such consents and ensuring
that the historic significance of sites is fully understood at all phases of change. Such tools have since the
1980s been in use for the conservation of historic parks and gardens, for example in IHT Exemption cases
and in informing Countryside Stewardship schemes, during which time a considerable body of experience
has built up in terms of maximising their eVectiveness. Ideally a conservation plan leading to an oYcially
endorsed management agreement should be mandatory for all nationally important parks and gardens (ie
those at present on the Register). However, this may be a very long term aim, partly because of cost
implications for owners but also because of the cost of policing such schemes.

1.12 Management agreements between owners and English Heritage and local planning authorities
would act as a framework for constructive and informed management, and to establish conservation and
enhancement priorities. These should be subject to periodic review (say quinquennial) to allow for new
research to be assimilated, refinements in management practices including technical advances, and updating.
Agreements are particularly helpful in historic landscape management, where cultivation and management
and renewal of planting can have a significant eVect on the historic artefact. However, an agreement should
continue to be endorsed by formal consent, albeit in streamlined form, so that there is still an opportunity
for public representation.

1.13 The success of agreements as a management tool will depend on the willingness and ability to pay
on the part of the owners for management plan preparation and the availability of resources for
enforcement. There may be a case for increased public funding to support such initiatives, for example,
extending the incentives available to farmers. Joint agreements could be a useful device to reconcile disparate
concerns, but should continue to be subject to formal consent as above.

1.14 Local lists would be a useful protective tool, particularly for parks and gardens, if English Heritage
were to issue national criteria to be used as a basis for compiling them, and if demolition/ destruction of
historic assets were to be subject to consent linked to development control and authorisation of replacement
development. To be wholly eVective local lists should be given statutory recognition, as should nationally
important parks and gardens.

1.15 Land Registry: Although the English Heritage Register of Parks and Gardens of Special Historic
Interest in England is statutory there is no legal protection for individual sites other than being material
considerations in planning policy. The Association and The Garden History Society are concerned that
often owners and prospective owners are not aware of the importance of sites and in our view it is essential
that each Registered site is identified as a charge on the Land Registry. This would make a considerable
diVerence for the future protection of a park or garden.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

2.1 DCMS—Within the voluntary historic environment sector there is a concern and a perception that
the DCMS seems to place more emphasis on the funding of sport. The Association of Gardens Trusts
believes that historic parks and gardens are a valuable resource available to all that, besides aesthetic
enrichment and enlightenment, encourages exercise, fresh-air, healthy living and the growing of food. The
DCMS can promote these significant benefits.

2.2 English Heritage—English Heritage as the lead body for the conservation of England’s historic
environment has been successful in engaging with other organisations via the regional Historic Environment
Fora (HEF). The Association of Gardens Trusts is working in partnership with the University of York and
with the co-operation of English Heritage, to develop the HLF-funded Parks and Gardens Data
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Partnership. This will provide an on-line information resource on the country’s historic parks and gardens,
which will be available to all. The Association is pleased to work with English Heritage to promote research,
conservation and planning advice, education and to raise awareness of our historic parks and gardens in
both urban and rural locations. This year (2006) the Association, sponsored by English Heritage, is holding
a conservation conference, “Conflict and Resolution: Education Establishments in Historic Parks and
Gardens” at Bath Spa University, a “Capability” Brown landscape. One of our member trusts (Yorkshire)
assisted English Heritage carry out the “Landscapes at Risk” pilot project. Trustees from member County
Gardens Trusts represent historic parks and gardens on the regional Historic Environment Fora.

2.3 Local Authorities—Within local authorities in England there are only 1.5 professional members of
staV who are specifically dedicated to the conservation of historic parks and gardens (Hampshire CC and
Surrey CC). In other local authorities, conservation staV often have sparse knowledge of historic parks and
gardens in their area due to lack of training. There are currently no conservation oYcers in some Yorkshire
local authorities, yet up to a third of planning applications have a conservation element and some authorities
have seen an increase in numbers of planning applications aVecting listed buildings and conservation areas
(Heritage Counts Yorkshire 2005, p7).

2.4 There is concern about the eVectiveness of local authorities and other organisations relative to historic
parks and gardens. Losses of historic parkland have been calculated for the first time. Nearly half of the
parkland recorded by the 1918 Ordnance Survey Edition was no longer extant at the close of the 20th century
and, in some places, losses have been as high as 70%. The principal causes of loss have been conversion to
arable land, development and, more recently golf course construction. (Heritage Counts 2005, p10, 37-40).
In Yorkshire 63% of Registered Parks and Gardens fall into medium, high or very high vulnerability bands.
South Yorkshire, with a high urban population, has the highest number of most vulnerable sites in the
Yorkshire region. (Heritage Counts Yorkshire 2005, p6)

2.5 Cemeteries nationally are in a poor state. In a study of cemeteries at risk in Yorkshire carried out for
Heritage Counts 2004 85% of those studied showed signs of visible development beyond the boundaries of
the cemeteries which had an impact on the overall character of the landscape. (Heritage Counts 2004, p13).
Although 35% of Yorkshire Registered cemeteries are in conservation areas, none of the Local Plans for the
region at present highlight the conservation of cemeteries as valued historic environments. (Heritage Counts
Yorkshire 2004, p9).

2.6 The development of the regional Historic Environment Fora has been very successful in bringing
together all parts of the historic environment sector including voluntary organisations such as the
Association of Gardens Trusts/County Gardens Trusts and The Garden History Society. This enables the
sector to work together and eliminate the fragmentation, which has been a criticism of the past. Similarly
the non-governmental historic environment network, “Heritage Link”, which promotes the central role of
the voluntary movement in the sector has in the region of 80 member organisations ranging from large
organisations like the National Trust to smaller bodies such as this Association and The Garden History
Society. It enables the sector to speak with a more collective and concerted voice, communicates information
and promotes research.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

3.1 Within the present planning system the environmental value of historic parks and gardens is often
overlooked or regarded as less important than buildings and archaeological monuments. The provision of
adequate information and advice to local interests on the importance of historic parks and gardens, at
present largely lacking, is essential to help guide local decision-making and planning, such that important
elements of the historic environment are not accidentally lost, due to ignorance of their value. Planning
guidance in the form of a statement of policy and principles, as in PPGs 15 & 16, is valuable as a reference
point in the preparation of plans and proposals. For individual sites, conservation management and
enhancement plans and agreements form very useful guidance in practical respects, provided that they are
drawn up to professional standards and regularly reviewed, and supported by realistic budgetary
allocations.

3.2 It is vital that change respects, embraces and enhances the historic environment but this depends on
understanding and assessment. Historic parks and gardens remain particularly poorly understood as
elements of the historic environment. It is acknowledged that a significant number of nationally important
sites have yet to be identified throughout England, let alone included, on the present English Heritage
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens, which at 1580 sites, may fall short by as much as 30 % of the entire
nationally significant stock. The c6000 locally important parks and gardens are in an even more perilous
position, having hardly begun to be recognised as a constraint within the planning system at all. Although
many local planning authorities have policies recognising them locally, few have given attention to their
treatment as a planning constraint or allocated resources for their enhancement. And there are local
authorities, which have not even begun to make a local list because they do not have the resources to fund
this work. The result is likely to be irreversible damage to the quality of the historic environment,
particularly in regards to historic parks and gardens.
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3.3 In a bid to raise awareness of our historic parks and gardens in the planning system County Gardens
Trusts organise workshops for local authorities oYcers and elected members. These are supported by
English Heritage (often as part of HELM) and The Garden History Society. Dorset and Northumbria
Gardens Trusts are both holding workshops in the next few months.

3.4 Statistics from the annual survey of Visits to Visitor Attractions in Heritage Counts 2005 shows a
50% increase in visits to gardens since 1989 (p66). In Yorkshire historic properties attract approximately
one fifth of all tourist visits and visits to gardens, historic houses and urban visits have increased (Heritage
Counts Yorkshire 2005, p12). In our view this type of information underpins the importance of finding the
balance between heritage protection and development needs in planning policy.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

4.1 Research by VisitBritain has shown that unspoilt countryside, interesting villages and market towns,
castles, country houses and gardens are among the principal reasons why we chose to spend our holidays
in England rather than abroad. (Heritage Counts 2005, p65). Visits to museums, art galleries, historic
properties, gardens, heritage railways, places of worship and heritage centres accounted for over half of all
visits to the Yorkshire region in 2004 (Visit Britain “Visitor Attraction Trends in England 2004”, August
2005).

4.2 In order to reach other communities and share cultural experiences, The Association of Gardens
Trusts has become a member of Heritage Link’s social inclusion group. In Yorkshire the garden trust is
working with Refugee Action and groups from other cultures to introduce families to the pleasures of
visiting an historic park and garden. In 2005 a group of Iranians and Iraqis with the help of the National
Trust shared a visit to Fountains Abbey and Studley Royal with members of the Trust and another such
visit to a historic park and garden is planned for April 2006 working with a member of the Historic Houses
Association.

4.3 County Gardens Trusts in many parts of the country are active in developing school grounds,
promoting the benefits of gardens and running grant schemes which support the restoration and
conservation of local parks and gardens. Trusts which have grant schemes include Cornwall, Devon,
Northamptonshire, Surrey, Sussex, Yorkshire. In addition to working with schools the south western Trusts
host an annual education conference. The Dorset and Derbyshire Gardens Trusts have schemes to help
finance the studies of young people who want to enter horticultural work.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

5.1 English Heritage is one of very few agencies able to fund the repair and maintenance of privately
owned historic buildings and landscapes, and the demand is high. In Yorkshire, 83 grade I or II* Buildings
at Risk fall into this category (almost 70% of the regional Register total). The annual regional grant available
is miniscule by comparison. In practice there seems to be little available funding for historic parks and
gardens outside the HLF public parks programme. The new Environmental Stewardship (ES) scheme
should be very helpful but there needs to be improved provision of specialist advice to make the best use of
the ES funds and to retain the historic design and integrity of a park for future generations. Any mistakes
made now have the potential to remain for a very long time. Yorkshire’s Heritage Counts 2005 highlights
an underprovision in the advice on cultural heritage available to landowners and managers compared to the
provision of advice from the natural environment sector.

5.2 The Association of Gardens Trusts and The Garden History Society has already expressed concern
about the cutting of grant to English Heritage announced in December 2004. This 6.6% cut came on top of
a £19 million decrease from the previous spending review. DCMS also informed English Heritage that it
had to find at least £1 million in the remaining three months of the financial year to April 2005 in order to
“contribute to the reduction of council tax pressures in 2005–06”. In our view, as part of its re-organisation
in order to “modernise” and to try and balance this ever- decreasing budget in “real-terms”, we have an
under-resourced historic designed landscapes team, and Register of Historic Parks and Gardens. In terms
of historic parks and gardens it means that advice from English Heritage is extremely thinly spread. There
are only five Regional Landscape Architects to cover the whole country—not helpful in the protection of
sites under development pressure. There is little chance for new entries being added to the English Heritage
Register, but more important than this, significant historic parks and gardens are being badly aVected by
poor development decisions.

5.3 The Association would like to support the cultural aims and objectives associated with the London
2012 Olympics. However there remains within the voluntary historic environment sector, a real concern that
the 2012 Olympics will drain funds away from the historic environment and that as a result many of the
places which we enjoy, will lose out. This could be critical at a time when there is pressure for increased
development, particularly in the south east. With eyes and money diverted elsewhere we could lose or
compromise historic sites whether it is an historic garden or remnants of medieval forest.
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6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, HLF, local authorities, museums and
galleries, charitable and other NGOs in maintaining the nation’s heritage

6.1 All these organisations are important and increasingly most are working together. County Gardens
Trust’s/AGT work on a shoe-string relying on voluntary eVort to research and record, give advice, educate
and publicise historic parks and gardens and usually funding the work themselves. Many small voluntary
organisations in the sector are similar. We depend for some financial help with administration on English
Heritage “Capacity Building Grant” and in working independently try to deliver our joint objectives relative
to conservation, research, education etc. Regional Historic Environment Fora have successfully brought
diverse organisations working in the historic environment together and enabled them to engage with other
sectors such as culture, planning and the economy.

6.2 English Heritage is the main driver in sustaining the historic environment and pulling the diverse
strands together. Heritage Lottery Fund does an excellent job in funding a wide variety of historic
environment projects. Without these two organisations the voluntary sector (which also delivers so much)
would not be able to function as eVectively. The HLF delivers money to projects great and small when there
are no other sources of funding. It has proved to be a life-saver for significant parts of the historic
environment including public parks. It is vitally important to maintain and improve funding to English
Heritage and the HLF.

6.3 The Countryside Agency National Heritage Unit has also proved to be very important for sustaining
historic parks and gardens by means of the work which it does on Inheritance Tax Exemption for
outstanding landscapes and the funding of Heritage Landscape Management Plans.

7. Whether there is adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

7.1 Local authorities are essential to the protection and management of the historic environment. In 2003,
local authorities spent nearly £50 million on planning and other services connected with the conservation
of the historic environment . . . study carried out by Oxford Brookes University which demonstrated that
there was an average of 1.7 full-time equivalent conservation staV employed by each local authority in
England, and that this number is falling . . .

7.2 English Heritage has brought in outside expertise to implement initiatives like the Landscapes at Risk
survey; but this provides no long-term support or continuity for the management of the historic
environment. Historic Environment Records facilities may have more staV than two years ago, but many
are on short-term contracts.

7.3 Furthermore other activities to support the historic environment are patchy across local authorities.
For example a number of authorities in Yorkshire have not researched and assessed their historic parks and
gardens of local or regional significance and as a result do not have policies for their protection.

7.4 In addition to the shortage of traditional construction crafts practitioners, there is a growing skills
shortage in horticulture and particularly those needed to maintain historic gardens. A new report out very
shortly (2006) on mapping careers and skills needs of the botanic and historic gardens sector will say that
276m people visit 1,800 gardens, parks and properties every year and that these same sites attract 20% of
all overseas tourist visits.

Andrew Colquhoun, RHS Director General, “There’s a skills problem across the board, whether it’s
finding someone to work in your back garden or to tend historic and botanical gardens. Borders and flower
beds in our finest parks and gardens could be grassed over unless we encourage the next generation of
gardeners and managers.”

7.5 Skill gaps Inevitably, every professional in this sector has skill gaps in matters beyond the scope of
the discipline of the profession concerned. It would be diYcult to extend the remit of every professional to
full competence in every aspect of heritage conservation, but administrative procedures could be refined to
ensure that when appropriate, expert advice would be sought and taken into account in decision making.
However, there is undoubtedly a major skill gap in terms of the understanding of historic parks and gardens,
both nationally within English Heritage, at regional level in Government OYces, and at local level in local
planning authorities. As noted above at English Heritage there are only five Regional Landscape Architects
to cover the whole country. In some Government OYces, decisions as to whether to call in cases referred to
them are made by administrators who lack special expertise in the historic environment/designed
landscapes. Within local authorities in England there are only 1.5 professional members of staV who are
specifically dedicated to the conservation of historic parks and gardens. This gap in professional
understanding and education means that this valuable element of the historic environment is undoubtedly
suVering from unnecessarily greater destruction than other elements of the historic environment (confirmed
by SHER 2002, p. 28, which states that a much higher proportion of planning applications are submitted
for grade I and II* parks and gardens than for other national designations).
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7.6 We recommend the following action to remedy the skills gap in terms of historic parks and gardens:

— Where those Government OYces which do not have historic parks and gardens experts have
cases referred to them in this field, they should be required to consult with the English Heritage
Regional Landscape Architect, and English Heritage should be required to provide a
constructive response within a reasonable time frame.

— English Heritage resources are very limited in advising on casework on historic parks and
gardens. This is a very significant skills gap, particularly where many interested parties who are
entitled to benefit from the capacity of the Regional Landscape Architects do not receive
adequate support because of the latters’ overburdened workload. The Regional Landscape
Architects’ capacity should be targetted at planning casework as a priority, in this way using
resources to address urgent threats via the planning system, and advise on the prevention of
potentially irreversible damage.

— Extend English Heritage’s statutory advice to local planning authorities should include grade
II registered sites. As there are only ever likely to be a maximum of 2,500 park and garden sites
on the Register, and in view of the serious lack of local expertise available, this would not be
as onerous as, for example, advising on all Grade II buildings (of which there are over 300,000).
At least three more Regional Landscape Architects are required to provide adequate coverage.
We do not believe that it is as necessary for grade II buildings to be referred to English Heritage
because local authority conservation oYcers have a great deal of buildings expertise already.

— English Heritage should provide suYcient resources to complete the Parks and Gardens Register
as soon as possible, whether or not it becomes part of a greater listing device. As mentioned
above, the Register is substantially incomplete and this represents a serious country-wide under-
representation in the identification of nationally important sites, especially as local authorities
are unable to identify nationally important sites themselves.

— English Heritage should publish the Parks and Gardens Register. The publication of the revised
and completed Register should be a priority because this is the main tool used to inform local
authorities of the importance of registered sites. It should be made available as a priority in
hard copy as a printed and bound document which has a physical presence and standing in
local authority oYces. It should also be made available electronically on the Web.

— Every local authority must have at least one dedicated conservation oYcer. Conservation oYcers
should be trained to have a broad understanding of the entire historic environment, as at present
there is much ignorance about the context and value of historic parks and gardens. Local
authorities should be required to buy in advice from competent professionals to supplement
their conservation oYcers’ experience on significant historic park and garden cases, particularly
if English Heritage advice remains restricted to grade II* and I cases.

— English Heritage should increase its training sessions for conservation oYcers and other relevant
local authority oYcers such as senior planners and local plan staV (in which some of English
Heritage’s own case-work staV beyond park and garden professionals should participate) to
provide an overview of the importance of historic parks and gardens within the historic
environment. This should be resourced to cope with training several hundred people within a
short period—say three years. Thereafter, update sessions should be provided to take account
of new legislation and case law, etc., and to train new staV.

— Provide further funding for the Garden History Society for its responsibilities as the statutory
consultee in this area. The GHS provides excellent value for public money for the expertise
which it brings to advising on planning applications for all registered sites at present, especially
when it is realised that they have only 2000 members countrywide to support this work alongside
the Government grant. However, its staV are seriously over-worked and under-resourced. There
is a case to be made for providing generic advice to local authorities on particular issues as the
GHS has done in its Planning Conservation Advice Notes which were published in 2005, instead
of site by site comments. However, in view of the serious lack of expertise at local authority
level, the expert advice which the GHS currently provides on a case-by-case basis is crucial in
the local understanding of issues on individual sites. This is all the more important as English
Heritage do not generally comment on applications relating to grade II sites (see above
recommendation that English Heritage should advise on grade II registered sites). Generic
advice notes, while laudable and very useful for owners and planners, must be supplemented
with individual case-by-case advice. It is this bespoke information which is reported to local
authority decision-making Committees. Advice notes will not have the same impact on
individual cases. Where local authorities can be persuaded to consult with them, the GHS also
comments on applications relating to unregistered sites (by definition of local rather than
national importance), which is also an invaluable service and should be encouraged by central
government financial contribution, thus widening further the understanding of this field.

17 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Association of Independent Museums

The Association of Independent Museums (AIM) is a voluntary organisation which has a membership
of 750 independent museums across the UK. Most are small charitable trust, often volunteer run, always
committed to preserving the Nation’s heritage.

Priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

We believe that future priorities should include:

— Promoting and encouraging the widest diversity in the museum’s sector, not only by direct support
of National Museums, designated collections and Hubs through Renaissance in the Regions, but
also by ensuring that those outside of these networks are not precluded from receiving funding and
other support, indeed, that such support is actively encouraged.

— Encouraging the various elements of the DCMS community to work in partnership regionally and
nationally. In this regard, Renaissance in the Regions has been an important initiative but one that
is yet to deliver measurable results to most regional museums that are not part of the hub initiative.
A great deal of eVort is needed to ensure that the benefits of Renaissance do not adversely aVect
those outside the hubs and equally importantly the benefits trickle down throughout the sector.

— Enabling long-term partnerships between heritage institutions at local, regional and national level.
DCMS can play a critical role in encouraging and supporting such partnerships proving that they
have a clear purpose and wide benefit. This requires a proactive approach with demonstrable
leadership both from the department and its agencies.

— Promoting the need for more research about the value and benefits that derive from investment
in heritage.

Balancing heritage need and planning policy/Access to heritage

AIM believes that the value of heritage assets including museums, the built environment and natural
landscapes is misunderstood and undervalued. Often seen simply as a cost, more work, led by DCMS, needs
to be done to demonstrate the value of these key assets. In promoting this the critical role played by the
country’s heritage in creating a sense of place, identity and image would help to ensure the sensitive
integration of heritage into new development.

Funding

The diYcult financial position of many nationally funded heritage institutions is well documented and
there is an increasing understanding of how complex it is to create sustainable, self generated, income
streams capable of supporting those expensive to maintain institutions while maintaining the integrity of
the collections.

If this is true for national museums and the like it is doubly true for independent museums. Most of AIM’s
750 members rely entirely on self generated income arising from paying visitors through the door.

Most are innovative and creative in maximising these revenue streams. Many contribute substantially to
the economic well being of their localities through tourism multiplier eVects and in some cases through direct
employment. Their value to communities via their reinforcement of local identity is diYcult to calculate but
invaluable as is their community engagement through volunteering.

Local authority support for such museums either direct or through annual grants is disappearing rapidly
as it is a non statutory requirement.

Competition from Sunday shopping, change in consumer behaviour, reduced leisure time, the skewing of
the market via the introduction of free access to National museums, changing holiday patterns as a result
of low cost air lines, home entertainment and many other things adds increasing pressure to already insecure
finances. Further rises in minimum wage and the costs of bureaucracy aVecting all businesses adds
further stress.

The Heritage Lottery Fund has been of unparalleled benefit to the vast majority of AIM’s membership
since it inception. It is hard to imaging a single factor that has provided support to the sector enabling
product enhancement, audience development and sustainability to be enhanced. This is, however, a process
and a need that will never end, especially as the competitive pressures grow. There can be no case for
reducing funding to heritage at this time.

Reduction in funds available from the Heritage Lottery Fund will damage the independent museum
sector in a way that will be terminal to many. The sector recognises that id does not have a god given right
to such funding. Although frustrated by the expense and bureaucracy involved in making bids and by the
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ever increasing need to ensure that bids meet the broader government based agenda’s of inclusion and
education the sector does recognise that to be funded heritage must be relevant and accessible and accepts
that such objectives are a good thing in the broadest sense. What the sector cannot accept is that there is a
reduced need to fund heritage and museums in particular. Any downward pressure on HLF funding will
damage the independent sector forever.

The fear is compounded by the ever increasing diYculty for smaller independent museums to raise capital
funding from more traditional corporate givers. The availability of such funds is tighter than ever and
corporate givers often increasingly require tangible benefits which are either impossible to provide or at odds
with museum objectives.

The independent sector fully recognises its responsibility to generate its own income but as described the
task is harder now, than ever. With this in mind there should continue to be a debate about the need for
ongoing revenue support from whatever source where the case for heritage significance can be proven along
side a demonstration that a viable business plan is impossible to deliver. Not every heritage asset can create
suYcient revenue to sustain its own subsistence. It will be a sad world when important collections are “sold
oV” simply because their public appeal, at the point in time, is too limited to provide necessary income. Who
can tell what will be of interest to future generations? Often, small annual sums can keep collections together
but sourcing such support is ever harder. Serious consideration must be given to this idea.

The roles of National bodies

Independent museums have often survived because of their independence and entrepreneurial approach.
There is often conflict between the needs of national bodies and the independent operator. Costly burocracy,
“tick box” mentality and the likes are at odds with independence. But . . . The sector also understands the
need to conform and meet standards of best practice. Much can be gained. National bodies have a strong
role to play in setting these standards. There are also needs for such organisations to lead a campaign for
change and reform. The need is that the organisations are “of the sector that they represent” not apart from
it. They must work with the full range of museums and do more to understand the real issues that face
practitioners at the margins, working with them to bring them “into the field”, rather than alienate them
from it.

There is a strong feeling within AIM that MLA does not understand the sector and that it is simply
promoting a government agenda rather than representing a valuable, diverse and extraordinary collection
of museums to bring them and government to a common ground of benefit to all.

There is a clear role for central bodies representing the national picture. These must be properly funded
and resourced and must be allowed to represent the true value, needs and aspirations of those who deliver
real services every day, even if they do not fit a neat model.

1 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association for Industrial Archaeology

Introduction

The Association for Industrial Archaeology was formed in 1973 to bring together those interested in what
was then a relatively new area of study. Its membership included some professionally involved with
conserving the past, working in museums, governmental organisations such as the Royal Commissions, or
archives, and some academics, though few whose responsibilities included the study of industrial
archaeology. For many years the archaeology community took little serious interest in the industrial period,
but this has changed, partly because of the demands on Archaeology Units created by PPGs 15 and 16. Most
of the Association’s members have never had any professional involvement with archaeology or the
industrial heritage: theirs is a voluntary and amateur interest. Many have brought particular skills, such as
draughtsmanship, and practical knowledge of industry and the workplace. Today the Association has about
700 individual members, plus some 30 aYliated societies which are mostly area based industrial archaeology
societies, representing perhaps a further 2,000 people. Communication is by a quarterly newsletter, IA
News, and through an annual study weekend and the peripatetic annual conference. High standards of
recording, conservation and publication are encouraged by annual awards. The Association produces an
academic publication, Industrial Archaeology Review, twice yearly, which has a subscription list including
academic libraries from all over the world. Occasional academic forums are arranged to consider particular
issues, either on our own or jointly with other bodies, and these increasingly involve professional
archaeologists. With the exception of a part-time oYcer principally handling membership and enquiries, the
organisation is entirely run by volunteers.
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Evidence

1. It is our view that priority should be given to ensuring that the need to preserve and record the national
heritage should not lightly be subordinated to other demands such as regeneration, industrial expansion or
amenity improvement. The DCMS should never forget that heritage, once destroyed, cannot be re-created.
One has only to look to the past to find examples of what we now see as wanton destruction: the 18th Century
demolition of much of Hadrian’s Wall to build a military road, or the 19th Century removal of city walls
and gates to ease traYc problems. In particular, the less glamorous aspects of heritage, especially industry,
are often seen as unimportant or even as evidence of past exploitation of workers which ought to be
removed. It is now widely acknowledged that Britain’s only really significant contribution to those
fundamental changes which have changed the curse of human history has been as initiator of the industrial
revolution. Moreover, apart from the prehistoric development of agriculture this has been the most
important. Britain was the first country to have more people living in cities than in the countryside: recently
this has become true of the world as a whole. High priority should be given to ensuring that where modern
needs absolutely require the destruction of either standing or buried archaeology, proper record is made
prior to destruction. The progress which has been made using PPGs 15 and 16 should not be abandoned.

2. In the past English Heritage has been invaluable in raising the profile of industrial archaeology,
particularly by its surveys of certain types of industrial monument such as textile mills. Its guardianship of
industrial monuments within its care has been good, in particular avoiding the excessive tidying up and
prettifying which have blighted some local authority restorations. It has done an excellent, and insuYciently
recognised, job of representing industrial heritage interests, perhaps without some of the dogmatism which
can plague its attitude to, for example, listed medieval churches.

3. Understandable modern priorities for the reuse of brownfield sites obviously pose especial problems
for industrial archaeology. Our view in general would be that only in the case of sites of exceptional interest,
because of national importance, rarity, or because they are unusually complete, perhaps with internal
machinery, should preservation be considered. Clearly, future tourist potential might aVect any decision.
However, there should be more positive encouragement of adaptive reuse, and certainly there is a pressing
need for the revision of the VAT status of such reuse. Most important, proper record should be made of all
site being destroyed. While development funding should continue where there is redevelopment with
commercial potential, finance is also need where transport or amenity improvements are the aim. A serious
problem at present is the lack of a national database of important sites. While such a database would not
be cheap, most of the information to create one is already in the hands of the National Monuments Record,
English Heritage, local authorities, national preservation bodies and local individuals and societies. We are
in no position at present to suggest a figure, but by governmental standards it would not be large for one-
oV funding, and would both greatly simplify dealing with planning applications and ensure that those many
planning authorities which neglect their industrial heritage have no excuse for ignorance.

4. Helping people understand the past of their family, local area and community is important to their
sense of identity. For a very large section of the population, including fairly recent immigrants, now defunct
industries and the working conditions within them form a significant part of that past. Hence we would
emphasise the importance of retaining some evidence of that past, and this means machines and plant as
well as buildings. However, working sites, which give the best experience, almost invariably have problems
with disabled access and health and safety legislation. Solutions are not easy but need to be found.

5. There can be no doubt that the eVectiveness of English Heritage has been and is being seriously
undermined by constant reorganisation, the significant increase in workload with changes in planning
regulation and totally inadequate financing for these changes. English Heritage has done a good job in the
past and given the resources would do a good job in the future. Certainly in recent years it has undertaken
a number of valuable initiatives in recording what is most significant in the surviving industrial heritage, but
none of these has been completed because of lack of funding or organisational changes. The government
needs to give English Heritage a clear brief, adequate funds and let it get on with it. Heritage matters even
in crude financial terms as one of Britain’s two main, attractions to tourists: scenery is the other, and that
is more weather dependent. To allow it to decay for lack of current money is to kill the goose which lays the
golden eggs.

We suspect that most of those involved with heritage felt despair when London was awarded the Olympic
Games for 2012, foreseeing diversion of funds from heritage projects towards sport in general. We can only
reiterate our first point: heritage once lost cannot be replaced. Industrial archaeologists have particular
concern in that the site of the Games is in an area rich in the remains of the relatively small-scale industries
typical of industrial development in London. The Greater London Industrial Archaeology Society is
organising a major survey of the aVected areas, and support for this both in providing access and finance
would be most welcome. There can be no doubt that the eVectiveness of English Heritage has been and is
being seriously undermined by constant reorganisation, the significant increase in workload with changes
in planning regulation and totally inadequate financing for these changes. English Heritage has done a good
job in the past and given the resources would do a good job in the future. Certainly in recent years it has
undertaken a number of valuable initiatives in recording what is most significant in the surviving industrial
heritage, but none of these has been completed because of lack of funding or organisational changes. The
government needs to give English Heritage a clear brief, adequate funds and let it get on with it.
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6. At the moment the industrial heritage is in the hands of a very mixed bunch of bodies. Public bodies
include English Heritage, the National Trust, and local government, through museums or semi-independent
trusts. Then there are private trusts and museums, normally charities, some of which are large and
professionally run and manned while others rely largely or totally on voluntary labour. Heritage in the hands
of public bodies suVers the perpetual problem of having to fight for funding, and is particularly hampered
by the fact that it is normally an optional activity not required by statute. Private concerns have the need
to attract funds and visitors, and for the smaller ones the steady ageing of their volunteer work force. For
both public and private bodies the Heritage Lottery Fund has been invaluable in providing capital towards
major projects, though it is generally of little help towards meeting the running costs once the project is
complete. Maintenance is the great problem of the industrial heritage, in part the scarcity of appropriate
skills (see point but much more routine costs). Nature can reclaim open-air sites remarkably rapidly. Much
money has been wasted by allowing restored sites or machinery to decay again. Heritage matters even in
crude financial terms as one of Britain’s two main, attractions to tourists: scenery is the other, and that is
more weather dependent. To allow it to decay for lack of current money is to kill the goose which lays the
golden eggs.

7. In the industrial heritage field there are at least two firms able and willing to undertake major building
and plant restoration of all types, and there are a number of individuals or firms with specialist skills, such
as millwrights and ironfounders. A great deal of work is undertaken by volunteers, again often with
specialist skills. The problem is not so much now as in the future, for many of these workers are near
retirement or retired, and their skills are not being passed on. There is also a similar problem with the
manning of working industrial museums. Planning authorities vary enormously in their attitude to
industrial recording: Essex, for example has done a great deal, but most authorities little or nothing. It would
help if local authorities were required to employ planning and conservation oYcers. Many authorities fail
to refer planning applications to the appropriate consultative society (such as the Victorian Society or
Council for British Archaeology).

13 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Association of Local Government Archaeological OYcers

Summary

— The historic environment is an irreplaceable asset, and a key component of people’s “sense of
place”.

— ALGAO members are responsible for the conservation of over 90% of England’s archaeological
resource.

— There should be a firm commitment by government to adequate resourcing of local authority
historic environment services.

— The White Paper should include a commitment to Statutory status for Local Authority
Historic Environment Record Services. This is necessary to ensure that all of the historic
environment is adequately conserved and that there is public access to information about the
historic environment.

— The White Paper should propose better protection for statutory and non-statutory
archaeological sites.

— The role of English Heritage after the new heritage protection system is introduced in 2010
should be made clearer and more explicit.

— English Heritage should be adequately resourced to fulfil its strategic role.

I write on behalf of ALGAO (the Association of Local Government Archaeological OYcers) in response
to the invitation for submissions to the above inquiry by the Culture, Media & Sport Committee. This
submission has been prepared specifically for the inquiry and our response follows the questions and areas
of interest that you have set out. ALGAO will be very happy to provide amplification of any points if
required, and to provide supplementary or oral evidence if this would be helpful.

The role of the Association of Local Government Archaeological OYcers (ALGAO)

ALGAO is the national body representing local government archaeological services on behalf of County,
District, Unitary and National Park authorities. ALGAO co-ordinates the views of member authorities (110
in total) and presents them to government and to other national organisations. It also acts as an advisor to
the Local Government Association on archaeological matters.

Individually, in the course of their work for their Authorities, our members are responsible for
archaeological records, archaeological inputs to the development planning process and to agri-environment
and forestry consultations, the conduct of rescue excavations and their subsequent publication, the
management of archaeological sites and landscapes, and liaison with local voluntary heritage groups,
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museums and other bodies. We thus have a key role in the protection of the country’s historic resources,
and through our members we are closely in touch with current developments (and pressures) in the sector.
Our evidence below is informed by this experience.

The Importance of the Historic Environment

Britain’s historic environment, and in particular the physical fabric of its archaeological sites, field
boundaries etc, represents a non-renewable resource. Many of its components (round barrows, hillforts etc)
have survived for thousands of years, but can be destroyed in a single afternoon, or slowly destroyed by
processes of attrition. Individual sites of more recent date such as castles or mills preserve valuable and
irreplaceable archaeological information, but, perhaps more importantly still, both they and the
heterogeneous sites, features, field boundaries and so on that make up the fabric of our towns and our
agricultural landscapes contribute a very substantial part of what is perceived subliminally as “sense of
place”, as has recently been recognised by the Secretary of State for DCMS.

However, the continuing survival for future generations of this rich resource is dependent upon our
preventing, now, its destruction by current activity. Decisions made now last for all time. Unlike our
stewardship of the natural world, losses now can never be made good in the future by “restoration”,
“enhancement” or by breeding programmes or habitat improvement. The protection of our heritage has to
be achieved both formally and informally—both by mechanisms such as the planning process and by
engaging the intuitive enthusiasm of local communities, landowners and others. The potential of the historic
environment as a resource for all can and should be expanded and enhanced. In all such tasks our members
play a key role.

This background informs the following response:

What should the Department for Culture, Media and Sport identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper?

— Support for local authority historic environment services.

For the majority of the areas of work outlined above, the brunt of the task (well over 90%) of protecting
the archaeological resource is borne by our members in local authorities. Indeed, if the proposals of the
Heritage Protection Review are implemented, local authorities will also be taking responsibility for
casework and consent procedures relating to Designated sites (Scheduled Monuments). It is clear that a
strong body of public service archaeologists is necessary to deliver even the basic conservation essentials
outlined above, as well as the important outreach agenda. The workload of local authority archaeologists
has already expanded substantially in recent years (ALGAO 20054), but under current conditions of
financing for local government, historic environment services are coming under increasing pressure. Some
services that have been standard bearers for public service archaeology are at this present moment
threatened with savage cuts. We would therefore argue that a proper mechanism for protection of the
historic environment can only be achieved by a firm commitment by government to adequate resourcing of
local authority historic environment services.

— Statutory Status for Historic Environment Record Services.

The objectives outlined above require both a critical mass of good quality and committed staV (for which
see further below) and also a sound information base to inform this work. This base is provided by the
network of Historic Environment Records (formerly Sites and Monuments Records) created and
maintained by local authorities since the 1970s. Government has made statutory status for Local Authority
Historic Environment Records a key element of its 2004 proposals for the White Paper in the publication
Review of Heritage Protection: The Way Forward. This says that all local authorities should be required
either to maintain an Historic Environment Record (HER) or have access to one. We strongly urge that this
provision (which is in itself revenue-neutral) be included in the White Paper.

— A commitment to the protection of non-statutorily protected archaeology, both above and below-
ground, that is at least as good as the present system provided by Planning Policy Guidance Notes
15 and 16 (PPGs 15 and 16).

Only a relatively small proportion of nationally important archaeological remains (including buildings)
are protected by statutory designations. The rest, as well as regionally and locally important archaeological
sites, are protected in part through the planning system, both through Environmental Assessment and
Development Plans and, in advance of development, following the guidance in PPG 16. It is vital for the
conservation of this resource, which includes over one million known sites, that the provisions of PPG 16,
especially that preservation of archaeological remains in situ is a material consideration, are retained in any
new legislation. Both PPG 16 (Archaeology and Planning) and PPG15 (Planning and the Historic
Environment) are due to be replaced by a new Planning Policy Statement, although this seems to be stalled

4 Local Authority Archaeological Services: Report on staYng and casework 1997–2003. ALGAO 2005.
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at present. It is essential that the provisions of the earlier PPGs are not weakened, and indeed we would
wish to see the force of this “advice” strengthened by government, particularly with regard to the public
dissemination of the results of work carried out under the provisions of the PPGs.

There is also considerable potential to enhance the protection of archaeological remains, including
nationally important remains, by more eVectively using provisions within the current regulatory framework
for planning. These could include, for instance, local authorities being encouraged to remove some
Permitted Development rights in circumstances such as where this could enhance the protection of
nationally important remains that are not covered by statutory designations. However, there would need to
be a clear steer from government to encourage local planning authorities to maximise use of such measures.

— Greater rationality and consistency in the system for the protection of nationally designated
archaeological sites.

The present Heritage Protection Review (to which we are contributing) may change the processes for
designation and consents, but without a more fundamental reform of what is permitted and what is not,
many sites (even those acknowledged by Scheduling to be sites of national importance) will continue to
suVer irreversible degradation. The principal, longstanding issue here is the system of “Class Consents”,
which provide exemptions from the general restrictions imposed by Scheduling of archaeological sites and
which continues to allow damaging activities such as ploughing on some protected sites—although
permission for a farmer to erect a single fence-post on a Scheduled Monument still requires formal approval
from the Secretary of State!

— Positive measures for the protection and management of designated and non-designated rural
archaeological sites.

For archaeological sites and landscapes whose survival is not directly aVected by the development
process, we would wish to see a firm commitment to the continued (and expanded) use of the principles of
agri-environment schemes such as Environmental Stewardship and Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal in Wales in
seeking to ensure the proper management of archaeological sites in the farmed landscape.

— DCMS should support the characterisation approach.

The technique of “characterisation” (the analysis of the visual and historic qualities of landscapes or
townscapes) is a relatively new concept for the historic environment but it has considerable potential to
improve the eVectiveness of conservation policy and casework, especially for the important, currently non-
designated parts of the historic environment which make up over 90% of the whole. For example, the
characterisation of the 19th and 20th century historic built heritage of urban areas could allow much better,
and faster, decisions to be made about its conservation. The White Paper should therefore consider the
potential of characterisation to complement the proposed system of national and local designation.

— DCMS and English Heritage should ensure that local government is fully engaged in the process of
preparing new legislation, including appropriate representation on management/agreements and
executive bodies.

ALGAO is fully committed to the introduction of new legislation as proposed in the Government
Statement Review of Heritage Protection: The Way Forward. However, we believe that its success will be
dependent upon the active engagement of local government—which will be required to deliver much of the
new system—in the drafting of the legislation.

— English Heritage should provide appropriate advice and support to local government with
emphasis on the value of informed decision-making and pre-determination assessment.

It is important that English Heritage should continue to provide appropriate advice and support for local
government, and that its capacity to do so should be expanded rather than diminished. English Heritage’s
expertise in the area of archaeology should not be further weakened.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

— DCMS needs a better and more eVective role working with ODPM on planning and local
government issues, and with Defra on rural ones. We are conscious that the voice of DCMS within
government is not always as powerful as the well-being of the historic environment would require.
DCMS’s resources are limited, and the Committee’s following question reflects our own concern at
the potential for changing demands within the department to weaken the emphasis on the historic
environment.

— English Heritage needs firmer support and guidance from Government, with joint sponsorship
from DCMS, ODPM and DEFRA, concerning both its role and that of the sector across a wide
range of policy areas.

— English Heritage needs to develop a clear and consistent voice for conservation of the historic
environment in partnership with local authorities. There should be explicit recognition that the
conservation of over 90% of historic environment is the responsibility of local government.
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— The structure of English Heritage should be reviewed as the respective roles and relationships of
the regions and the centre remain opaque.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

In our experience, comparatively few conflicts between conservation and development are incapable of
resolution if there is an adequate policy framework and early consideration of historic environment issues
by potential developers and others. However, the new LDF-focussed planning system currently lacks strong
policy guidance from Government and English Heritage for the historic environment, while recent research
by ourselves (PLANARCH 20055) demonstrates the current weakness of the Environmental Impact
Assessment process, despite its potential to address such issues well. We therefore believe that the following
points should be addressed by Government:

— Within the “new” planning system, the weight that should be applied to historic environment
considerations, and the points in the plan preparation process at which it should be explicitly
integrated, should be made more clear. Local Planning Authorities are currently adopting a wide
range of models in the preparation of new Strategic and Local Development Framework Plans,
and it is our perception that not all are addressing historic environment issues in a way that will
provide the coherence of the best of the “old” Strategic and Local Plans. While some general
guidance has recently been prepared by English Heritage and its partners, there is a need for
explicit guidance to be issued by ODPM and DCMS on this.

— There should be closer scrutiny of the adequacy of the historic environment elements of
Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs). The results and recommendations of the important
PLANARCH research in UK and Europe on the eVectiveness of EIAs with respect to the historic
environment should be used to inform this process (PLANARCH 20056).

— Utilities, statutory undertakers and public bodies need to be better regulated. Their activities
should be brought within the regulatory regime which pertains to other forms of development.

— The conservation of the historic environment needs enhanced recognition in the government’s
Sustainable Communities Plan.

— As discussed above, the role of the historic environment in providing a sense of place for local
communities needs to be recognised and articulated by Government and included within
government policy on the creation of Sustainable Communities. At present, consideration of the
historic environment by government is inconsistent and generally poor within the Growth Areas
and Pathfinder Areas of the Sustainable Communities Plan. Best practice for the consideration of
the historic environment is currently provided by the Thames Gateway Growth Area.

— Finally, the need for consideration of the non-planning based impacts upon the historic
environment must be borne in mind.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

— The role of the historic environment as a cultural asset should be explicitly recognised in the
Heritage White Paper. The DCMS document The Historic Environment: A Force for Our Future
discusses this, and we hope that firm proposals will be put forward to develop this theme.

— The national network of local authority Historic Environment Records (HERs) provide a key
means by which the pubic can gain access to information about the historic environment.
Information from HERs is also actively used to promote sense of place and stewardship of local
heritage by communities. Statutory Status for HERs (see above) together with continued support
from HLF and others is necessary to develop this role particularly in respect to the Community
Planning agenda.

— We would in passing like to remark that while the concentration upon the ‘new’ audience for
heritage is understandable and proper, some of our members are also conscious of the need to
ensure that isolated indigenous rural communities should equally not be left to feel
disenfranchised.

— The economic potential of the historic environment should receive explicit recognition in the White
Paper, linked to developing measures and mechanisms such as Heritage Counts, the annual State
of the Historic Environment report.

5 Cultural Heritage and Environmental Impact Assessment in NW Europe, PLANARCH 2005.
6 Cultural Heritage and Environmental Impact Assessment in NW Europe, PLANARCH 2005.
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Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

— English Heritage should be resourced appropriately to enable it to fulfil its obligations as lead
agency working in partnership with local authorities and other agencies. Specific resources should
be made available for delivery of the Heritage Protection Review.

— English Heritage has seen below-inflation increases in its funding in recent years, and should not
suVer further diminution in its resources. Recent changes have obliged it to move away from some
of its proper duties before any formal provision for other bodies (ie local government) to cover its
present casework responsibility has been set in place. Our members are conscious of having to fill
this gap. The role of English Heritage and its relationship with local authorities after 2010, when
the new Heritage Protection system is due to begin, needs to be made clear.

— Funding regimes should recognise that the historic environment is an asset which is experienced
on a daily basis by all members of society. Enhancement of public awareness of and participation
in the richness and diversity of that environment will lead to greater social cohesion, local pride
of place, enhanced protection and crime reduction. Impacts such as the London 2012 Olympics or
the sharing of Lottery funds will be mitigated if the importance of the historic environment to all
endeavours is explicitly recognised.

— However, as emphasised above, the bulk of day to day work in the care of the historic environment
is carried out by local authority staV—both archaeologists and conservation oYcers. The
pressures on the budgets of local authorities is having a very negative eVect on these services at just
the time when the value of the historic environment is being recognised more than ever before, and
arguably this factor is more important for the overall care of the nation’s heritage than those
mentioned in the Committee’s question. We would hope to see this acknowledged by government.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage

— English Heritage must remain the lead agency for historic environment policy. It has an important
strategic research and standards role which should be enhanced and it should develop partnerships
links with, and support of, local authority historic environment services.

— The Heritage Lottery Fund should maintain its programmes which facilitate considerable
beneficial work within the historic environment by the independent sector. Specifically, smaller
programmes such as Your Heritage and the Local Heritage Initiative have contributed much to
enhancement of local awareness and amenities and should continue to be fostered. We are aware
of a number of excellent pieces of community archaeology and heritage research that have been
made possible by LHI grants, and now hope that after its impending demise this (less daunting)
model of access to modest grants will be continued under another grant heading.

— The review (DCMS 20047) published by DCMS in 2004 has addressed the issue of the division of
responsibilities between English Heritage and HLF.

— The role of local authorities in the protection and promotion of our heritage is discussed
throughout this paper. The Heritage Protection Review proposes major impacts upon local
authorities. Resource provision for these impacts needs to be determined.

— DCMS has shown a welcome awareness in recent years of the needs of Museums & Galleries and
the continued development of the renaissance in the regions programme would be welcome.
DCMS support for the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) should be sustained but there needs to
be greater awareness that local authority historic environment services are much more broadly
based than merely recording and, where possible, curating artefacts and that, if government wishes
to both develop audiences and engage currently disadvantaged groups, it needs to support these
broadly-based services through local government initiatives. There needs to be closer integration
between the work of the PAS and mainstream archaeological services.

— We are conscious of the increasing pressure upon museum storage capacity as a result of the
increase in rescue excavation of recent years. Posterity will not be well served if material “rescued”
from development sites is not in the future well stored and accessible for study. This is a major
continuing problem for the museum sector, which impacts directly upon our capacity to ensure
that programmes of excavation necessitated by development are completed for the public benefit.

— There is a long-standing and important strand of volunteer and charity engagement in archaeology
which has shaped the modern discipline. For example, the role of bodies such as the Council for
British Archaeology and its sister amenity societies in reviewing applications for Listed Building
Consent is written into statute, while all these bodies serve the subject by their informed comment
on government proposals. Traditionally, the publication of archaeological reports (without which

7 Review of the Structures of Government Support for the Historic Environment in England. DCMS/PKF May 2004.
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no excavation or survey can really be said to be completed) has been very largely in the hands of
charitable scholarly or local (mainly county-based) societies, and this is a role they continue to play
despite increasing pressures on resources. At a local level, local societies, whether technically
charities or not, form the framework for much amateur and volunteer eVort, and can provide the
springboard for other community and outreach endeavours. This element of the national and local
archaeological scene should be cherished and supported and enabled to forge stronger links with
local authority historic environment services.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

— ALGAO, together with English Heritage and the sector as a whole, recognises that there is a skills
shortage. English Heritage has sought to address this by initiatives such as the Archaeology
Training Forum. Such initiatives need continued support, together with encouragement to local
authorities to enhance training.

— The problem goes deeper than just a skills shortage, as there is a considerable problem of retention
of competent professional staV. There is a real need for building absolute capacity within the public
heritage services as a whole, both in expertise and in actual numbers. For good and positive reasons
workloads are increasing, and this should be explicitly recognised and addressed.

— Historic environment conservation will not be taken seriously by local councillors, or indeed by
the general public, unless greater emphasis is placed upon its importance by government. Historic
environment professionals have worked hard in recent years to demonstrate that work within this
sector is not a constraint upon development but actually enables and enhances sustainable
development. It is a positive discipline, working with one of the nation’s greatest assets. It deserves
explicit government recognition of its proactive and important role in helping to create a modern
and dynamic society.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by BALPPA

BALPPA, as the leading trade association representing the interests of owners, managers, suppliers and
developers in the UK’s commercial piers, leisure parks, zoos and static attractions sector, is delighted to
have the opportunity to feed into the Culture, Media and Sports Committee inquiry into Protecting,
preserving and making accessible our nation’s heritage.

BALPPA is seeking for the privately operated tourism attractions operating across the UK to be more
involved in discussions, consultations and recommendations taken by the DCMS as well as other tourism
and heritage organisations on the future of the UK’s heritage.

In particular, BALPPA members have an interest in the sustainable preservation of seaside piers, a key
feature of Britain’s coastal heritage, as our members own and operate some of the most famous including
those situated at Blackpool, Brighton and Clacton.

We welcome the opportunity to communicate our messages through the Committee’s consultation and
have attached a briefing that outlines BALPPA’s position in more detail. BALPPA would be very willing
to present our case to the Committee through oral evidence.

Introduction

1. BALPPA is the leading trade association representing the interests of owners, managers, suppliers and
developers in the UK’s commercial piers, leisure parks, static attractions and zoos sector. We speak for some
300 members and include leading UK attractions such as Blackpool Pleasure Beach, Alton Towers, British
Airways London Eye, Butlins, Colchester Zoo, Madame Tussauds, Thorpe Park and Woburn Safari Park
among our members.

2. Although the BALPPA membership cover a wide range of leisure attraction sectors, our interest in this
inquiry predominantly stems from those BALPPA members who own, maintain and operate seaside piers
including those at Blackpool, Llandudno and Clacton, as well as members who operate historic venues like
Warwick Castle. This particular sector of BALPPA has much expertise in ensuring the longevity of some
of the UK’s oldest and most significant heritage attractions.



3298812016 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 49

3. BALPPA believes this to be a very important inquiry, investigating ways to continue the preservation
of UK heritage and we outline our key thoughts in more detail below. In summary BALPPA seeks:

— A level playing field for all heritage sites and projects, where all are able to get involved in
consultations and discussions relating to heritage issues as well as being eligible to bid for heritage
and tourism funding that is currently only available to publicly owned or non profit making
heritage sites.

— Seaside piers to be made exempt from the payment of business rates that are currently inhibiting
the possible preservation and future sustainability of such an important feature of the UK
coastline.

DCMS Priorities for the Heritage White Paper

4. BALPPA would like to see the Heritage White Paper recognise the important and sometimes forgotten
role of the private sector in preserving the UK’s heritage. The private sector currently operates quite
separately from trusts, charities and other organisations that work for heritage preservation, including
English Heritage and the DCMS. To be fully involved in assisting the decision making process would be a
very positive step for adding the knowledge that BALPPA members and others in the private sector have
to the general pot, as well as allowing private sites to benefit from the knowledge and experience of others
engaged in heritage preservation.

5. In particular BALPPA, along with colleagues at the National Piers Society, works hard to promote
and maintain the piers of the Victorian Era that are scattered around the UK’s historic coastline, located
in some our most famous seaside towns and cities. We would like the DCMS and others to take a particular
look at the work that can be done to assist those businesses, trusts, charities and other organisations that
are working hard to maintain these structures in a good condition despite the adverse conditions put upon
them by amongst other things harsh British weather conditions and exposure to the sea. Piers require
constant attention and BALPPA would welcome any assistance that government and other organisation
can provide.

Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

6. BALPPA has concerns that private operators like our members are not always fully recognised as
playing such an important role in preserving the nation’s heritage. We do not feel fully informed, consulted
or supported by the DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations when discussing the UK’s
heritage interests. We would welcome any opportunity to remedy this situation and view the Heritage White
Paper and this committee inquiry as an opportunity to communicate our desire to progress our engagement
with important heritage organisations.

Funding

7. BALPPA is particularly concerned by the unlevel playing field that currently exists regarding
opportunities to seek additional financial support from heritage and tourism sources to aid in the upkeep
of buildings and structures of importance to the UK’s national heritage. Currently, privately owned heritage
sites are not entitled to receive funding or grants that are enjoyed by publicly owned and non profit making
sites. Such funding and/or grants can come from organisations like the English Heritage, the Heritage
Lottery fund, local authorities, charities and other non-Governmental organisations that have a key role in
helping to maintain the nation’s heritage. BALPPA would welcome a change to this situation to allow
privately owned heritage sites to be eligible to bid for heritage funding and ultimately be awarded grants or
funds to help them in their heritage work.

8. As mentioned earlier in the paper, BALPPA’s focus with regard to heritage concerns the preservation
of piers. These are very diYcult structures to maintain for reasons already described and require a lot of time
and dedication to prevent erosion and break-up into the sea. Their up-keep would benefit from an exemption
from business rates, which would free up many funds to help sustain the long-term future of both the seaside
piers and the seaside economy.

Roles and Responsibilities of Non-Governmental Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s
Heritage

9. BALPPA and its members take their role and responsibility for maintaining parts of the nation’s
heritage very seriously. We also understand the importance of other specialised organisations and charities
eg the National Piers Society, as well as the key heritage organisations and we have already demonstrated
our desire to have the opportunity for constructive engagement with such organisations.
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Professionals With Conservation Skills

10. BALPPA understands and acknowledges the importance of professionals with the skills and
experience required to make a substantial diVerence to the preservation and conservation of the UK’s
heritage. As we have previously stated, we are willing to engage more with professional conservationists to
discuss and learn more about their issues and concerns, as well as their suggested solutions.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Mira Bar-Hillel

My name is Mira Bar-Hillel and I have been the planning and property correspondent of the London
Evening Standard since 1982. I would like to make some points relevant to your inquiry, specifically: is
English Heritage doing its job, and if it isn’t—what is it there for?

In July 2000 the Baltic Exchange organisation was considering suing English Heritage for breach of its
statutory duty over the bomb-damaged shipping brokerage’s building at St Mary Axe. The chairman, many
of his members (and myself) were outraged when, in March 1999, English Heritage supported a planning
application to demolish the Grade II* former Baltic Exchange Hall. The building had been severely
damaged by the IRA bombing of 1992, but there was a consensus of expert opinion that it was capable of
economic restoration, which its listing status should have more than ensured.

In spite of this, however, and in spite of its earlier repeated insistence on such a restoration (which actually
forced the Baltic Exchange to sell its historic home to a property developer), English Heritage simply
changed its mind. It advised the City that the proposed replacement building, a 40-storey tower by architect
Lord Foster (now generally known as the Gherkin), was “of such remarkable quality” as to “outweigh the
limited adverse impact” of the loss of a Grade II* building. This decision, which was totally at odds with
PPG15 not to mention the role of English Heritage, marked the beginning of the process of English Heritage
losing its way.

The National Heritage Act of 1983, which set up English Heritage, is unequivocal on what it is for. It
states that its role is to “secure the preservation of historic buildings” and “promote the preservation and
enhancement of the character and appearance of conservation areas.” It contains no reference to EH
promoting new architecture: : that was formerly the role of the RFAC and is now the role of CABE.

However, the English Heritage Commission, under the forceful chairmanship of Sir Jocelyn Stevens,
decided that the “exceptional architectural interest” of the proposed Gherkin should prevail over the listed
building, although in the words of the minutes of the meeting, “evidence had not yet been presented to justify
this demolition”. This decision was not only in breach of the National Heritage Act. It also flew in the face
of the clear requirements of government circular PPG15 concerning the demolition of any listed building,
not to mention Grade II*, which, it says, should be “wholly exceptional” and require “the strongest
justification”.

Sir Jocelyn’s Chairman’s statement, published in English Heritage’s annual report for 2000, sheds some
light on the extraordinary decision. “I asked Richard Rogers and Norman Foster why they were not
working in England. They replied that it was largely because of the planning procedures and English
Heritage. Now Lords Foster and Rogers have approximately 20 schemes in London. English Heritage
deserves some of the credit for this; IT HAS HELPED THAT WE HAVE TAKEN THE CLAMPS OFF”.

Ever since then, it has been my impression that English Heritage still believes it is its role to “take the
clamps oV” to ease the progress of new schemes by influential architects. Its Baltic Exchange decision has
also made it impossible for EH to make and sustain a principled stand in defence of the historic built
environment.

When it forced a public inquiry into the Heron Tower at Bishopsgate in 2002, its objections were
eVectively dismissed by the planning inspector who pointed out that, given its support for the Gherkin,
opposition to Heron was “inconsistent”. It then lost the inquiry over the “Shard of Glass” at London Bridge
in late 2003, when the inspector cited the quality of the Renzo Piano design as the overriding consideration.
As EH had used this very argument in support of its shameful decision to allowing the loss of the Baltic
Exchange in favour of the Gherkin, it could not win.

It is now hard to see English Heritage ever again risking an expensive public inquiry in a eVort to save an
important historic building. When the 70-storey Minerva Tower was approved by the City planners in
January 2004, English Heritage made hardly any objection. A cluster of oddly-shaped tall buildings are now
being proposed in the heart of the City which would impact severely on cherished views of St Paul’s and the
Tower of London (a World Heritage site) but, although they are in breach of the little-known “Guidance
on Tall Buildings” document, allegedly agreed between EH and CABE in March 2003, it is unlikely that
EH will dare stand in their way.
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The bottom line is that EH has lost its way, its nerve and its purpose. If your Committee values the built
heritage, it should consider that the guardian of that heritage can no longer protect it properly—and it
should consider what should be done about this potential crisis.

30 November 2005

Memorandum submitted by Nicholas Boldrini

It is my belief that there the main priority for the Heritage White paper is to make the provision of Historic
Environment Records a statutory function of Local Authorities. This requirement should include the
provision of dedicated Heritage-profession staV to the maintenance and improvement of this record. There
should be also a strong commitment by the DCMS to ensure that these records are maintained to
appropriate standards and resourced so as to be up to date and comprehensive. HER’s are the basis for much
Heritage work—the management of archaeological remains through Environmental Stewardship, the
provision of planning advice based on their contents, the engagement of the public through provision of
information. These other activities can only be adequately carried out if the core systems are in place to
support these other functions.

Other priorities involve balancing the role of planning and Heritage protection. There is a perception that
Heritage issues often hold up development. Yet this is often because, 15 years on from PPG 16, developers
do not as a matter of course approach Historic Environment Professionals prior to submitting planning
applications. Many schemes are only learnt about during the planning application stages of a development,
and thus time is taken up resolving issues at this stage, which can delay decisions. However, no developer
waits until this stage to employ an architect, and the same early inclusion of Heritage issues should be
mandatory. To this end, it should be made obligatory that a statement of Heritage issues be included with
every planning application (though there may be certain classes of application where this obligation could
be removed), and this could only be shown to be done by a signed letter from the relevant Heritage advisors.
This would free up resources from checking which applications might have Historic Environment Impacts,
to dealing with those that do. By putting the onus on developers to check this information is present would
also mean they would be aware from an early stage of their project of the need to allow suYcient resources
and time to resolve any issues.

English Heritage’s role seems to be increasingly unclear, as it seems to be that more and more of their
functions are being devolved, or proposed to be devolved to Local Authorities as part of for example, the
Heritage Protection review. However, it is unclear how this devolvement will work and if suYcient resources
will be made available to manage eVectively this change. However, English Heritage is a vital institution for
maintaining the overview of the state of the Nations Heritage and determining National priorities which
might be less obvious at a lower level of engagement.

The funding of the Olympics and the siphoning oV of money from other good causes to fund them is short
sighted and perverse. Sport is a big business, through sponsorship, and it does seem appropriate that the
organisations (eg the Football Associations and other sports bodies) which will benefit most from the
Olympics and the interest of youngsters in sport should fund more of the infrastructure needed, rather than
taking funds from other sectors which stand to gain little from this event. Furthermore, the use of HLF
money to fund developments mainly in the South East seems to yet again show the bias of distribution of
funds. This is particularly true in the case of the HLF which is beginning to mature and deliver more
Heritage benefits to the community, through the creation of numerous Community Archaeology Projects
and access to heritage information via the internet. These projects which facilitate access to people around
the country to their heritage, will end to fund sports facilities for a geographically compact group of people.

The fundamental issue, as in many things, for the Heritage is adequate and stable resourcing. And this
applies not to the provision of funds just for big flash projects, but to ensure enough resources are in place
to maintain the core systems, services, structures and activities which maintain and protect the majority of
our historic environment. It is usually upon these core items that big projects draw for their success, and on
which they depend and take for granted. But these core activities are also usually the first places where
cuts are felt (the recent example of threats to the whole Historic Environment infrastructure in
Northamptonshire due to the need to cut budgets is a case in point). Until these core activities are adequately
resourced and safeguarded, the value added projects that rely on them will increasingly be a hollow shell
of an apparently glossy Historic Environment, with no substance to back it up or for future generations
to explore.

20 December 2005
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Memorandum submitted by the Borough of Telford & Wrekin

Summary

This paper is a submission by the Borough of Telford & Wrekin to the above Inquiry by the Culture,
Media and Sport Committee. The views submitted relate only to World Heritage matters.

In summary, the Council’s view is that nationally and locally much more can and should be done to fulfil
the obligations placed upon the Government by its ratification of the 1972 UNESCO World Heritage
Convention. By definition, World Heritage Sites are the most important natural and cultural sites within
the world and their protection, management and promotion should reflect this.

The paper suggests that steps should be taken to give WHSs in the UK statutory protection and also to
address with urgency major risks which threaten the long term future of Sites, for example land instability.
It is also suggested that the respective roles of Government, Site owners, local authorities and other
stakeholders are more clearly identified and recognised and that the necessary resources are made available
to enable those roles to be undertaken eVectively.

Finally, much more can be done to increase public awareness and appreciation of World Heritage Sites
and, this in turn, will help to enhance the contribution of local communities to the protection of the Sites.

Introduction

1. The Borough of Telford & Wrekin welcomes the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee inquiry
into Protecting, Preserving and Making Accessible Our Nation’s Heritage. The Borough incorporates one
of Britain’s major heritage sites, the World Heritage Site of the Ironbridge Gorge, the cradle of the Industrial
Revolution. Our submission reflects our concerns about the management of World Heritage Sites and the
need for greater support and funding from the Government in recognition of the national contribution that
these Sites make. The submission also highlights the importance of increasing the statutory recognition of
World Heritage within legislation. World Heritage Sites are an important contributor to the national
economy, to education and to creativity across Britain and should be recognised as such through greater
national support.

Background

2. The Borough of Telford and Wrekin is a unitary local authority, located in the West Midlands, which
covers the New Town of Telford, including the Ironbridge Gorge and a number of other settlements. The
Ironbridge Gorge was designated a World Heritage Site (WHS) in 1986 and encloses 550 hectares. The Site
was recognised for its significance in the development of the Industrial Revolution, particularly in the iron
and coal industries. The WHS boundary is shared with the Severn Gorge Conservation Area, which was
designated in 1980. As with World Heritage Sites in Edinburgh and Bath, Ironbridge Gorge is a living,
working community, home to some 4,000 residents (in the villages of Coalbrookdale, Ironbridge, Coalport
and Jackfield), small businesses and a vibrant hotel and restaurant sector. The Site, which incorporates a
large number of museums, is a major economic driver for the area and is one of the West Midland’s leading
visitor attractions.

3. The landscape of the Ironbridge Gorge is rich in evidence of the Industrial Revolution. These sites are
carefully preserved, along with supplementary documentary and oral sources, which are held within the
Ironbridge Gorge Museums. A number of collections are also held within the WHS. The Site’s townscape
has also been sympathetically restored, along with the preservation of the Gorge’s natural heritage. The Site
sustains hundreds of jobs in the area and attracts some 750,000 visitors per annum. The Site is also an
important teaching tool for a range of subjects including history, geography, science, design and citizenship
and it has become an important National Education Centre.

4. Management of the WHS is divided between a range of organisations, though the Borough of Telford
and Wrekin has taken the lead in terms of the sustainable development and management of the WHS. The
key stakeholder agencies and organisations involved in the management of the Site include:

— DCMS;

— English Heritage;

— ICOMOS UK;

— English Nature;

— The Environment Agency;

— Borough of Telford & Wrekin;

— Shropshire County Council;

— Bridgnorth District Council;

— Five Parish Councils;
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— The Ironbridge Gorge Museum Trust;

— The Ironbridge Institute;

— Severn Gorge Countryside Trust;

— Ironbridge Chamber of Trade.

5. The WHS has a Management Plan and also has a designated oYcer to oversee the implementation of
the Plan. The multiple nature of the agencies involved brings strengths and weaknesses to the management
of the Site and we wish to address some of these issues in this submission.

The Role of Government Agencies

6. There are a number of Government departments and agencies with an interest in heritage and World
Heritage Site issues—particularly those Sites in an urban or post-industrial setting. However, the input from
the Government in terms of resources and guidance is limited, and in practice, it often falls to local
authorities and the local community to take the lead role in terms of resourcing the management and
protection of WHSs. The Borough of Telford & Wrekin would much rather see the Government recognising
the huge contribution that World Heritage Sites play in terms of tourism, education, economic benefits and
shaping the very landscape of Britain and therefore to take a far more strategic and practical view regarding
how it can contribute to the protection, management and promotion of WHSs.

7. The Borough of Telford & Wrekin would advocate that, as in other countries, DCMS should take a
lead role and have a more realistic budget for this work. This would recognise that local authorities do not
have the financial resources (and sometimes do not have access to the necessary skills) to deliver major
conservation and protection measures. In the case of Ironbridge Gorge, this includes flood defence and land
slippage remediation measures, which would cost in excess of £33 million.

Roles and Responsibilities for Local Government and Other Stakeholders

8. World Heritage Sites, particularly those in an urban or semi-urban environment, often involve large
numbers of statutory bodies, as well as strong community and heritage bodies. It is important that
Management Plans reflect this diversity and acknowledge the benefits that each can bring to sustaining the
WHS. As we have indicated above, we believe that central Government could and should play a stronger
role than they have done so to date.

9. In the case of the Borough of Telford & Wrekin, the local authority is responsible for the full range of
functions and services within the Ironbridge Gorge World Heritage Site. In order to ensure that the site
functions as a sustainable community and can also accommodate large numbers of visitors as well as
preserving the site’s archaeology and townscape, the local authority has had to divert a considerable level
of resource to the management of the WHS.

The Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

10. The publication of a White Paper by DCMS aVords an important opportunity for the Government
to address the funding and management of World Heritage Sites. We would hope that the Government
would take this opportunity to set out a clear management and funding structure for World Heritage Sites
across England, with corresponding policies in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

11. We request also that the White Paper should introduce a new statutory designation for World
Heritage Sites which would reinforce the significance of such sites and the importance of ensuring their
protection. By definition, World Heritage Sites are of Outstanding Universal Value, that is, their value is
for humankind rather than a single nation, region or community. These sites therefore sit at the top of the
“heritage hierarchy”. Despite this, within the UK, at present, World Heritage Sites have no statutory
recognition within legislation, unlike for example, National Parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

Planning Policy

12. WHS areas in England are covered by a multitude of Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs). In the
case of Ironbridge Gorge, these include PPG9 (Nature Conservation), PPG13 (Transport), PPG15
(Planning and the Historic Environment), PPG16 (Archaeology) and PPG21 (Tourism). PPG15 sets out the
role of local authorities in a planning context and instructs them to develop specific policies to protect World
Heritage Sites. The WHS is also covered by Local Plans and Regional Plans for the area. With such a
multitude of Plans and Guidance covering relatively small areas, clearer guidance and a rationalisation of
guidance would assist in the delivery of site management plans. Planning policy should give special
protection to World Heritage Sites, but also recognise that many operate as functioning, sustainable
communities. It is important that local authorities have the capacity and finances to ensure these planning
criteria are being met. As already stated, the forthcoming Heritage White Paper presents an opportunity to
clarify the statutory status of WHSs.
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Conservation Skills

13. In view of the unique historical significance of WHSs, it is vital that the highest conservation
standards are applied to the sites both in relation to the preservation and protection of existing features and
also in relation to new development within the sites. Local authorities often do not have the full range of
conservation skills and resources required to maintain World Heritage Sites to this standard. Buying such
skills in can be costly and we would welcome greater acknowledgement of the costs involved to local
authorities and other bodies to undertake this work.

Funding

14. The Government should recognise the national value placed on World Heritage Sites and their
contribution to national economy, learning, consciousness and creativity. The Borough of Telford &
Wrekin believes that DCMS, as the lead Department for the management and oversight of World Heritage
Sites, should make finance available to bodies implementing WHS Management Plans. This would ensure
that their work is not hindered by short term budget issues and can deliver costly major infrastructure or
preservation work.

Access

15. Access is an important element of World Heritage Sites. We believe that it is vital that, in co-
ordination with local communities and subject to the protection of the heritage, World Heritage Sites remain
as accessible (physically and intellectually) as possible, and moreover, should function as thriving,
sustainable communities wherever practicable.

WHS Awareness Raising

16. Within the UK, World Heritage is not a well known or widely recognised concept or “brand”. It is
one of the obligations of the WH Convention to present WHS and to inform and educate communities about
the concept of World Heritage. This Council is of the view that more could be done at national, regional
and local levels to achieve this. Locally, the Borough of Telford & Wrekin seeks to raise awareness through
a variety of means, including newsletters, events, schools work etc. This work would be assisted and
strengthened by more high profile promotional activity at national level. It is considered that if more people
understood the concept of World Heritage and the importance of World Heritage Sites, this would stimulate
greater civic pride in these areas and then, in turn, better standards of care and protection.

World Heritage Sites at risk

17. There are a number of WHSs within the UK where the long term future of the Sites is under threat.
For example, the aVects of land instability, coastal erosion, flooding etc. Dealing with these threats is
generally beyond the means of the local communities within which these Sites are located. The State Party
(national government) has accepted the responsibility for ensuring the ongoing protection of World
Heritage within its territory and therefore the primary responsibility for ensuring the protection of these
Sites should rest with the State Party, working closely with Site owners, local authorities and local
organisations.

18. The Ironbridge Gorge WHS is at risk because of the inter-related threats of flooding and land
instability. This Council is working with national, regional and local partners to assemble a funding package
to provide a long-term solution to these problems. It is considered that the DCMS, the Government
Department with primary responsibility for WH, could be more proactive in working with other
Government Departments to seek and identify a solution to the threats facing the Ironbridge Gorge.

Conclusion

19. World Heritage Sites are unique, irreplaceable assets. Protecting their long term future for the benefit
and enjoyment of present and future generations is a national responsibility. The cost of such protection
will be considerable—but so will the benefits, including the protection of unique historical environments and
vibrant tourist industries, as well as the development of sustainable communities within their boundaries.
The Borough believes that the Government should recognise its role as national champion of World
Heritage Sites and facilitate their protection with additional resources and by playing a more active role in
safeguarding their future.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by Bridgeman Art Library

The Bridgeman Art Library, established for nearly 35 years and employing some 55 people across its four
international oYces, is the world’s leading source of fine art, history and culture with some 250,000 images
available on-line, plus 750,000 historical photographs, from over eight thousand locations. We maintain and
develop a commercial picture library representing museums, galleries and artists throughout the world by
providing a central source of fine art for image users. We also develop educational resource packages,
publish art catalogues, oVer copyright advice, licenses reproduction rights and provide sales services. The
Bridgeman Art Library has a long history of feeding monies back into museums, of figures up to £1.5 million
per year.

The Bridgeman Art Library has considerable expertise in digitising art and we have a long history of
collaboration with museums digitising their collections. The Library works with over 2000 stakeholders
world-wide, including 150 museums in the UK enabling them to digitise their collections and create the most
comprehensive coverage of digitised cultural heritage in the UK. The collections include images of design
antiques, maps, architecture, furniture, glass, ceramics, anthropological artefacts and many others. We have
contributed to the European digitisation process by submitting a proposal to the eContentplus programme
designed to improve accessibility and usability of digital material.

The Bridgeman Art Library welcomes the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee’s inquiry into
cultural heritage and would like to make the following specific comments which we hope will be taken into
consideration when the Committee makes recommendations to the Government.

Priorities for Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

Digitisation of cultural heritage

As a part of the UK Presidency of the EU, Parliamentary under-Secretary of State David Lammy MP
launched the European Action Plan for Digitisation, designed to make Europe’s cultural heritage more
accessible through the internet. Part of the Action Plan is the European digital libraries initiative, which was
recently consulted by the European Commission as well as by the Department of Culture, Media & Sport.
In line with these initiatives, it would be timely for the UK Government to start making plans to secure the
digitisation of cultural heritage material in the country. The heritage White Paper provides a good
opportunity for the Government to explore the options available to take these initiatives forward in the UK.

Any planned action must be preceded by careful mapping of the existing resources to avoid duplicating
eVorts. The digitisation process is labour-intensive and expensive and requires expertise, investment in
equipment and staV both to produce digital material, select material to be digitised, create metadata,
maintain online portals and create the capacity to store and preserve he content. Therefore it is essential that
resources are not wasted. Digitisation projects also require strategic co-ordination to ensure that initiatives
are not fragmented and this requires wide consultation together with clear Government policy, support and
resources.

Digitisation and access to cultural heritage

Digitisation assists in the preservation of our cultural heritage and it is also revolutionising how we think
about accessing cultural materials. It has the potential to enable the public to access archives of cultural
resources as well as make previously unknown or fragile collections available to be viewed and studied online
by large audiences.

The current technological advancements not only allow more material to be made available online but
also facilitate the creation of better portals to access that material. Technological improvements enable more
innovative ways of utilising digital material, which in turn can stimulate more interest in such materials.

One example of such preservation is www.bridgemaneducation.com

Bridgeman Education has recently been developed as an innovative online educational subscription
service drawing upon the resources of the Bridgeman Art Library. It is primarily aimed at universities,
schools, institutions, academic tutors and their students. It is designed to promote e-learning at a time when
slides and slide projectors are becoming defunct. It is a unique and flexible way to search over 8,000 locations
covering the world’s major museums, art collections and historical/archaeological sites with access to these
digitised artworks on the internet.

Creating an abundance of good quality material, improved access and more innovative ways of using
cultural material can stimulate greater public interest in cultural heritage, consequently increasing the use
of such materials for education, research, tourism and creative industries.
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Digitisation and preservation

We would like to highlight four key areas of importance which the committee might like to consider with
reference to preservation and access to cultural heritage:

1. Digital Imaging and Preservation

Digitisation is a great way to protect and preserve many cultural heritage collections for future
generations allowing fragile collections to be made available to the public.

However, it is important to note that digitisation strategies need sustainable resources. Digital material
requires continued maintenance and development to ensure the longevity and future of such resources. This
includes careful planning from the start to avoid work, time and money being wasted, and to ensure that
files are accessible many years, as today’s digital file will not last forever as was once thought to be the case.

As an example of funding issues for digitisation, the Head of the Digital Imaging Department of the Israel
Museum recently observed that they receive generous funding from donors for everything they request,
except for digitisation and maintenance, as these are not regarded as glamorous areas. Equally the Israeli
government has only recently funded a scanner because they did not regard this as a priority. Funding must
also from the outset cover digital migration or updating so that the data and information can be migrated
from one generation of hardware/software to another. Funding is also required for research into data
corruption which inevitably occurs with data migration and from the mixing of the pixels and other technical
changes which could downgrade the image.

The Bridgeman Art Library is preserving and remastering its transparency collection as we believe that
this will remain a valuable resource and back up in spite of new technology, again preserving aspects of our
cultural heritage.

2. Cataloguing to Standards, Metadata and Improving Access

What is also critical is the metadata which accompanies the digital image. This additional information
about the image can vastly increase the opportunities for learning and other uses for images. For instance
even a simple painting such as August Macke’s Mother and Child in a Park of 1914 from Hamburg
Kunsthalle may be of interest for an art historian as an example of expressionism or as an example of the
artist’s work or even German art. However with the correct key wording this image is also of interest for
someone seeing an image of leisure and idyllic existence to produce a greetings card or book cover because
of it’s aesthetic appeal. It would also be of interest to an historian of post Edwardian/pre WWI fashion and
to the student of psychology as an example of motherhood and relationships between mother and child and
traditional values.

The Bridgeman Art Library has gathered the images from museums, archives and hidden private
collections around the world and created this additional layer of rich, unique content, whilst at the same
time homogenising the entire collection to make it available in standard form. This has taken 30 years—it
is not something that can be automated.

3. Intellectual Property and Preserving Quality

On the one hand it is interesting to note that copyright protection can prevent the exposure of much
content. For instance the expressionist work by Munch The Scream is often requested by researchers and
especially for projects to illustrate psychological disorders. However, the Munch Estate in Norway has
deemed that the image may not be used in such a way and so we have to recommend other images to our
clients which at least provides access to a wider range of possibilities.

On the other hand, the quality preservation of our cultural heritage is very much dependent on NOT
eroding the rights of the owners of these images. We have concerns that the large availability of images on
search engines such as Google and the plethora of sites on the web will lead citizens and companies to believe
that everything is freely available—or at least should be free. Furthermore copyright piracy is increasing
and becoming harder to track and it is something The Bridgeman Art Library continually fights (eg:
Bridgeman vs Corel lawsuit).8

Without adequate copyright protection too much poor and sub-standard content will dominate the
market and suppliers will not be able to aVord to produce quality materials to the creative industries or for
education.

Creative Commons9 has provided a step in the right direction by encouraging greater control for
individuals who prefer to manage their rights themselves via a central point of access and so to be able to
oVer common and flexible licences to potential users for various purposes.

8 Bridgeman Art Library v Corel Corp., 36 F Supp 2d 191 (S.D.N.Y. 1999): It was a decision by the United States District Court
for the Southern District of New York, which ruled that exact photographic copies of public domain images could not be
protected by copyright because the copies lack originality. Even if accurate reproductions require a great deal of skill,
experience and eVort, the key element for copyrightability under US law is that copyrighted material must show suYcient
originality. This judgement would almost certainly have been reversed in an European Court of Law and we are looking for
a similar test case in the UK or Europe to fight which would strengthen our position.

9 Creative Commons is a nonprofit organization that oVers flexible copyright licences for creative works
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4. Cost of Preserving Cultural Heritage

It takes many years to build up a good collection such as Bridgeman’s. For example, the cost of
negotiations including flying to Odessa or Cuba to meet with museum directors to sign an agreement and
the subsequent accession of material including the selection, scanning and adding metadata is significant.
It can take many years for us to be reimbursed for this investment and indeed for the museum to make a
useful income from the reproductions of their images through us. Much of that income comes from
educational use and educational projects be they textbooks or say, an Encarta encyclopaedia. It is thus
important that the images are duly credited and that picture libraries such as ours (and our museums) are
paid for their contribution. The picture credits also encourage re-use of the image and further tourism as
the public often want to see the original in its location.

Furthermore Britain and Europe’s cultural heritage does not just lie in Europe. Our collections from
Australia, the Americas, Africa and Asia contain valuable, often little known examples of works by
European artists. We have been able to bring these under one roof and continue to do so—for instance in
the last month we have signed key agreements with the Art Gallery of South Australia and the National
Museum of Art In Sao Paulo Brazil and with historical societies in the US with many records pertaining to
the migration of the British to the US as well as works by British artists or of British subjects.

Through our extensive research and subsequent photography, we have been able for example to source
the sketch for an important pre-Raphaelite painting in the National Gallery of South Africa and connect it
with the original in Manchester City Art Gallery, UK, both being collections that we represent which were
unaware previously of this connection.

Public Private Partnerships

According to Government figures the creative industries account for more than 8% of the UK GDP,
which is more than 4% of our export income, and provides jobs for two million people. The UK creative
industries sector has potential to harness the existing talent and exploit the opportunities to make the UK
the forerunner in digitisation by creating innovative ways of accessing and using cultural heritage
materials online.

In order to support and stimulate the growth of this emerging sector, there is a clear need to evaluate the
various business models, including public-private partnerships and to develop the appropriate policy to
support sustainable digitisation strategies. Bridgeman Art Library having such rich digital resources would
like to participate in any such partnership. Indeed we have become a private partner with numerous publicly
funded museums acting as a commercial arm handling their digital imaging, reproduction and copyright.
We could easily expand this service and adapt our content to any new models which might be created or
proposed. We also act as copyright agent for over 500 artists and artists estates and have negotiated display
rights for the majority of copyright works around the world as a result of our agreement with the copyright
collecting society DACS.

Conclusion

The Heritage White Paper provides an excellent opportunity to take forward some of the digitisation
initiatives deriving from the European Commission and elsewhere.

Digitisation has potential not only to increase the access but also to stimulate interest in cultural heritage
both nationally and internationally.

We hope that the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee will examine digitisation and make
recommendations for the white paper in order to enable the UK creative industries to exploit the
opportunities that digitisation creates in terms of cultural heritage.

23 January 2006

Memorandum submitted to British Archaeological Jobs Resource

The British Archaeological Jobs and Resources Organisation was set up in 1999 to meet the needs of
archaeological employment in the UK. Since then the website has expanded to cover all heritage based
Organisations, provide Guidance in aspects of archaeology from fieldwork to Health and safety and has
provided a framework for pay and responsibility which is now accepted by most archaeological and
heritage agencies.

The daily visitor report suggests that over 2,500 individuals visit the site to keep up to date with jobs,
policies and events. The BAJR forum has over 500 members and from this group of people who include
Curators, Contractors, Government Heritage advisors, Heritage Professionals, Academics and interested
members of the public, it has been possible to create a response based on a request for comments. The
comments are based on a number of responses received and edited prior to public consultation and
submission.
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The Director of BAJR, David Connolly MAAIS FSA Scot is a County Development Control
Archaeologist, Contractor and Freelance Consultant for TPS Planning Ltd, with over 25 years experience
of all aspects of archaeology in the UK and abroad.

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

(a) Improve scheduled monument legislation to remove loopholes and exemptions, such as the current
exemption of ploughing. This should already be taking place within the Heritage Protection
Review.

(b) Re-vamp the now outdated and mostly obsolete AAI section.

(c) Put pressure/legal obligation on LPAs to actually use the PPGs properly, including of courses
PPG16, rather than ignoring them when they are inconvenient.

(d) In any other area guidelines are meant to be followed but this seems to be an exception when it
comes to planning with the problem that archaeology is always seen as something which can be
ignored. With no statutory power there is no requirement for archaeology, and councils are not
keen to follow up breaches when the site has been damaged already. Even fines of up to £1,000 for
breach of conditions can be seen as “cheaper” than actually having archaeological investigation.

(e) To implement some of the APPAG recommendations. The APPAG recommendations were
applauded when it came out, however since then we have seen almost no movement at all, making
me professionals and public more cynical about the gulf between talk and action on heritage issues.

(f) Re-working of scheduled and listing procedures and rules. Removing class consent which is still
allowing ploughing to continue on scheduled monuments.

(g) The main thrust should be to implement the recommendations of APPAG.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

(a) Reformation of the RCHME to provide the sector with a body that can dedicate itself to the
monitoring and surveying of monuments. EH could then dedicate itself to the formation of policy
and providing guidance.

(b) DCMS and EH should provide firmer leadership to the LPAs to ensure that they do their job
according to guidelines.

(c) Accommodation should be reached between EH and the National Trust so that neither body
duplicates the work of the other. Also, if they remain as two bodies, there should be a single
membership scheme covering all sites and properties. That a more democratic system is introduced
to appoint members to the board, or commissions, of each organisation.

(d) EH does need to put more of its resources into earthwork surveys, architectural surveys and
research into the state of the historic environment.

(e) Understanding of the changing needs of the public. Heritage should no longer be seen as a
backdrop to franchised teashops and centred on “national” sites. If these organisations wish to
represent heritage in the government then a clear idea of what they are representing, why they are
representing it and its relevance to the public who both live near and/or visit. For example, EH
has categorised the Thornborough Henges as a site of national importance, but without showing
it the same financial and resource support as Stonehenge it is seen as preferential and unequal.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

(a) There has to be some way for planning oYcials to be made to listen to EH when is confirms a site
is nationally important (maybe a clear definition of nationally important needs to be given).

(b) Heritage is under the greatest pressure from development ever, and more emphasis needs to be put
on full excavation (rather than watching briefs) and preservation in-situ. Although PPG16 already
states this, it is just a mater of application.

(c) Review of PPG16 badly overdue.

(d) The original PPG16 was a step forward but it is now outdated and needs reviewing. Archaeology
has been transformed from a search for knowledge (in general) to providing a step to granting of
planning conditions. This makes most archaeology one of excavating areas where there is
development rather than archaeology. The public are also (again in general) excluded from the
process rather than being part of it. There are notable exceptions of course, but the rise of the
Archaeological Contractor (nearly 200 contractors and some 5–6000 archaeologists in the UK—
in Estonia for example there are 40 archaeologists and three companies) is based on development
rather than archaeology.



3298812020 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 59

(e) Increased development produces increased workload for LPA and there is no overall increase in
funding, (in many cases there are cutbacks), with the duty of monitoring falling on a group of
curators and development control archaeologists who have to create non-standard specifications
for working standards. This in turn causes problems for contractors who may be able to carry out
work to one standard in one county but will be subjected to diVering criteria in another.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

(a) Heritage is a vital asset to the community and, although there are constraints on its use, should be
accessible where the site allows.

(b) Heritage tourism brings revenue to the country and a pride in our past to the people on both a
national and local level. Tourism is one of the fastest growing industries in the world and one of
the biggest money-makers for this country. The past could be brought to life and used it to spread
employment to both archaeologists and the local communities.

(c) More money needs to be put into making sites and records accessible, starting with a heritage
outreach oYcer in every SMR/HER oYce.

(d) Governments talk about lack of funds but can find money for their own pet projects.

(e) Definitely more money for SMRs/HERs—integration and better communication between all
SMRs and the NMR. Money for computerisation and use of GIS where not presently in place.
Support, training and resources to allow SMRs to respond adequately to the new environmental
stewardship schemes (funding from DEFRA?)

(f) Very often the community are seen as the end user, but no real thought goes into how this is
achieved, an SMR/HER that is truly accessible and tied into other aspects of life and tourism. Sites
to visit, places to stay, other venues to visit, heritage and heritage or arts based events.

(g) Requirements for public involvement with archaeology, adopting monuments, learning about the
past in the local area and how to appreciate and enjoy it, even as far as getting involved with
recording new sites, monitoring present ones, provisions should be made to utilise the British
interest in the past rather than sidelining the amateur involvement.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

(a) It seems EH needs more funding as do museums etc. A lot of heritage is only conserved with the
assistance of Lottery funding so this should be a priority. The Olympics will bring large amounts
of revenue to the areas holding the events. There should be as much private funding from these
areas as possible (remember partnerships work).

(b) More permanent sources of funding need to be found, rather than potentially temporary ones such
as the Olympics.

(c) The Olympics will mean LESS money for other parts of the DCMS—EH is at the bottom of the
pile at the bottom of DCMS and DCMS is at the bottom of the pile for the treasury. We need to
be funded by more than one government department (we are closely linked to ODPM, DEFRA
etc too). Olympics may mean more money in terms of commercial contracts however.

(d) Commercial interest and requirements will be weighted in favour of development rather than
archaeological interest.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

(a) EH’s role is a protector of heritage so why should that change. Local authorities are also charged
with protecting heritage for the community so that should be enforced in stronger legislation.

(b) A scheme of “join one get membership of the other for a discount” is probably do-able if there is
the political will within EH and the National Trust. Probably most people who are members of
one are members of the other. It was a cheeky but successful decision for the former Ministry of
Works to oVer “membership” to the public of a body that is technically part of the state and
therefore already owned by the people.

(c) I think that some kind of accommodation should be reached between EH and the National Trust
so that neither body duplicates the work of the other. Also that if they remain as two bodies, there
should be a single membership scheme covering all sites and properties. Also that a more
democratic system is introduced to appoint members to the board or commissions of each
organisation.
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(d) EH concentrates on its core role of protection and study of national heritage rather than
promotion of events and scenic castles. In recent years, the distinct impression is that EH has been
mutating into a second-rate imitation of the NT; all tea rooms and castles, and seems to have lost
interest in the more serious archaeological, planning and sustainability issues facing heritage in
the UK.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

(a) In our opinion you can never have too many professionals with conservation skills. Conservation
should play an important part in planning decisions. There needs to be more education of
conservation given to the whole community but especially planning authorities, this will make
more people aware of conservation needs.

(b) Without an awareness raising exercise in both Local and National Govt of the importance of the
historic environment and its place in the community it will be diYcult to understand or justify the
short term expense (though long term benefit) of having professionals with appropriate skills. Why
rebuild walls using traditional techniques, why use lime mortar, why use skilled carpenters.. these
can only be justified if the public realise the benefit to the society.

To Summarise

The main organisations charged with protecting “our” heritage should have clearly defined roles and be
backed by appropriate legislation. These include (but are not limited to) English Heritage, the National
Trust, Local Authority Planning Archaeologists within ALGAO, the Council for British Archaeology, the
Institute for Field Archaeologists, RESCUE, Institute of Historic Building Conservation, British
Archaeological Jobs & Resources organisation.
The PPG16 document should be revised as a matter of urgency.
The recommendations set out in APPAG should be enacted.
Community involvement and integration should be encouraged wherever possible.
A national policy for utilising the heritage resource in tourism and local potential.
Support for standards in all heritage work, ensuring a consistent guidance for the UK.

11 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the British Film Institute

1. The British Film Institute welcomes the inquiry by the Culture Media and Sport Select Committee into
the heritage sector. The terms of reference seem to be focused on the built environment rather than the
broader range of materials that are held by archives and museums. We wish to ensure that broader concerns
about the protection, preservation and access to our film and television national heritage also receive due
consideration ahead of the Heritage White Paper.

2. The British Film Institute

The British Film Institute is the Royal Charter body charged by Government to champion the cultural
value of the arts of film, television and the moving image. The BFI cares for, develops and provides access
to the history of British film, and the filmed record of “the life and manners of the people of Britain” as
recorded image history and heritage of Our United Kingdom.

The BFI is the lead agency in the UK for archival work in relation to film and television and is in receipt
of public funding, through the UK Film Council, of £16 million in 2005–06. The BFI’s National Film and
Television Archive was established in the 1935. In addition, the BFI has the world’s largest library devoted
to subjects related to film and television; operates the National Film Theatre, a cinematheque celebrating
artistic achievement in film and television across the globe; and will in September 2006 extend its footprint
to create BFI South Bank, which will include a mediatheque facility oVering access to direct public access
to browsable digital surrogates of material from our collections.

2.1 The BFI National Film and Television Archive preserves the unique achievements of Britain’s
filmmakers and provides a record of the life of the nation over the past 110 years, as captured by film. Since
its establishment in 1933, the BFI has been at the forefront of developments in archival practice and this
continues to this day with our pioneering work providing online access to the collections. The British Film
Institute established its Archival activities in 1935, was a founder member of FIAF (the International
Federation of Film Archives) in 1938, and has now for more than 70 years, been the primary custodian of
the nation’s moving image heritage— held within the National Film and Television Archive.
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As well as the film and television Collections themselves, which today number 750,000 titles from the
earliest days of film making in 1895 to the present, the bfi also manages a related collection of materials to
promote study and enjoyment of our moving image history: a library of international renown with regard
to the study of the moving image; a stills archive consisting of millions of film images; and Special Collections
consisting of personal and working papers from individuals and organisations involved in film and TV
production, paper ephemera such as programmes, tickets, autographed letters and promotional material,
and over 20,000 pressbooks and other cinema memorabilia; and a collection of more than 30,000 film
posters.

3. Introduction and Context

3.1 Film and television are the most popular cultural forms in contemporary society. They provide us
with a mirror to our diverse and fast changing culture and access to images of our way of life. They have
provided a creative space in which British filmmakers and programme makers have excelled. Films from all
over the world have helped provide viewers with both enjoyment and an understanding and perspective on
the diVerent cultures across the globe. For many years, the industries which were responsible for producing
films ignored their long term cultural value and, because of the cost of storage discarded what are now, in
the digital age, seen as having intrinsic commercial as well as cultural value.

3.2 It is worth noting that film and television archives have been recognised by the European Commission
as an important aspect of industrial as well as cultural policy in this area (see “Recommendation of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 16 November 2005 on film heritage and the competitiveness of
related industrial activities”).

3.3 At the same time, media literacy, in which the development of an understanding of film and television,
and their history, play such a fundamental role, is now recognised by Government as being a significant
competence needed by all citizens for full participation in the life of the nation. Archives, just like museums
and libraries, are a source of inspiration and education for future generations and digital and network
technologies have transformed how and where this can be achieved.

3.4 In 2000 the National Audit OYce carried out a study of the BFI, including its archival work, and
usefully identified the extent of the preservation and access challenge which the Institute faced in caring
for the nation’s moving image heritage. The Institute has taken major steps to address the issues identified
by the NAO, albeit within a financially constrained context which could never meet the real needs of such
inherently unstable materials.

4. Priorities in Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

4.1 In late 2005, the BFI submitted a paper, A National Strategy for Moving Image Archives to the
DCMS. This is an overarching development plan for the sector and calls for an integrated strategy which
recognises both the value and vulnerability of the material and the historic underfunding of the Film
Archives, and the need for more investment at the centre to maximise the eVectiveness of the sector. It is our
contention that in this age of virtual distribution, with the great opportunities that that aVords to share our
film heritage, the DCMS should prioritise the development of the UK’s film archives in the next decade,
seeking to facilitate significant investments from both public and private sources to provide proper care and
development of this unique record and reflection of our national life, and access to that heritage for the
people of the United Kingdom, wherever they live. The bfi believes that investment in this area will lead to
substantial cultural, political and economic benefits for the UK.

4.2 The European Union Recommendation calls on Member States to improve conditions of
conservation, restoration and exploitation of film heritage and identifies a series of measures it would like
implemented by November 2007. These relate to deposit and collection, cataloguing and database creation,
preservation and restoration, access for educational, cultural and research purposes, and professional
training and media literacy. We believe these areas should be mirrored in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper.

4.3 In addition, we would look to the DCMS for continued support for the negotiation of voluntary
agreements for deposit of British films, broadly defined, including statutory provision where UK taxpayer
funding (direct or indirect) has contributed to a film’s production or distribution budget. If this were to
prove impossible we would look to Government to extend legal deposit to film as recommended by the
Kenny Committee in 1999. We would hope that this level of support could be expressed in the Heritage
White Paper.

4.4 Television archiving currently operates within a legal framework covering the output of the terrestrial
commercial broadcasters with public service obligations under the terms of the Communications Act 2003.
The BFI is the designated National Television Archive. However, we understand that this provision will
have to be re-examined at the time of digital switchover to ensure a continuation of a National Television
Archive. We would look to Government to indicate its intention in the White Paper to review the legal and
financial framework and commit to the continuation of the National Television Archive in the period after
digital switch over.
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4.5 Access to, and development of, the BFI’s film and television collections is restricted by the current
legislative framework. Furthermore, the current provision of the Copyright Designs and Patents Act as
amended to comply with the EU Copyright Directive, also fails to give publicly funded moving image
heritage institutions the automatic right to make copies (analogue or digital) of material in film collections or
to provide access to its materials without explicit licensing agreements with rightsholders. We would expect
Government to acknowledge these pressing issues in the Heritage White Paper and to ensure that necessary
and possible changes in the legal provisions are prioritised in Parliament while at the same time readdressing
the “fitness-for-purpose” of copyright law at the European level.

4.6 The UK leads the world in film and television archiving. SuYcient investment and a revised legal
framework is now urgently required to build on this reputation for innovation. The White Paper should
register the Government’s commitment to the maintenance of this position.

5. Representing Screen Heritage Interests—The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS and Other

Relevant Organizations

5.1 The British Film Institute is the lead agency for film and television archiving in the UK. Funded
through the UK Film Council, the BFI liaises with the regional film archives through the Film Archive
Forum, and has ongoing positive relationships with the major film companies. In addition, the BFI is the
designated National Television Archive in accordance with the Communications Act, 2003, acting as the
repository for commercial terrestrial public broadcasters in the UK.

5.2 The BFI is supported by the UK Film Council in its dealings with the Regional Screen Agencies
(RSAs). Some RSAs contribute to the funding of the regional film archives. The BFI has good relationships
with both the Museums Libraries and Archives Council, The National Archives and The Imperial war
Museum Film Archive across a range of issues where our interests overlap. The BFI holds the film material
collected by The National Archives on an agency basis and this relationship works well.

5.3 Government should work with the BFI, as the lead agency for film archival work in the UK, to refine
the framework for deposit of and access to film and television taking account of the interests of stakeholders
and always within the terms of the laws of copyright.

6. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

6.1 The moving image is an immensely powerful and important medium that constantly touches the lives
of the entire UK population. Moving images (encountered through film, television or other evolving forms)
entertain, inform and challenge us. They form the fabric of our cultural life and information driven world.
Encounters with the moving image inspire. This inspiration fuels the creative economy in which the moving
image (film, tv, digital media) is central. The moving image is the “stuV of our age”—a priceless heritage
resource.

6.2 The demand for access to our moving image heritage is clear. The recent bfi/BBC co production
showcasing the NFTVA’s Mitchell and Kenyon Collection—a unique record of life in Edwardian Britain—
regularly drew television audiences of over four million. The bfi’s lottery-funded screenonline initiative,
providing a guide to British film and television and aimed at schools, colleges and libraries, has proven a
great success and will be available in all schools in England through the National Education Network later
this year.

6.3 The UK has some of the finest moving image archival collections in the world. The bfi’s National Film
and Television Archive (NFTVA) is one of the world’s largest and most wide ranging Collections
comprising 50,000 fiction film titles, 150,000 non fiction films and over 650,000 television titles. We have rare
Victorian and Edwardian films, major news events, television collections and a comprehensive record of the
creative genius of the British film and advertising industries. We have the proceedings of Parliament
captured for a period of more than twenty years. Further unique and highly valuable Collections also exist
throughout the nations and regions of the UK. These Collections bring to life the cultural, social, political
and economic history of the entire 20th and 21st century.

6.4 If fully developed and integrated, the moving image archival sector would be a unique heritage
proposition providing considerable cultural, creative and economic value. A combination of digital and on
site access to the Collections—at study centres and in cinemas—would strongly support leisure and tourism.
Enhanced access would provide ongoing inspiration and fuel for our creative economy. Moving image
heritage can support formal and informal learning at many levels and across a wide subject range of subjects.
It can enable an understanding of historical representation and promote exploration of issues of identity
and cultural diversity. It can support the collective memory of the nation—establishing a sense of citizenship
and the individual’s place in the community. It can drive and support media literacy.

6.5 Dgital technology provides the potential for making our moving image heritage available to all of the
people of the UK wherever they live. The internet can provide online access to our moving images—both
as a raw and contextualised resource—and the BFI has been at the forefront of these developments since
the mid-1990s. In addition to its screenonline service streaming video to educational establishments and
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libraries in the UK, the BFI is a member of the Creative Archive Licence Group with the BBC, Channel 4
and Teachers’ TV making material available for downloading and to stimulate creative repurposing for non-
commercial use in the community.

6.6 New digital distribution networks can deliver a wider range of material into both public screening
venues and educational premises. Alongside the bfi’s screenonline service planning has begun by the BFI to
establish a number of Mediatheques across the country as access points to the Collections, where material
can be viewed on demand, bringing immediate benefits to citizens.

7. Funding and the Decisions on Sharing from Lottery Sources

7.1 We applaud the constructive role played by the Heritage Lottery Fund in the 1990s and the New
Opportunities Fund in 2003 (as well as Sir John Paul Getty) in providing significant funding for both
preservation and digital access to the collections in the BFI National Film and Television Archive. Since
2003, thanks to a grant from the New Opportunities Fund, a small proportion of the NFTVA holdings have
been made accessible online through a new educational web site, www.screenonline.org.uk, devoted to the
history of British film and television, and later this year the BFI will open a Mediatheque as part of the BFI
Southbank development, part funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund. The HLF provided significant funding
to the BFI in the late 1990s to prepare its archive for the twenty first century. These are small but significant
steps towards our goal of greater accessibility to these heretofore hidden treasures which we would hope to
build on in the years ahead.

7.2 Digital initiatives are expensive both in terms of infrastructure costs and the costs of actually digitising
the moving images themselves from film or conventional television formats. Current resource levels for
publicly funded moving image collections (national and regional) are not currently suYcient to enable the
significant investments our ambitions would require and we would argue that the forthcoming decisions on
the sharing of funds from Lottery sources should ensure an equitable settlement for film heritage concerns
whether administered through the Heritage Lottery Fund or the UK Film Council.

8. Infrastructure and Skills Development

8.1 Film is a fragile medium that requires stable and environmentally controlled storage environments
together with a range of highly specialised care strategies with regard to preservation and restoration.
Television materials are equally demanding in respect of storage environments and the tape formats
themselves are increasingly prone to obsolescence due to technological development. For both film and
television a range of passive and active care strategies are required to ensure that our heritage is not lost
forever. The provision of suitable storage environments for our film and television archives is an essential
requirement for eVective archiving and continuing investment in the infrastructure is an imperative in this
field. The technologies used in film and television production and distribution are rapidly changing and the
Archives must accommodate the consequences of these changes if future generations are to benefit from
today’s creative output as much as we do from that of the last 110 years of moving image production. The
bfi is committed to leading the development in the UK of Collection care strategies and facilities, and in the
area of accessibility using digital and network technologies.

8.2 In line with its commitment to modern infrastructure development, the BFI took a leading role in
working with the European Commission to prioritise the development of standards in the cataloguing of
film. The BFI, on behalf of the BSI, is representing the UK at a major initiative currently underway through
CEN (the European Committee for Standardisation) which has been mandated by the European Union to
develop standards for the harmonisation of cataloguing and indexing practices of cinematographic works
and for the interoperability of film databases.

8.3 The European Commission in its Recommendation identified training of archival staV as an important
requirement. The BFI is committed to ensuring that the specialized skills required to sustain the sector are
developed and training opportunities increased. Within the UK there is currently only one formal course of
training in this field: an option in Film Archiving linked to a broader MA in Film Studies available at the
University of East Anglia. This provision is in sharp contrast to the widespread range of training options
available in the wider sector of museums, libraries and paper archives. The moving image heritage sector
also needs to develop and deploy a range of competencies outside the purely technical. The professional
skills of curatorship and modern collections care, currently in short supply within the sector, need to be
established and developed through increasing formal training opportunities. These can best be achieved in
partnership with the higher education sector and the BFI, as lead agency for film and television archiving,
has initiated discussions with the sector to secure this objective.
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9. Roles and Responsibilities in Maintaining the Nation’s Film Heritage

9.1 The BFI submitted a paper to the DCMS last year articulating a new vision for the film archive
community in the UK. The BFI’s leadership role in the sector is clear and in the last year a new framework
has been established for working with other archives across the sector.

9.2 The BFI is happy to bear the responsibility of working with Government, the key industry partners
and the UK archival community to lead in the establishment of a joint approach to the challenges and
opportunities which rapid technological change has provided.

9.3 This will include working in new areas of activity. For example, there is a national need to provide
proper care for works produced by artists working across the traditional boundaries of fine art and media.
Multi media art works—often consisting of moving image elements presented within a spatial installation—
are now commonplace within our contemporary culture and yet care responsibilities for these works are
uncoordinated. Art galleries are striving to develop competence in dealing with film and video conservation
and preservation and yet they inevitably lack the technological or skills infrastructure to deal with the
preservation of these materials. The original materials are not safe, often housed with the artist’s dealer.
The BFI is a member of the Creative Archive Licence Group which is seeking to contribute to the nation’s
creativity—and thereby to the UK’s strength as a knowledge based economy—by providing material for
users to download and repurpose for non-commercial ends.

9.4 We envisage a challenging programme of work in which the BFI takes a leadership role in film and
television archiving in the UK and internationally bringing together partners and stakeholders. The key
objectives will be to secure the funding and the legal environment to open up these previously hidden assets
across a range of platforms while at the same time ensuring preservation of this heritage for the
enlightenment and enjoyment of future generations.

8 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the British Museum

1. What the Department of Culture, Media and Sport should Identify as Priorities in the

Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

A. Treasure Act

The Treasure Act has proved very successful since it came into eVect in 1997, leading to a more than
twenty-fold increase in cases being oVered to museums to acquire. We would not advocate any changes to
the Act at this time, although we are aware of proposals from the Government to rationalise the coroners’
system which would make the process of dealing with Treasure more eYcient and which we support.

There is one related issue, however, which we wish to draw to the Committee’s attention, which are the
problems caused by the illicit removal of antiquities from the UK, sometimes known as nighthawking, and
their sale, especially on the Internet. At present the Museum has been in the lead in following up reports of
this activity and liaising with the police, but successful prosecutions are extremely rare. As a first step we
believe it is essential to obtain firm statistics on the extent of the problem by making illegal metal detecting
a reportable oVence.

B. Illicit Antiquities

The Museum notes that DCMS has recently announced its intention of replacing the Illicit Trade
Advisory Panel, which has provided it with most of its advice on these issues since 2000, with a new annual
illicit trade forum. At the same time, the Department has also confirmed that it does not intend to proceed
with a database of stolen and illegally removed cultural objects but has commissioned MLA to develop a
Cultural Property Advice website instead. We await the first meeting of the illicit trade forum with interest
and we very much hope that it will be able to take over the role of the Illicit Trade Advisory Panel in
providing the Government with a source of independent and expert advice so that progress continues to be
made in combating the illicit trade, on which so much progress has been made since the Select Committee’s
2000 enquiry.

C. Export of Works of Art

There are growing concerns about the manipulation of the Export Licensing system as it relates to
heritage objects; two recent cases (Coenwulf gold coin, medieval bronze mounted knight figure) have again
highlighted a loophole in the regulations which permits the raising of the price attributed to an object after
the process has begun, and at a level far beyond that reached in the saleroom (in the case of the Coenwulf
coin), or expressed on the export licence itself (in the case of the medieval figure).
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Under current regulations, even once the Expert Adviser has objected to an item’s export at an agreed
sale price, an exporter can subsequently raise the price of an object, providing he produces a document from
an apparently willing buyer. There need be no evidence of an actual transaction for this still to count as
evidence of a willing buyer and seller, and thus for the price to be counted as valid. Indeed, in the case of
the medieval figure, the owner’s representative stated that, although the owner had produced an apparently
unsolicited document from a collector oVering to purchase the figure at a sum considerably more than twice
that at which he had recently purchased it, he did not intend to sell it on. Yet this sum is deemed valid by
the Committee, and any purchasing museum is required to meet it, even though it does not represent an
intended transaction. By such tactics, the price of heritage objects may be artificially raised to a level no UK
institution could aVord or justify.

The fact that the case of the medieval figure has followed on very shortly after that of the Coenwulf coin
suggests that this might be a developing trend where heritage artefacts are concerned.

D. Immunity of Loans from seizure

The recent, and well-reported, case of the Swiss seizure of paintings on loan from Russia highlights the
need to introduce legislation to protect loans to Britain from seizure by third parties. This immunity already
exists in France, Germany and the USA, and if it is not introduced in Britain then the future of London and
the UK as a leading exhibition venue will be severely jeopardised.

E. Learning

Serious consideration should be given for making responsibilities for the encouragement and pursuit of
learning both core and strategic within heritage bodies/institutions via engagement with existing and new
users.

F. Intangible Cultural Heritage

The Government should support moves to extend protection to the intangible cultural heritage.

2. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

A. The problem of no National voice

The development of culture and heritage in the four home nations has been followed by a similar
restriction of bodies such as DCMS and Museums Libraries and Archives: the last two, for example, restrict
their remit to England. As a result, there is no body or organisation responsible for the development of
cultural policy for the UK as a whole. This has many results. One is the diYculty of developing the very
substantial potential of cultural diplomacy as a way of facilitating and extending UK engagement with other
countries throughout the world.

B. Funding arrangements for national museums

The present system works well.

3. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

A. Archaeological archives from development sites

PPG 16 has been very successful in ensuring a substantial increase in the funding available to undertake
archaeological investigations in advance of development through establishing the principle that the
developer pays and moving the burden for funding this work onto developers. However, there is one
pressing issue that was largely ignored in that document this concerns resources for museums to conserve
and house the ever increasing archaeological archives that result from these excavations. We would urge the
Committee to give consideration to that issue on which much useful work has been done by Museums
Libraries and Archives.

B. Listed Building Consent

Planning authorities should be encouraged to give more weight to the changing use of public buildings;
when the use of these buildings changes, imaginative solutions to adopting buildings should be considered,
as well as the importance of the buildings themselves.
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4. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

A. Regional Tours

The Government should be encouraged to provide additional funding to help national and non-national
museums take their collections around the country.

B. Intergovernmental Links

While heritage is principally a DCMS responsibility, more joint planning and policy development with
DfEs would create a framework for the greater involvement of communities. Heritage and archaeology are
good subjects to feed into likely changes to school curriculum and higher education over the next 5-10 years,
especially given their crucial potential role in developing civic models of cultural tolerance.

C. Valuing Heritage

There is a need to identify and measure value in terms of social capital, quality of life etc; in this way it
will be given greater weight by those responsible bodies which are otherwise dominated by economic
approaches. Heritage assets can contribute in many ways to local, regional, national and global non-
economic benefits.

5. Funding

With particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes.

A. Government funding

The government should consider investing more in museums and other cultural organisations. Museums
have made enormous eYciency gains and income, and are more popular than ever and playing an
increasingly important social, cultural and diplomatic role in UK and abroad. The issue of their funding
will obviously be made more diYcult if funding is diverted toward the Olympics.

B. Decline of HLF funding

The decline of HLF funding over the next few years will imply eVective ending of capital investment in
museums and heritage institutions at rate of last few years.

C. Lack of funding for saving heritage artefacts

The decline of funding suggests we are approaching a point where it may become impossible to save
heritage artefacts for the nation. This aVects both national museum and regional museums, as illustrated
by the current diYculties facing Leicester Museums in the purchase of the extraordinary assemblage of a
Roman parade helmet and Iron Age artefacts.

D. Funding for care of Collections

There is a general need for greater investment in the care and housing of heritage artefacts.

7. Whether There is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; The Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and Means of Making Conservation Expertise

More Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

A. Conservation Training

The supply of newly-qualified conservators from training courses in the UK and elsewhere in Europe is
suYcient to meet the needs of public institutions and private practices in the UK, but the route to obtain
the level of training needed to become fully qualified is not well defined. Lack of funds and resources has
forced some public institutions to reduce or abandon their commitment to training through internships. The
newly introduced Professional Accreditation of Conservator-Restorers (PACR) requires considerable prior
experience before granting professional status.
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B. Access to Science

The professional skills of conservators are frequently supported by scientific analysis provided by
conservation scientists. A few conservation scientists are based in Universities, but the majority work in
National Museums and Libraries or other publicly supported bodies such as English Heritage. Conservators
working outside these bodies or in the private sector have limited access to scientific back up. In the UK there
is no clear training route for scientists specialising in conservation science or the examination or analysis of
the cultural heritage. There is, as yet, no equivalent accreditation to PACR for such scientists.

C. National Role of Conservation Advice

The role of conservators and scientists in National Museums and Libraries in oVering advice and expertise
to regional bodies and National schemes such as the Portable Antiquities Scheme has undergone a series of
peaks and troughs during the past decades. Enthusiasm for assisting colleagues has not changed, but the
emphasis on internal versus external work has dictated how much time could be oVered to this activity. A
firm restatement of the importance of role of National Museums and Libraries as a resource for the whole
nation would be welcome, as would a recognition that such a commitment needs to be supported through
funding through these institutions.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by British Waterways

Submission by British Waterways

British Waterways (BW) is a statutory public corporation created by the Transport Act 1962. It is neither
a NDPB nor an Executive Agency and was established to operate as a nationalised industry on a
commercial basis.

BW owns and is the navigation authority for some 2,000 miles of inland waterways (approximately two
thirds of the national length).

BW is the third largest owner of historic structures in the United Kingdom after the Church of England
and the National Trust. Our heritage assets include:

— 2,739 Listed Buildings/structures;

— 42 Scheduled Monuments (including whole lengths of canal);

— 500 km of conservation areas; and

— 1,000s of potential archaeological sites.

In addition our waterways adjoin or bisect; five World Heritage Sites, eight Historic Battlefields and
12 Registered Historic Parks.

Most of our network is at least 200 years old and is still active and growing in use. Canals began life as
the arteries of the industrial revolution but we are now essentially a leisure facility with 28,000 licensed craft
of which 26,000 are private pleasure craft.

Some 300 million visits are made each year to our waterways, primarily on our towpath. We provide safe
access for pedestrians, cyclists and anglers for functional (eg home to work) and leisure (day out) visits.

Our waterways have undergone a renaissance in recent years and they are now the place of preference for
people to work, live and play. Property adjacent to our waterways commands a 20% price premium
compared to neighbouring property not on the waterside.

It is this popularity that has made our waterways the catalyst for urban and rural regeneration in most
major cities and parts of the countryside across the United Kingdom. Between 1990 and 2003 BW restored
200 miles of canal using lottery, European and RDA funding. On the back of these restorations, there has
been over £2 billion of investment in regeneration alongside our waterways. Parts of London, Manchester,
Leeds, Birmingham, SheYeld, Glasgow and Edinburgh have been transformed following canal restoration.
We have secured funding for four new restorations in Liverpool, Manchester, Droitwich and Stroud and
local societies and enthusiasts have plans to restore hundreds more miles over time. Although we are not
funded to deliver any of these schemes, we work hard to encourage the Lottery, the RDAs, Local Authorities
and Europe to support restorations as it is now unquestionable that revived waterways deliver significant
economic, social and environmental benefits way beyond the actual cost of restoration.

Many of the buildings associated with the original use of the canal are no longer needed by BW (for
example warehouses and lock cottages), yet they have intrinsic heritage and amenity value. BW cannot
aVord to keep and maintain all of these when they do not provide any economic value to BW. We therefore
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rely heavily on the listing process to protect many of these buildings that give character and a sense of place
to our waterways. We do still retain a significant number of buildings that are excellent examples of their
type to ensure their use, maintenance and setting are well looked after.

Waterways are an excellent example of adaptation to modern use. From purely industrial highways they
are now essentially a leisure facility. Their importance, value and amenity derive largely from their heritage
value. The most impressive and outstanding heritage structures and buildings are well protected and we will
always find the funds to keep them in good order. However, it is the small redundant features like old lock
winding gear, strapping posts, stables and rubbing strips that cause us greatest concern. Although small,
they add hugely to the interest, character and history of the waterways. They help visitors interpret the area
and relate the canals to the local community. Ensuring that these are not lost or that improvements for
boating, safety or customer service reasons do not marginalise them is a constant concern.

The built heritage of the waterways is one of the key essential ingredients that make the waterways so
attractive and popular. We are very conscious of the need to work exceptionally hard to keep alive the
history and culture of the canals. The proper care and preservation of these will ensure our future, but the
pressures are enormous and to an extent self generated as developers increasingly want to rebuild and
reshape the land and buildings around our canals because it is where their customers want to be.

As part of our drive to manage the heritage of the waterways successfully we are developing a series of
heritage partnership agreements for key historic sites. These agreements are being piloted ahead of the new
heritage protection regime for England and will permit greater self-regulation and accountability. We
believe this approach is right for BW and we are working with English Heritage, local authorities and
stakeholders to achieve this.

There are a very significant number of canal enthusiasts who support the work of BW and help safeguard
the heritage through their vigilance and enthusiasm. The vast majority of the nation’s fleet of historic canal
boats are owned by enthusiasts, much in the same way as classic car enthusiasts. There are thriving Historic
Boat Owners’ Clubs, canal restoration societies, a Horseboating Society, as well as Friends of Canal
Museums and other supportive organisations.

Our waterways can be thought of as a huge linear national park—an unbroken and freely accessible
corridor linking London, Birmingham, Manchester, Leeds, Bristol, Reading and many other towns, cities
and countryside across the United Kingdom. Their history and the historic structures they embrace provide
the character and interest that attract the millions of visitors each year. It is the very special and diVerent
sense of place and character of the waterways created by their historic structures that is and will continue
to be the reason why so many people value and make use of them every day.

27 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Business Archives Council

1. Introduction: Business Archives Council

The BAC, founded in 1934, advocates the preservation of business records of historical importance;
supplies advice and information on business archives and modern records; encourages interest in and study
of business history and archives; and provides a forum for the custodians and users of business archives.
Membership includes corporate patrons, corporate members, institutional members (such as record oYces,
libraries and museums) and individual members.

The BAC’s activities are undertaken by its trustees and members on an entirely voluntary basis.

2. Archives: Hidden Heritage

2.1 Archives are the most easily overlooked part of our national heritage. Unlike historic buildings or
landscapes, museum objects, paintings or sculpture they do not immediately engage and inspire. The
evidence and information within them often needs to be unlocked and interpreted. Their preservation is also
easily overlooked. When archives deteriorate they do so quietly behind closed doors: when a historic
building crumbles it is usually under a watchful public gaze with the concomitant amount of concern,
outrage and action.

2.2 Archives have suVered from years of underfunding as they are perceived as a very low priority within
the jigsaw of organisations that have responsibility for their care. It is only since the formation of the
Museums, Libraries and Archives Council in 2000 that archives have figured at all on the agenda of
government agencies. The funding provided through such bodies such as the Heritage Lottery Fund has
made a diVerence to archives in the public sector, improving care and access to archives to those collections.
However, there are many archive collections held privately whose preservation and use depends entirely on
the resources and proclivities of their owners.
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2.3 The Museums, Libraries and Archives Council has been successful in channelling funding to
museums, through the Renaissance in the Regions programme, and to libraries, through the Framework
for the Future programme. However, although the DCMS commissioned the Archive Task Force to
produce the report into the sector Listening to the Past, Speaking to the Future, there was no funding
forthcoming to implement the findings of this report.

2.4 In view of the small amount of funding available for the archives sector as a whole, the BAC is
obviously concerned about the possible diversion of government funding from the Heritage sector to Sports
in view of the awarding of the Olympic Games for 2012 to London. Similarly, we believe that the percentage
of lottery funding allocated to The Heritage Lottery Fund should not be decreased in order to enhance that
allocated to Sport.

2.5 The Heritage White Paper needs to identify those parts of our heritage which are most at risk and
for which there is currently little protection, representation and support by government agencies and
policies, such as business archives. We are concerned to note that although the remit of this inquiry is ‘the
nation’s heritage’, it seems to be interpreting heritage very narrowly and concentrating on historic buildings
at the expense of other parts of the sector, such as archives.

3. Business Archives: What Are We Talking About?

Business archives form a vital constituent of our national heritage. They reflect the history and
significance of business in Britain, which has a unique place in the birth and development of industry and
commerce.

“Business archives” take three forms:

1. Collections that are held in-house by a business, which provides public access and employs staV to
manage the archive.

2. Collections in publicly funded record oYces and libraries, relating to businesses that may or may not
be trading.

3. Material of historical significance held by businesses that are unaware of the potential value of the
records and make no provision for the proper care of the records.

4. Business Archives: Dimensions

Age: Business archives in the UK have a long pedigree. Some corporate members of the BAC established
archives in the inter-war period, even before the appearance of the many repositories in the public sector.
Significant numbers of UK companies (estimated at 70) have established archives, and given access to their
records, in the last 30 years. These companies include many major, blue chip businesses that are
household names.

Size: Those archives that are held and cared for in-house by businesses can be estimated at over 47.5 miles
of shelf space.

Funding: The entire cost of maintaining archives in-house by businesses is borne by the companies
themselves. Business archives held in the public sector are funded by national or local authorities, although
an increasing number of business collections are also supported by endowments, donations and other
maintenance payments.

Personnel: The BAC estimates that there are now over 200 professional archivists and records managers
employed within companies to manage and care for their records, compared with only six in the late 1960s.
In addition many archivists in the public sector have specific responsibilities for business collections.

5. Business Archives: Characteristics

5.1 There are profound diVerences between business archives in the private sector and public sector in
their evolution, operation and funding. In essence, the holdings of business archives are private property as
distinct from those held by public and governmental bodies. The usage and destiny of business archives held
in-house remains the private concern of the owner. The owner can choose to allow or refuse access to them,
sell the archives collections on the open market or indeed destroy all the archives.

5.2 The owners of business archives incur significant costs in preserving and making accessible their
collections. The costs can be partly justified in terms of management information, legal and regulatory
requirements, public relations, internal morale, enhancement of business marques, or the core values of the
business. External users are usually a minority of users but their requirements are a significant cost to the
business.

5.3 A business archive retained in the environment in which it is created has a close organic relationship
with the source of the archive material. As such its custodians will have developed knowledge of, and
sensitivity to, the way the parent company operates and evolves. This is invaluable to users of archives,
whether internal or external, and enhances exploitation of the collection. The custodians are much more
likely to interpret the archives for users than in publicly funded bodies.
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5.4 The existence of a business archive ensures that the ongoing records of the company and its activities
continue to feed through to the archive. It ensures that “history does not stop” as is so often the case when
orphaned business papers find their way into the public archives sector.

6. Business Archives: What Problems Do They Have?

6.1 Business archives are burdened with the perception that because they are part of a business they have
infinite funds to draw upon whereas the reality is that as a non-profit department within the company they
are constantly forced to justify their meagre budgets and continued existence. Although many other archive
services have been able to access funding from bodies such as The Heritage Lottery Fund to improve
conservation of, and access to, their archives collections, this has not been possible for the archive services of
businesses. Although many provide public access to archive material it is not possible for in-house business
archives to access public money because they do not have a not-for-profit legal status.

6.2 There is a widespread belief that a business archives is best served when the company donates it to a
public sector repository. Although this is obviously preferable to the archives being broken up and sold on
the open market, or destroyed, it is far better that the business archives continues to exist in-house in order
to ensure that it is built upon and continues to bear witness to the ongoing history and activities of that
business.

6.3 Although the picture has significantly improved in the last 30 years, only a relatively small percentage
of businesses in the UK maintain an in-house archive service. Hundreds of businesses that keep records have
featured in the BAC’s surveys. However, there are no resources to follow up these surveys or to discover
whether there are more archive collections yet to be found which are at present mouldering away in
basements and warehouses.

6.4 When businesses fail it is often diYcult to rescue and find homes for their archives, even if they are
businesses of major national or international significance. The network of public sector archives uses
geographic boundaries to influence its collecting criteria, which do not correspond to the area of operations
of national or multinational businesses so there is no natural home for such collections. Additionally, years
of underfunding in the archive sector means that there is a lack of capacity and little space or resources that
could be devoted to saving and preserving business collections.

7. Business Archives: How Can Things Be Improved?

7.1 Government should consider how it could encourage more private owners, including businesses, to
preserve and make accessible their archives.

7.2 Financial support could be oVered to businesses that maintain an archive—tax incentives, for
example could be considered.

7.3 Government could also provide incentives and encourage businesses to set up trusts for their archives
to ensure their integrity, their continuity and growth.

7.4 In those instances where business archives are being jettisoned by the parent company (as a result of
takeovers, financial reorganisation, cessation of business etc) a sustainable structure should be established
for the assessment and housing of such archives.

7.5 EVorts should be made to ensure that liquidators and receivers are aware of the potential value of
business archives, so that they can report their existence to a designated body. The BAC has attempted this
sort of rescue work in the past, but its resources as a small charity have never permitted a comprehensive
approach.

7.6 Just as grants are available to the private owners of listed buildings, so could grants be available to
the private owners of archives, including businesses, to conserve and improve access to their collections.
Such grants could be conditional on continued public access to these collections.

17 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Cambridgeshire County Council

I am writing in my capacity of Head of Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology Service in response
to the DCMS Inquiry into Heritage. The Archaeology Service maintains the Cambridgeshire Historic
Environment Record, advises on planning and countryside issues, undertakes research through its
archaeological field unit, and provides a programme of outreach and learning for the communities of
Cambridgeshire.
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What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

— DCMS should promote joined-up working between English Heritage and local government, and
between the diVerent tiers of local government, to ensure that the proposed changes arising from
the Heritage Protection Review (HPR) are most eVectively implemented.

— Adequate resources must be provided to both English Heritage and local government to
implement the new system proposed under HPR.

— DCMS must recognise the pivotal role of well-developed and adequately resourced information
bases (as provided by the network of Historic Environment Records and the National Monuments
Record) in implementing the HPR.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

— HPR has required active partnership between DCMS, English Heritage, ALGAO and IHBC, and
has shown that they can work very eVectively together on strategic policy issues. All too often,
however, their eVectiveness has been constrained by the limited resources available to them.

— The influence of both DCMS and English Heritage on overall government policy appears very
weak, and too often their views seem to be regarded as secondary in importance to those of the
more “heavyweight” government departments and advisors.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

— There has been increasing recognition in recent years that heritage makes a significant contribution
to economic prosperity and regeneration in the UK, and that heritage and development need not
necessarily be in conflict.

— PPG16 recognised archaeological remains as a material consideration in the planning process and
as a finite and non-renewable resource. There must be a strong and continuing presumption in
favour of their physical preservation.

— PPG16 has been instrumental in promoting development-led archaeological work in the UK—in
the Cambridge Sub-Region, for example, which is among the fastest-growing areas in the country,
there are around 200 archaeological interventions in response to development each year.

— It is clear that PPG16 is in serious need of revision to reflect experience gained since its publication
in 1990, particularly in requiring developers to pay for the full scientific analysis, publication,
dissemination and archiving of the results of development-led archaeological work.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

— Access to, and conservation of, heritage assets must remain a priority for future investment and
development—heritage makes a significant contribution to the economic wealth of this country.

— Heritage can also make an enormous contribution to a community’s sense of pride and place—
particularly in new communities such as those being developed in the London-Stansted-
Cambridge-Peterborough Growth Areas.

— Cambridgeshire Archaeology runs a highly successful Outreach and Learning programme, which
this year reached a record 10,000 people—community interest in the heritage has never been so
high.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

— Whilst we warmly welcome and support the London Olympics (and indeed believe that the
nation’s heritage has much to contribute to the Olympic oVer), we are very concerned about the
possible diversion of funding away from the heritage sector, where so much has been achieved with
the support of the Heritage Lottery Fund.

— We are particularly concerned about the threat to the future of the Local Heritage Initiative, which
has been hugely successful in promoting and supporting community access to, and involvement
with, the local heritage.
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— Any threat to this source of funding will have profoundly retrograde eVects on the heritage sector
in this country. Community participation in heritage activities is at an all time high, and it is vital
that we are able to respond to that interest.

— English Heritage remains highly regarded in the heritage sector, but its role as a significant partner
in heritage projects has been progressively eroded as its budgets have diminished. It is vital that
its funding is protected from further decline.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage

— Since its inception, English Heritage has played a vital role in the management, protection and
promotion of the nation’s heritage, as well as in providing an invaluable lead in training, guidance,
expertise and best practice.

— In recent years however its influence on policy and protection, as well as research and development,
has been severely weakened by successive government reviews, and it is important that this trend
is reversed, allowing it to play a more active and self-confident role in championing the nation’s
heritage.

— English Heritage will also have a vital regulatory role under the proposed HPR regime in ensuring
that any powers devolved to local authorities are not undermined by local political considerations.

— There are likely to be significant resource implications for local authorities taking on new
responsibilities under HPR. It is important that diVerent tiers of local government work in close
partnership to ensure the eVectiveness of a unified consent procedure and designation system.

— In recent years, HLF has become the major funding body for heritage-based community events
and public access projects in this country, and has largely replaced government and English
Heritage funding in this regard. It is important that this excellent work is maintained and that the
contribution it has made to the promotion and understanding of the nation’s heritage is
maintained and developed.

— There is also a shortage of accessible space for the long-term care, storage and display of
archaeological collections.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

— The shortage of trained professionals is not limited to conservation oYcers—there is a more
general shortage of historic environment professionals such as archaeologists and conservators
across the country. Training and development of the skills base will be even more crucial for the
success of the proposed new designation regime.

— Historic environment professionals in local government often lack the voice to influence major
decision-making. This might be addressed by a stronger lead from central government on the
importance of the historic environment. Best Value Performance Indicator 205, which requires
local authorities to have access to specialist heritage advice, will be helpful here, though it should
in future be extended to County Councils. The HELM initiative might have been more successful
in this respect had it secured the active support of local government heritage professionals.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)

Introduction

1. CPRE welcomes the Committee’s decision to hold an inquiry into protecting, preserving and making
accessible our nation’s heritage. CPRE has a longstanding interest in heritage issues. We have been closely
involved in the establishment and development of the planning system and controls to protect the historic
environment. We continue to campaign for a robust planning system which can protect and enhance the
environment while accommodating necessary development, most recently through our ongoing engagement
with the Government’s planning reforms.
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Suggested Priorities for the Heritage White Paper

Recognition and protection for wider heritage

2. Heritage is all around us. It is not restricted to stately homes and castles, but includes everyday places
where people live and work (Mori poll, Heritage Counts 2003). Much heritage is at risk due to a failure to
recognise its existence or the benefits it brings, or as a result of a lack of means, will, knowledge or resources
to protect it. Despite a recognition on the part of Government that the historic environment extends beyond
statutorily designated assets in its statement a Force for our future (DCMS, 2001) we are concerned that the
Government has proposed no new measures to assist in safeguarding it. Research by CPRE and the
National Trust has identified many ways in which wider heritage might be given the recognition and
protection it deserves (Recharging the power of place, CPRE, National Trust, Heritage Link, 2004—copy
enclosed). Conservation appraisal and landscape characterisation were identified as particularly valuable
for identifying an area’s distinctive features and qualities worthy of protection and enhancement.

3. We recommend that such characterisation should be carried out across the whole of the historic
environment, not solely in designated areas. We recommend that it be a requirement that results from
characterisation exercises should inform development plan policies (in Regional Spatial Strategies and
Local Development Frameworks) and be treated as a material consideration in planning and other relevant
decisions.

4. Conservation Areas should continue to be recognised in the hierarchy of heritage assets and ways of
strengthening their protection and promoting responsible stewardship actively considered. While their
quality and significance varies considerably, cumulatively the national significance of designated
Conservation Areas is considerable.

Integrate heritage conservation across Government and wider decision making

5. While it is important that conservation controls are easy to understand and use, proposals to change
these should ensure continuing strong protection for heritage assets. We believe the national policies and
presumptions in PPGs 15 and 16 should continue to apply. Measures are also needed to ensure that planning
decisions take better account of the value of wider heritage. There are many potential benefits to this
approach. For example, a conservation-led approach which considers the historic environment as a whole
(regardless of whether it is specially designated, or contains listed buildings and features) should lead to more
informed decisions about the way areas should be managed, planned, protected and developed in order to
contribute to economic, social and environmental well-being. As part of the ODPM’s ongoing review of the
General Permitted Development Order, we recommend that demolition be brought within planning control.
There continues to be an urgent need for the Government to take eVective action to address issues raised
by the Shimizu judgement in 1997.

A duty of care for heritage

6. Much harm results from a failure to recognise the existence or value of heritage, whether to local
communities or society as a whole. While regulation helps protect heritage from wilful damage it can do little
to prevent neglect or promote responsible stewardship. A statutory duty of care on public bodies towards the
historic environment would help foster co-ordinated and responsible action to protect and enhance the
historic environment.

7. The economic importance of the historic environment extends well beyond its role in stimulating
tourism to embrace regeneration, sustainable development, social inclusion and other key Government
policy objectives. This needs to be reflected in departmental commitments and priorities.

The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

8. DCMS and English Heritage need to act as champions for the historic environment, as well as advisors
and regulators. Heritage does not seem high among current Government priorities, despite its relevance and
significance in achieving broader objectives, particularly in relation to sustainability and long term economic
prosperity. A public service agreement (PSA) requiring all Government departments work to be “proofed”
against heritage objectives would help address this. We suggest that the Committee consider opportunities
for this in connection with the forthcoming Comprehensive Spending Review 2007.

9. Heritage responsibilities and commitments need to be shared across Government departments,
particularly those most concerned with the environment: Defra, DCMS and ODPM. We suggest that the
Committee considers whether there is a case for English Heritage to be sponsored jointly by ODPM and
DCMS. This might improve liaison between regulatory bodies over activities such as planning which have
such profound implications for heritage.

10. The ability of English Heritage to act as a steward of the nation’s heritage depends to a large degree
on it continuing to receive the resources it needs to carry out its regulatory duties eVectively.
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The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

11. CPRE fears that this question reflects a common misconception that heritage and development are
somehow inevitably in conflict. Heritage and development are not mutually exclusive—there are many
successful examples where they are complementary. While the relationship between heritage and
development needs careful consideration, this is more a matter of approach than “balance”. Planning Policy
Statement 1 Delivering Sustainable Development (PPS1, 2005, paragraphs 4 and 24), the Government’s
overarching planning policy statement, explicitly refers to the need to integrate sustainable development
objectives, as distinct from trying to balance them or trade one oV against another. CPRE strongly
supports this.

12. A conservation-led approach should assist with this integration, since it seeks to understand the
significance and potential of heritage, identify opportunities as well as constraints relating to development
needs, and examine how they might be overcome. The aim should be to reconcile and integrate, rather than
balance, heritage and development objectives wherever possible. Research by CPRE and others suggests
that a conservation-led approach to policy-making need not be restricted to specially designated areas or
areas in need of regeneration, but can lead to more informed decisions about the way every area should be
managed, planned, protected and developed (Recharging the power of place).

13. The attractiveness of many of our towns and cities, and their economic health, owes much to the
quality of the historic environment. In striving to achieve sustainable communities it makes sense to make
the best of the historic environment, rather than start with a blank canvas. The historic environment
provides a template for how to develop sustainably, particularly with regard to design, higher densities (eg
highly desirable Kensington and Chelsea in London), street layout and the public realm. A conservation-
led approach is more sustainable environmentally, since it often uses less energy and fewer resources to
refurbish a building than to demolish and rebuild if lifetime costs, including costs associated with
transporting and extracting materials and waste, are taken into account.

14. CPRE believes that in recent years too much emphasis has been placed on processing planning
applications quickly: the quality of decisions and the resulting development has suVered as a result. Given
the increasing growth pressures, among them Government aspirations to increase housebuilding by a third,
it will be vital that local planning authorities employ enough skilled staV to scrutinise applications properly.
We recommend that the quality of planning and conservation services and outcomes should be considered
in any assessment of local authority performance, such as through the Best Value regime, Comprehensive
Performance Assessments or their successors, and measures put in place to support local authorities in their
eVorts to deliver better quality services.

Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

15. We do not wish to comment in detail on this question, but wish to highlight the role that landscape
characterisation and similar tools can play in bringing communities together, facilitating dialogue and
promoting understanding of the historic environment (examples are given in Recharging the power of place,
page 19. See alsoUnlocking the landscape, CPRE, 2005, on how local communities can engage in landscape
character assessment).

Funding

16. We believe that the level of public resources devoted to heritage protection does not currently reflect
the very high value the public places on heritage or the contribution it makes to our quality of life. Heritage
matters to people of all ages and from all walks of life, as numerous surveys have shown; it provides
continuity with the past, a sense of place, community and identity (all essential components of a sustainable
community) and makes a significant contribution economically. Tourism and leisure industries depend to
a large degree on heritage, and contribute significantly to the UK’s balance of payments.

17. In particular, we are concerned by the lack of suYcient funding for English Heritage. This has not
increased in real terms for over 10 years. It has serious implications for its ability to perform its duties
eVectively and is especially worrying given the additional duties English Heritage has agreed to take on in
recent years, such as administering the listing system.

18. Action is urgently needed to equalise VAT, ie between planned maintenance and repair on the one
hand and new build on the other. This anomaly penalises maintenance and repair of historic buildings and
encourages inappropriate alterations (which do not attract VAT) and has left many buildings at risk.

19. The diVerential between VAT rates on new build and repair creates a perverse incentive to leave
buildings in a state of disrepair or to demolish sound buildings rather than encourage their eVective use and
maintenance. This is because it adds to the cost of bringing buildings back into use, through repair or
renovation. VAT, together with other site related costs, encourages greenfield development by making it
more attractive relative to development which makes use of previously developed land and buildings. This
contributes to a cycle of decline, as run-down areas are generally less attractive to investors and developers
(even though they may present significant opportunities) and leaves our countryside and its historic
landscapes vulnerable to increased development pressure.
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20. The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) is an important and welcome source of funding for the heritage
sector. It has brought many benefits. We recommend that HLF funding should be maintained and
preferably increased. We are concerned, however, that the HLF is coming to be seen as a substitute for
proper core funding for organisations such as English Heritage, and not as additional to it, as was originally
intended when the Lottery was set up.

Roles and Responsibilities of English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, Local Authorities,
Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s
Heritage

21. By far the most important roles of English Heritage are those of regulator and distributor of grants.
Local authorities lack a strategic, national overview. Therefore the ability of English Heritage advisors to
continue to engage in relevant casework, for example, including by retaining the capacity to engage in a
major public inquiry, is crucial.

22. To ensure that heritage continues to be protected, it is vital that the Government’s statutory advisor
on heritage is taken seriously and funded in a way that enables it to employ the skilled, qualified staV it needs
to do its job properly. We are concerned by the chronic funding pressures in English Heritage. This is driving
the body to become more commercial and we fear that this could ultimately compromise its role.

23. We recommend that English Heritage should be jointly sponsored by ODPM and DCMS. This should
help to ensure that heritage issues are routinely plugged-in to the work of ODPM across the range of its
activities relating to the historic environment, and not merely considered as an afterthought or even ignored.
Joint sponsorship should help put English Heritage on an equal footing to the Commission for Architecture
and the Built Environment (CABE), assist in raising the profile of the organisation, and facilitate more
integrated working between the two bodies.

24. With regard to other bodies, since its establishment in 2003, Heritage Link has played a vital role in
keeping the sector informed, in coordinating activities of member organisations, in conducting research, and
in acting as an authoritative advocate on behalf of the sector.

25. As stated above, the Heritage Lottery Fund has supported much valuable work. In particular, the
Local Heritage Initiative programme has been particularly successful acting as a catalyst for local activity
and community involvement and levering considerable additional resources for heritage. We hope this and
similar schemes will continue to be supported and developed in future.

Skills

26. The lack of conservation skills at all levels of Government and more broadly urgently needs to be
addressed. Traditional conservation skills are an increasingly scarce resource; some are in danger of
becoming lost altogether.Heritage Counts 2005, English Heritage’s annual state of the historic environment
report, records that traditional craft skills of dry-stone walling, thatching, millwrighting, earth walling and
flint-knapping, essential for protecting our rural heritage, are seriously threatened.

27. Local planning authorities need ready access to professionally trained conservation staV, ideally in
situ, and appropriate specialists they can call upon when necessary to provide support and advice in a timely
manner. We welcome HELM and similar training schemes, but these should not be seen as a substitute for
English Heritage continuing to do case work in connection with particular planning issues, particularly
where issues of national significance are raised.

28. Substantial expertise, resources and enthusiasm exist within the voluntary sector and local
communities. This needs to be recognised and supported more eVectively by Government.

29. Responsible stewardship of heritage is highly dependent on the availability of information, advice and
other sources of assistance, eg grants and training, and how easy it is for owners and others who come into
contact with heritage to gain access to these.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Cathedral Architects Association

1. This submission has been prepared by the Cathedral Architects Association. The Association is the
principal body to which all architects working on the English Anglican Cathedrals and the major Roman
Catholic Cathedrals are members. The appointment of a Cathedral Architect is a statutory requirement for
all Anglican Cathedrals and is laid down as a requirement in the Care of Cathedrals Measure. The
Architect’s role is to advise the Dean and Chapter on the necessary conservation and repair of the Cathedral
Church and the surrounding precinct or close buildings, to direct the policy of conservation and repair and
to oversee new developments within the Cathedral and its setting. It is frequently consulted by English
Heritage, the Cathedrals Fabric Commission for England and the Heritage Lottery Fund.
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2. The Cathedral Architects Association recognises that the best way to preserve any historic
environment is to ensure that there is a lively and viable economic community around it. This generates
income and visitors as well as an interest in the care and preservation of the historic artefacts.

The cathedral and cathedral precinct or close are often the core of an historic city and the key tourism
attraction within the region. It would be diYcult to imagine what a city like Canterbury, Salisbury or York
would be without its Cathedral. All Anglican Cathedrals are listed Grade I and most lie within conservation
areas, some within World Heritage Sites.

The Association recognise that there is a need for allowing active commercial activity and new
development to bring life and growth into the city and that the cathedral needs to play its part in that
exercise. The most successful cathedrals are ones that are integrated into the commercial, cultural and social
life of the city.

3. However the Association recognise that cathedrals and their setting often have to maintain a delicate
balance between conservation and care of the historic environment and allowing for growth, change and
new initiatives. Almost uniquely cathedrals continue to be used for the purpose for which they were
originally built, in some cases more than 1,000 years ago. This continuity of use needs to be sensitively
protected by ensuring that new development is not too intrusive and that appropriate funding is available
to ensure conservation and repair as necessary. The Association has therefore been concerned about the
gradual loss of income available from central government sources for the conservation, repair and upkeep
of the historic environment. It is also concerned about insensitive over-development that sometimes has had
a detrimental impact on the cathedral environment.

4. The Association welcomes the awarding of the Olympic Games to London in 2012 believing that the
focus that this will bring to the country will be of general benefit and will have a spin-oV aVecting tourism
and visits to the country not directly associated with the Games themselves. However the Association is
concerned that the focus of attention in the London region could have a detrimental impact on the rest of
the country and that the positive benefits of the Games will be lost within a few years after 2012. After that
time however the cathedral authorities will still have the continuing maintenance and care responsibility for
major historic assets. A number of the major cathedrals have long-term conservation and repair
programmes which will last for at least another 20–25 years, needing major expenditure creating demanding
fund-raising. Such cathedrals as Salisbury, York, Canterbury and Lincoln are in the middle of long-term
conservation and repair programmes which if not satisfactorily completed will significantly put at risk the
future care of the building. Therefore any diversion of funds away from the care of the historic environment
could have a long-term detrimental impact on cathedrals.

Though it is recognised that significant public funds are now going to be diverted into funding the Olympic
Games, the Association is keen to ensure that this is not at the detriment of funding to cathedrals and their
precincts which have already experienced a gradual denuding of its funding source from central government
over the last few years. This reduction has already had a negative impact on care of some buildings. We are
concerned to see the arrest of this funding decline and not see a further loss of income through concentration
on the Olympic Games.

5. The Association has been particularly concerned about the lack of funding available through English
Heritage for the care of cathedrals. A number of years ago a designated grant scheme was set up and run
by English Heritage giving ring-fenced money only available to the English Cathedrals. Until recently this
fund had a total of £3 million per annum to give to worthy Cathedral projects. This fund has now been
stepped down to £1 million which when divided amongst all the eligible Cathedrals means that only very
small grants can be made available. For instance Lincoln Cathedral, which has a repair programme which
is due to last at least to 2020 and needing at today’s expenditure £1 million per annum, the maximum annual
grant which has been made available from the English Heritage scheme is £100,000. This leaves the
Cathedral to raise approximately £900,000 each year from its own limited historic resources and from a
major but very demanding fund-raising campaign.

Other cathedrals in recent years have applied but failed to receive grant aid from the limited pot of money
available through English Heritage. As a result some cathedrals have had to neglect essential fabric repair
programmes or only tackle small parts of schemes which now need urgent attention. An example is the
conservation programme on the East Front of Carlisle Cathedral where sections of falling masonry
necessitated the closure of the principal elevation of the Cathedral from the public for a period of time before
temporary safety netting could be put over the dangerous parts of the structure. A campaign of work costing
£250,000 has been identified as essential and English Heritage has now been able to award a grant of only
£50,000 towards a small part of this programme. This means that the overall project will cost more since it
will need to be undertaken in a series of phases with supplementary costs associated with setting up each
individual phase.

6. The Association is not concerned about the availability of architects with appropriate conservation
experience and ability. There are a number of well recognised training schemes operating at post-graduate
level for qualified architects and a considerable number of architectural practices oVer opportunities to build
up experience and knowledge in this area of work.
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However the Association is very concerned about the level of ability and experience of people employed
within local authorities and English Heritage. There appears to be a dearth of people with suYcient depth
of knowledge and experience of conservation both at a practical and theoretical level. There appears to have
been a downgrading of the level of seniority of conservation oYcers in many local authority oYces with the
result that the degree of expertise for advising and consulting is not as it used to be. There also appears to
have been a loss of experience within English Heritage. This has been particularly evident since the
reorganisation of English Heritage which has taken place over the last couple of years. As a result the
members of the Association often feel that they are having to deal with both grant applications and
consultations in connection with consents for development within the cathedral or precinct with staV who
do not have appropriate knowledge and experience to deal with the complex issues involved.

9 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Cathedrals Fabric Commission

This submission, made on behalf of the Cathedrals Fabric Commission for England, should be read as
complementary to that of the Church Heritage Forum. It identifies some of the specific issues particularly
relevant to cathedrals.

What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

1. We hope that the DCMS will take especial account of the need to support cathedrals because of their
major contribution to the environment of some of the most significant, well-loved and most heavily visited
cities within this country. From the 6th century onwards, cathedral and city have often developed together,
the one contributing to the prosperity and identity of the other. This can be seen on a grand scale with
cathedrals such as Canterbury, with its place both in history and in literature as well as its central place in
the Anglican Communion, or Salisbury, whose name alone brings to mind a mental picture of its spire, or
the World Heritage Site of Durham. The modern cathedral of Coventry famously symbolises the rebirth
after the Second World War, and Liverpool a major project of the 20th century as well as the ecumenical co-
operation between Anglican and Roman Catholic Christians with their contrasting, but equally powerful,
buildings within a short distance of each other. The new tower at St Edmundsbury Cathedral, unveiled only
last summer, shows how cathedrals can still excite their local communities as building work with
continuance of historic skills progresses. But less internationally famous cathedrals or more modern
foundations—Blackburn, Guildford, Manchester and others—each provide a presence which is a key part
of the city’s landscape, a visible reminder of historical continuity and architectural development, and a focus
for activity of many kinds to engage with local people and visitors from near or far. All are major centres
of worship, and the seat of the bishop—but they are open to all to appreciate, enjoy, admire and learn from,
whether those visitors profess any religious faith or none.

— York Minster, Canterbury Cathedral, Westminster Abbey consistently appear in the top 10 of
historic visitor attractions according to figures recorded by VisitBritain;

— The Breakfast and Archer Project at SheYeld Cathedral serves around 770 breakfasts and 265
lunches each month to homeless people, and provides food parcels, a café, dental care and training
in writing and computer skills. In October 2005, work has just started on a new Community
Resources Centre on the Cathedral site, providing even wider facilities;

— Every year, around 12.5 million people visit Church of England cathedrals, including over 300,000
pupils on school visits;

— The direct economic impact of visitors to cathedrals has been estimated at £91 million per
annum—£150 million if indirect eVects are included. Cathedrals support over 2,600 jobs;

— Cathedrals support musical activity (usually daily services, with many other concerts and cultural
events). A 2002 survey revealed that the six SW cathedrals gave, in total, 305 concerts (including
29 by the cathedral choirs), with total audiences estimated at 122,049 per year;

— Cathedrals regularly commission new artwork adding to the artistic inheritance of past
generations. In June 2004, Rochester Cathedral unveiled the first fresco to be painted in an English
Cathedral since the 12th century. Measuring more than 30 feet by 20 feet, it was painted by Sergei
Fyodorov, a well-known Russian iconographer.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

2. English Heritage set up the cathedral grant scheme in 1991, which has been very beneficial in providing
assistance to a number of cathedrals requiring major repair works. We regret the reduction in grants
available from EH at the present time—see further below under Funding. While recognising the very real
pressures under which many parish churches are operating, we hope that DCMS and EH will not fall into
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the frequent trap of assuming that cathedrals, because of their generally greater resources and staYng, are
thereby less in need of help. The pressures upon them—including the need to provide services, visitor
facilities, choral and organ music, and many more for the diocese and city, let alone maintenance of major
historic buildings—are correspondingly great, and the financial resources often now negligible in proportion
to the task.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

3. Cathedrals particularly require to get the balance between new development and conservation right:
many are currently engaged in or preparing major new facilities of all kinds of visitors from restaurants to
education centres. It becomes particularly important here to strike the right balance between respecting the
historic cathedral and precinct and providing new work which fits into the context. Close liaison with local
authorities as well as English Heritage is needed here, especially as new projects will require consent under
both planning legislation and the Care of Cathedrals Measure system.

4. We are also conscious of the need to ensure that our own system is as streamlined as possible and well
understood, and are putting considerable staV eVort into training seminars for cathedral personnel on how
the system operates.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

5. Cathedrals are very conscious of their role in enabling adults and children alike to understand and
enjoy their heritage:

— Chester Cathedral have Pilgrim days, a week when 900 children attend during the week to take
part in art, poetry, music and drama workshops;

— Bells, organs and choral singing give continuing life to music developed over centuries;

— In August 2005, Manchester Cathedral ran a Summer School where the children explored the rich
and varied multi-faith heritage of Manchester exploring and learning how to interpret the two
Christian Cathedrals (Manchester Anglican Cathedral and Salford Roman Catholic Cathedral),
a Jewish Synagogue (The Jewish Museum) and an Islamic Mosque (Khizra Mosque); coming to
understand the elements these faiths have in common and where they are diVerent;

— St Albans Abbey has four qualified teachers plus an administrator and a volunteer team of around
30 people working with 13–14,000 young people each year. They provide trails and practical
workshops to tie in with the National Curriculum;

— Collaboration between the City Council and Ripon Cathedral led to seven successful Lottery
applications which included repaving the Cathedral’s forecourt as part of a wider repaving scheme
and the restoration and re-opening of the medieval Thorpe Prebend House, to house an
interpretative and education centre for the Cathedral and the City. Working together with
Yorkshire Forward has enabled a concerted marketing strategy between City, Cathedral and
surrounding attractions, to develop Ripon further as a tourist destination and revive the economy
of the city;

— A survey carried out at Canterbury Cathedral between 9 May and 2 July 2005 showed that of the
16,161 visitors surveyed, 9301 (57%) were from outside the UK. In a more in depth survey of 153
individuals (90 of them from outside the UK), the major attractions of the visit most often
mentioned were:

— the architecture (36% of respondents);

— the stained glass (35%);

— the history (20%);

— the atmosphere (18%).

While Canterbury is perhaps atypical in its geographical position and in its architectural prominence,
these figures do illustrate the great draw to visitors of historic buildings and their significant potential for
bringing income from abroad.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and the forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

6. Church of England cathedrals spend £11 million annually on repairs and maintenance. Cathedral
grants have declined from the original £3 million per annum (when the scheme was first introduced in 1991),
to £1 million per annum at present. English Heritage’s survey of 2002 found that £39 million worth of urgent
high-level work was still outstanding.
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7. Cathedrals are a major draw—not just the building itself, but as a backdrop to a destination oVering
other attractions. The direct economic impact of visitors to cathedrals has been estimated at £91 million per
annum—£150 million if indirect eVects are included. Cathedrals support over 2,600 jobs.

8. We would urge that the amount of grant funding available to cathedrals should be increased and
support the proposal for 50% state funding. At the very least, Building Faith in our Future last year
recommended a return to the original levels of £3 million per year in repair grants. While we welcome the
extension of grants to cover conservation plans and improved access for maintenance and inspection, we
are concerned also that the current grant programme gives no scope for helping with works which are not
high-level and for which funding is not easily available elsewhere.

9. We too urge that the HLF and Big Lottery continue to be given the resources to grant aid projects
to cathedrals, both heritage projects or regeneration projects, and develop a closer understanding of how
cathedrals can and do benefit the wider community.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage?

10. Cathedrals recognise their responsibilities for the maintenance of their buildings; but, like parish
churches, they deserve more specific help. The nation is gaining a tremendous benefit for very little input.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and the means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public.

11. Long-established crafts such as stained glass, stone-carving, and woodwork have benefited hugely
from the contribution of cathedrals. Cathedrals themselves are very well aware of their dependence on these
skills. Lincoln Cathedral Works Department won the national award for small business training in 2005.
But the skills involved are time-intensive, and not quickly learnt. More help in terms of bursaries to
encourage training in such skills could be very beneficial.

Conclusion

12. The needs of cathedrals are in general terms very similar to those of parish churches. But they have
a distinctive contribution of their own. It is hoped that the Select Committee will take account of these
specific needs and constraints in considering its report.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Chatham Historic Dockyard Trust

Chatham Historic Dockyard is a site of international maritime heritage significance. Its 80-acre (32 ha)
site contains some 100 buildings and structures, of which 47 are scheduled as Ancient Monuments. It is the
most complete example anywhere in the world of an 18th Century dockyard equipped to build, repair and
maintain the ships of the Navy. The variety and completeness of The Historic Dockyard’s buildings and
structures give a unique picture of the processes involved in building warships for the Royal Navy through
the Age of Sail and beyond. From ship design, through the preparation and working of timber and iron, the
manufacture of rope, sails, flags, paints, rolled lead and galvanised iron, to ship construction, repair and
refit on the slips and in the dry docks; all are clearly depicted on the Chatham site. The Historic Dockyard
Chatham is a unique survival of this key period of British and world history.

Following the closure of the Royal Dockyard in 1984, The Historic Dockyard was placed under the
stewardship of an independent charitable trust, the Chatham Historic Dockyard Trust (reg no 292101),
established by government to preserve and interpret the site for the benefit of this and future generations.
Since then an ambitious programme of conservation, adaptation and re-use has returned life to the site
whilst protecting its authenticity. The site is now home to over 100 businesses and other users employing
approximately 1,000 people; some 400 people live on the site; and it is visited by over 130,000 people per
year. With Rochester Cathedral and Castle, it is a core element in the cultural tourism oVer of Medway and
North Kent which, An economic impact study carried out by Tourism South East for Medway Council
study estimated the value of tourism to the local economy in 2003 to be approximately £250 million,
supporting 3,865 FTE jobs and 5,175 actual jobs.

The work of the Chatham Historic Dockyard Trust has recently received recognition both nationally and
internationally as a finalist (with its neighbour SEEDA) in the Deputy Prime Minister’s Sustainable
Communities Award 2004, and a Medallist in the Europa Nostra—European Union Prize for Cultural
Heritage 2004 (Cultural Landscapes category). It is a member of the Renaissance in the Regions South East
Museum Hub and in December 2005 received full accreditation under the MLA museum accreditation
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scheme—one of the first museums in the UK so to do. These achievements have in no small way been
facilitated by the Trust’s working in close partnership with national and regional funding agencies,
stakeholders and other partners including DCMS, the Heritage Lottery Fund, English Heritage, SEEDA
and Medway Council.

The comments set out below accordingly reflect the Trust’s experience in the restoration of The Historic
Dockyard through a sustained strategy of preservation through re-use, applied consistently over a period
of some 21 years. They primarily reflect our views of and experience in the regeneration of historic sites and
the promotion of cultural tourism.

Priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

We believe that future priorities should include:

— Promoting the sensitive regeneration of historic sites and landscapes as a source of pride and a key
element in fostering truly sustainable communities. The UK’s heritage provides a unique sense of
place locally, regionally and nationally and is a key element in fostering communities in which
people want to live and work, and vibrant destinations for cultural tourism.

— Encouraging the various elements of the DCMS community to work in partnership regionally and
nationally. In this regard, Renaissance in the Regions has been an important initiative in which
The Historic Dockyard is enthusiastically involved. The Trust is also working in partnership with
three national museums—the Imperial War Museum, National Maritime Museum and Science
Museum—to take forward the National Museums at Chatham project. This project will both
provide a sustainable future for the site’s last building at risk, No 1 Smithery (1808—Grade II*,
SAM 300), bring an iconic cultural development to Medway and the North Kent Thames
Gateway, and widen access to museum collections of national and international significance. It
represents a ground-breaking and powerful partnership with a range of regional and national
funding partners including ODPM, SEEDA, the Heritage Lottery Fund, Renaissance in the
Regions, Medway Council and English Heritage—truly an example of joined-up thinking!

— Enabling long-term partnerships between heritage institutions at local, regional and national level.
For example, since its inception in 1984 the Trust has enjoyed a particularly close working and
enabling relationship—assisted by continuity of personnel—with English Heritage, which has
underpinned much that the Trust has achieved. More recently similar partnerships have been
successfully forged with other key partners and stakeholders including SEEDA, the Heritage
Lottery Fund, Medway Council, national museums (through the UK Maritime Collections
Strategy) and the SE Museum Hub, all of which have had an enabling role in achieving the Trust’s
charitable and regeneration objectives.

Balancing heritage and development needs

We believe that the Trust’s achievements to date are a successful example of this. As noted above, the
value of heritage in fostering truly sustainable communities should not be underestimated and more than
oVsets the heritage cost of projects such as No 1 Smithery / National Museums at Chatham. There is clearly
a need to balance heritage and development needs but to do so eVectively requires a longer-term view of
value; ultimately regeneration and re-use of important and much-loved heritage environments can be a
much more powerful and sustainable approach in creating places where people want to live, work and visit—
not just now but into the future.

Access to heritage

As an independent charitable trust, The Historic Dockyard is largely dependent on earned income to fund
its day-to-day operations. In broad terms, this income is derived from commercial property rentals within
the estate £1.1 million; visitor admissions and retail income £0.8 million; and rope-making on Chatham’s
18th Century rope-walk £0.5 million. Our visitor, education and rope-making operations, a key element of
our charitable objectives to preserve and educate, are loss-making and are subsidised from our commercial
property income, supplemented by an annual grant of £300,000 from DCMS. This income, however, is not
and has never been suYcient to support the regeneration and longer-term maintenance of the estate.

For this reason the financial support of institutions such as English Heritage and, more recently, the
Heritage Lottery Fund and National Heritage Memorial Fund has been a key factor in enabling the
successful regeneration of The Historic Dockyard site—it is no exaggeration to say that without the support
of these national bodies and, locally, of Medway Council, this would not have been achieved. Such funding
has also been an important catalyst in accessing funds from other sources such as the ERDF Interreg
programme (£850K over a period of seven years) and other private sector sources. Over the past two years,
Renaissance in the Region funding has had a similar impact—most recently through the release of Interreg
III, DCMS / Wolfson and private sector funding to enable visitor access to Chatham’s No 3 Covered Slip
(Grade 1, SAM 222) and to large object collections (previously in store) of the Trust and the Royal Engineers
Museum, with whom we are working in partnership for this project.



3298812029 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:08 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 81

All of this investment has had and should continue to have a marked impact in enabling public access to
our heritage. In The Historic Dockyard’s terms, it has enabled approximately two million members of the
public to experience a highly significant part of the UK and world heritage (as evidenced by its inclusion
within the UK government tentative list for World Heritage Site nomination) over the 21 years since the
Trust’s establishment in 1984.

Funding

A key element in this achievement, for The Historic Dockyard, has been an emphasis on longer-term
sustainability. In our opinion, future funding decisions should accordingly recognise:

— The cost and longer-term benefits of investment in our heritage

— The need to secure long-term solutions and legacies in respect of our heritage assets

In other words, investment in the heritage is undeniably costly in the short term, but, properly thought
through, can bring considerable, eVective and eYcient longer term benefits both culturally and
economically. It can also, as noted above, unlock additional funding from trans-national and private sector
sources thereby increasing investment in the UK.

In this regard the MLA/Renaissance in the Regions strategy, funded by DCMS, has added another
important element to the mix. In The Historic Dockyard’s case it has already enabled access to further
funding from other bodies such as ERDF, DCMS/ Wolfson and the private sector, as noted above. As part
of a Phase 2 Hub the Trust is only beginning to see the impact of this investment, which is budgeted to
increase from 2006–07 onwards.

In setting priorities for investment in cultural and heritage projects (including the London 2012 Olympics)
the key criterion should therefore be a rational assessment of the longer term cultural and economic impact
and sustainability of such investment—not forgetting, of course, its intrinsic cultural and heritage value.

I trust that the above submissions are of help in your inquiry and would, of course, be more than willing
to provide further information and evidence if so required. I enclose for your information a copy of our 2005
Annual Review giving further background to the current work of the Trust.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Church Heritage Forum

What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

1. The heritage of this country is integral to its sense of identity: buildings and landscapes epitomising its
development over centuries, the roots from which it has sprung and the memories of the community. That
sense of a community’s identity is a powerful force within society which deserves recognition and support:
enabling understanding of historic buildings and their surrounding environment, ensuring their
conservation and sustainability, as well as encouraging their maintenance, use and enjoyment. We urge that
DCMS should recognise the need to do this—and the scale of the task of continuing support for the historic
environment. Further Government resources are needed to enable this work to be carried out and sustained
for the future.

2. In particular, the Church Heritage Forum would emphasise the scale of the contribution made to our
environment by historic places of worship. Church buildings, cathedrals and other places of worship, by
their presence, architectural grandeur, and the living stories contained within them, are a key part of the
country’s heritage. 45% of all Grade I buildings are Church of England churches; some 12,200 of the total
16,200 Church of England churches in the country are listed; the 42 cathedrals of England, all listed and all,
but four, at Grade I, stand as iconic buildings within their own cities, providing through their presence and
continuing use for their purpose of worship a living reminder of the continuity throughout the centuries;
and many church buildings form the focus of conservation areas, providing a local and regional sense of
place. It is impossible to consider the heritage of this country—and the contribution which it makes to
sustainable communities—without recognising the contribution of church buildings.

3. In October 2004, the Church Heritage Forum published “Building Faith in our Future”, a report which
focused on how church buildings contribute to the vitality and well-being of their local communities. The
key messages of this report were:
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Churches matter and deserve support

— They are at the heart of communities.

— They are a channel for delivering community objectives.

— They are our heritage.

Without support they are at risk

— Funding from statutory bodies such as English Heritage is decreasing.

— We do not have equal access to funding opportunities, awards and partnerships.

— We are under pressure due to rising costs.

We are asking for:

— A level playing field in terms of access to funding and resources.

— Recognition of our current role and our potential role.

— Public funding that meets half the cost of church building repairs.

With their contribution to cultural and voluntary activity; to social cohesion and regeneration as well as
educational activity and tourism; with the economic benefits they bring to their own communities, as well
as their central place in the environment; church buildings touch many lives beyond those of their regular
congregations.

A copy of the report is enclosed: further copies can be provided if required.

4. The wider community values these buildings and the activities that take place within them. A national
telephone survey previously run in October 2003, commissioned by the Church of England and English
Heritage was run again in November 2005. The results revealed that nearly nine out of 10 adults (86% of
the population) in Great Britain had been into a church building for one purpose or another within the past
12 months. (The same level was recorded in 2003). Among Christians this figure was 91%, among those of
no religious persuasion it was 75% and among those from non-Christian religions it was 73%. The 2005
survey also showed that:

— 58%, nearly six out of 10, felt that places of worship make neighbourhoods better places to live;

— 72%, over seven in 10, felt that places of worship are important parts of the local community.10

5. Faith groups and their buildings are helping to deliver many of the Government’s agendas beyond the
protection of the heritage. In urban areas, church buildings can oVer a base for a range of activities and
provide the community with a place of empowerment and thus a strong focal point for regeneration. In
rural areas, the church building is often the only building available for community use when school, shop
and pub have gone and thus provides a physical focus for many villages. The potential of church buildings
to help deliver essential services in rural areas is only starting to be realised.

6. Case studies in the report reinforce the fact that the majority of this work is achieved by the actions of
thousands of volunteers who organise and support community activities and work to maintain the fabric
of the church buildings in which the majority of these activities take place.

7. The buildings enable churches and other faith groups to make a huge contribution to social action in
their local communities. Within all the nine English Regions, surveys have been carried out to map the size
and range of this contribution. The majority of these surveys have been undertaken by the regional faith
network supported by their Regional Development Agency.

8. For example, a 2005 study of the economic impact of faith communities produced on behalf of the
Northwest Regional Development Agency estimated that faith communities in the Northwest generate
£94.9 million. This is made up of the estimated economic value of 45,667 faith volunteers contributing c8.1
million hours of social and health care and working in regeneration initiatives (equivalent to 4,815 FTE jobs)
applying a wage rate of £7.50 per hour, and using premises made available by faith groups for use of local
community.11

9. The same is true of rural areas. A recent Audit was commissioned by the East Northamptonshire Faith
Group on the contribution to the local community by faith groups in East Northamptonshire, a very rural
area of Peterborough Diocese. The area has 24 churches in all. The largest town is Rushden with a
population of 30,000; other towns in the area are very small and some of the Anglican churches have
electoral rolls in single figures. And yet, there are 370 people in this area voluntarily serving their
communities each week in church buildings. If they were paid the minimum wage, their work would cost
more than £600,000 a year. By far the biggest local providers of voluntary social work, their activities

10 Opinion Research Business (ORB), National Religious Survey of AYliation and Practice including Perceptions of the Role
of Local Churches/Chapels, on behalf of the Church of England and English Heritage, November 2005

11 Northwest Regional Development Agency, Faith in England’s Northwest: Economic Impact Assessment, February 2005
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include: youth and children’s groups, afternoon clubs, luncheon clubs for the elderly, bereavement and debt
counselling, welcome packs for new residents, hospital chaplains’ assistants, and charity shops. The
churches are looking to provide training in life skills, and IT and parenting skills, but need more resources.

10. Throughout, Building Faith in our Future showed that using historic church buildings for activities
besides worship provides mutual benefit: they can enrich the life of the neighbourhood, help to meet repair
and running costs, thus making the building itself sustainable, and develop the skills of the worshipping and
the wider community. However, it highlighted that all of this is at risk without further support as the
comments on funding below show. Public funding for repairs to historic churches has remained static in real
terms while building costs and costs arising from other legislation are rising. Faith groups all too often do
not have equal access to funding opportunities, awards and partnerships when looking for support for their
community and voluntary activities. The regional surveys referred to in paragraph 7 have gone along way
to show that faith groups are very aware of the need to separate their faith activities from their community
and voluntary activities. However, there is still a perception that some secular bodies remain uneasy about
funding and supporting faith groups.

11. We would wish the White Paper to identify as a priority how DCMS can best support church
buildings. We would like to see:

— a clear recognition of the Church’s role in maintaining the rich heritage contained within the 12,200
listed Church of England parish churches and cathedrals and its contribution to the community;

— a level playing field in terms of access to funding and resources and help from DCMS in how we
can get our message across to the other Government Departments which hold these budgets;

— an agreement for DCMS to deliver through English Heritage funding that meets half the cost of
the most urgent building repairs required to Church of England churches and cathedrals (which
we estimate to be currently at least £55 million) as well as a favourable VAT regime for repairs.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

12. English Heritage have been strong supporters of the heritage and the contribution which it makes to
the community. We particularly welcome their interest in churches, and the developing partnership with
church bodies to enable sustainability of church buildings. But they have had to spend much energy making
the case for the significance of heritage—without having adequate resources to address the task of
maintenance of the buildings themselves.

13. With particular reference to church buildings, English Heritage are launching their own campaign in
the spring, “inspired”’, to draw greater attention to the needs of church buildings and their importance in
the environment. We support this initiative and will continue to work alongside English Heritage to achieve
its objectives in this campaign in parallel with our own.

14. The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) have transformed many communities through the funding they
have been able to make available for heritage projects large and small. But it is important both to ensure
that this support is not at the expense of Government funding—and indeed that the HLF’s own ability to
help with significant capital projects continues and is not constrained.

15. DCMS needs more clout if it is to be able to enable the role of the heritage in the country’s future to
fulfil its potential. It as a small Department, and its objectives may be seen as optional extras besides the
major Departments dealing with, say, education, policing or health. Yet the contribution which a good
environment makes to people’s sense of worth and well-being must support and underpin the work of these
Departments too. Conversely, failure to provide such an environment will hinder the achievement of those
other objectives.

16. DCMS does not, as yet eVectively engage with the area of church tourism. There is major potential
here. The heritage and the country’s historic churches are the reason many visitors come to Britain and
indeed domestic visitors visit churches. A greater sense of recognition and partnership would be very
beneficial to those in the Church engaged with developing church tourism initiatives.

17. We would urge DCMS both to recognise the value of historic places of worship to the economic and
social regeneration, liveability and local quality of life and community cohesion, and to champion this
message across Whitehall. This would enable faith groups to access more resources, their work to continue
and the buildings to be maintained as national assets. DCMS should take up a proofing role to ensure that
this message and policies which aVect places of worship and the activities that take place within them are
co-ordinated across Government.
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The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

Conservation Policy

18. For many years conservation policy has recognised that the best way of sustaining the future of a
historic building is to ensure that it is used and maintained; that the best use for a historic building is that
for which it was designed; that this may sometimes require alterations to enable a use to continue. These
considerations apply particularly strongly to churches. Their primary function is as places of worship; but
the continuity of worship within a particular place will be the factor which has kept the building there for
the wider communityı and maintained at the congregation’s expense, thus reducing potential burdens on
the state. Ruined monasteries undoubtedly have a beauty and power of their own—Fountains Abbey is an
obvious example—but will not be maintained for use by willing volunteers. Over recent years there has been
an increasing trend to provide new facilities from toilets to new heating to meeting rooms in church
buildings, to enable them to reach out to the community and simply to make the congregation more
comfortable.

19. Changes to church buildings and cathedrals must be handled very sensitively: based on an
understanding of what is important about the building, its features, archaeology and fittings; thinking
carefully about the needs which new facilities are seeking to meet; and ensuring appropriate professional
skills to execute work of high quality which is compatible with a historic building. This does not mean
pastiche design, but requires a sympathetic approach to the building and the way in which it has evolved.
Conservation, whether in churches or elsewhere, should not pickle the existing building in aspic, but it
should respect it. In recent years, the policies of the Church of England (exercising the faculty jurisdiction
which controls works to its church buildings) and bodies such as English Heritage and the national amenity
societies have been able to marry those objectives with increasing success in considering new facilities: and,
while some church buildings are so architecturally sensitive that they could not reasonably be altered
without detriment to their precious character, it is usually possible with goodwill and careful thought on all
sides to reach a way forward.

Legislative Controls

20. We warmly support the general objectives of the Heritage Protection Review, particularly the move
towards a unified designation system and greater clarity about what makes a building significant. This too
however has resource implications if the imaginative new system proposed is to work eVectively, particularly
in the transitional stages.

21. We welcome DCMS’s acknowledgement in July 2005 (The Ecclesiastical Exemption: The Way
Forward) that the “ecclesiastical exemption” from listed building control should be retained. We also
support, and are exploring the scope for individual cathedrals and churches (or groups of churches) to enter
into voluntary “Heritage Partnership Agreements” together with local authorities, English Heritage and
other appropriate partners to establish a framework for deciding which works need consent and to
streamline the process of management and dual secular and church control. We see positive advantages in
this concept and will continue to work together with DCMS, and English Heritage on four pilots, two
cathedrals (Canterbury and Rochester) and two dioceses (Bath and Wells, and Lincoln), to try this out in
practice.

22. However, the system will need experienced and conservation-trained personnel within English
Heritage and also at local authority level. Currently we do not feel that many local authority planning
departments are suYciently resourced to provide the expertise which would enable them to become eVective
partners in this process.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

23. With the help and encouragement of the Open Churches Trust, increasing numbers of churches are
opening their doors for longer. We support this trend. The Ecclesiastical Insurance Group (the biggest
insurer of church buildings in England) emphasise that it is more secure in terms of maintaining the fabric
to keep a church open rather than locked. In terms of enabling people to enjoy church buildings—whatever
their motivation in coming—this must be a vital first step.

24. Church tourism: has always been a huge interest, but its potential is not always recognised. Churches
and cathedrals, often the focal point of a place whether in the countryside, market towns, or major cities,
attract visitors and thereby contribute to the financial and economic well-being of an area. The direct
economic impact of visitors to cathedrals has been estimated at £91 million per annum—£150 million if
indirect eVects are included. Cathedrals support over 2,600 jobs.12

25. In many rural areas, churches are working with their local communities to develop sustainable tourism
and regenerate the area. The Hidden Britain Centres Scheme was set up after the foot and mouth crisis which
severely damaged the rural tourist trade and its dependent small businesses. The purpose is to attract visitors

12 The Economic and Social Impacts of Cathedrals in England (ECOTEC June 2004) commissioned by the Association of
English Cathedrals and English Heritage
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to back to lesser known parts of the countryside through developing a network of community owned and
led tourism projects. Founded by a former Church of England National Rural OYcer, churches are a vital
part of this scheme and the schemes have often, although not necessarily, been Church led.

26. Regional and local church tourism initiatives have been established in various parts of the country,
using a variety of partnerships and sources of funding including Rural Development Programmes and
European funding. Many such initiatives have been very successful in increasing the number of visitors to
the places of worship in the areas they cover, as well as helping to improve the experience of visitors.

— Between 2002 and 2005, the North Yorkshire Churches Tourism Initiative increased visitor figures
by 120% to 285 participating places of worship.13

— One study based on a variety of sources of data suggested that the average parish church receives
between 700 and 4,000 visitors each year, implying between 10 million and 50 million visits across
the country.14

— An assessment produced on behalf of the Northwest Regional Development Agency estimated
that 697,114 faith visitors and tourists to the North West Region generate around £8.4 million per
annum, supporting 263 FTE jobs.15

27. With the help of a six month secondment from VisitBritain, the Churches Conservation Trust, the
Churches Tourism Association and the Cathedral and Church Buildings Division are working together to
bring those involved in church tourism in the Church together with the tourism sector and enable the
development of a shared vision and a co-ordinated “framework for action” on the marketing of historic
churches to potential visitors.

28. All this needs resources, both to provide the necessary co-ordination and setting up of the
infrastructure at a national level, but also to capacity build those at parish level who are responsible for
actually opening up these buildings and providing a satisfactory visitor experience.

29. Education: Church buildings teach about art, architecture, national and local history, about the faith
which has shaped the development of our society—and help people learn about themselves. We have been
engaging in consultations with the Department of Education and Skills on the Manifesto for Education
outside the Classroom, feeding in the contributions which churches make to this. However, the full potential
of the contribution that churches can make is still not realised. In December 2005, DfES and DCMS
announced that they would jointly invest £9.4m from 2006 to 2008 in strengthening the ability of museums
and galleries to support children and young people’s education. This new funding builds on a total of £13.5
million already invested by DfES and DCMS to support museum and gallery education work over the last
few years. No such central funds are available for churches, although they provide comparable levels of
educational activity.

— The number of educational visits to cathedrals in 2003 alone was 320,000;

— It is estimated that there are around 1 million formal visits by school children to churches each
year, either as part of the RE syllabus or for other national curriculum subjects.

30. As centres for cultural activity: churches and cathedrals provide venues for cultural events from the
professional to the amateur, international choirs and symphony orchestras to local school nativity plays, at
each level encouraging talent, deepening musical and dramatic appreciation, and simply providing space for
common enjoyment. 49% of rural churches put on such events; and the number who attend over the country
as a whole is comparable to the total number of UK residents attending West End theatres. The church is
also a major commissioner of new works of art. However, the Royal Opera House alone received £23.1
million from the Arts Council whereas the Church of England is oVered only £26 million in 2005/6 from
public funds to spend on repairs to just a few of its 12,200 listed churches and cathedrals.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and the forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

31. The Church of England’s 2003 annual questionnaire to all parishes revealed that, that year around
£101 million was spent by parishes on major repairs to churches and a further £11.5 million on other major
repairs to other buildings on ecclesiastical sites. These figures do not include the cost, in cash or kind, of
minor works and maintenance falling on the body of volunteers who care for our churches day by day. This
compares with the £93 million spent in 2002 and £86 million spent in 2001. The same 2003 survey revealed
that the overall estimated cost of major repairs still required to our 16,196 church buildings in England, once
all works undertaken in the year had been taken into account, was £373 million. Of this, £323 million, or
87%, related to listed churches.

13 North Yorkshire Church Tourism Initiative April 2002-March 2005 End of Project Report Yorkshire Tourist Board
14 How do we keep our Parish Churches? Trevor Cooper, The Ecclesiological Society 2004
15 Northwest Regional Development Agency, Faith in England’s Northwest: Economic Impact Assessment, February 2005
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32. The combination of higher building costs, conservation standards and health and safety legislation in
recent years has made it substantially more expensive to maintain heritage buildings, including churches and
cathedrals. The Historic Churches Preservation Trust estimates that the average cost of fabric work
increased by 8.2% in 2004 from the previous year and is now £115K per project. Cost of legislation, from
disability discrimination to health and safety and working at height, adds additional pressures on volunteers
in organisational as well as financial terms: energy is spent on fundraising and administration which could
be spent on looking after the building itself and using it for the benefit of the community.

33. The only direct assistance given by the Government for repair of places of worship in use is under the
Joint English Heritage and Heritage Lottery Fund Repair Grants for Places of Worship Scheme. The budget
allocated to this scheme has declined in real terms since 1996, when joint funding began.

1996–97 £19.6 million
1997–98 £17.0 million
1998–99 £26.0 million
1999–2000 £18.1 million
2000–01 £23.2 million
2001–02 £15.0 million
2002–03 £25.6 million
2003–04 £28.3 million
2004–05 £24.5 million
2005–06 £25 million (projected)

The Joint Scheme has done no more than keep pace with inflation (as measured by the RPI recorded
between April 1996 and December 2005), but only due to the addition of HLF money. Had English Heritage
been able to maintain its contribution to church repairs in real terms at its highest level of 1995 (when £14
million was oVered in grant), it would be now be oVering £19.5 million rather than its current average
contribution of £10 million per annum.

34. The EH/HLF scheme only meets around 25% of the total amount spent per years on repairs to places
of worship; it currently applies only to urgent high level repairs and is competitive. Some churches will gain
higher percentage grants; others will gain nothing. Since 2002, less than 300 churches receive grants in a
typical year. On average the success rate for a Church of England church applying to the Scheme since 2002
is 53%. Even adding in the other major sources of outside funding (Landfill Tax, the VAT rebate grant
scheme, and other voluntary sources notably the Historic Churches Preservation Trust and County Trusts),
this comes to less than 30% of the actual spend on repairs in 2001, 2002 and 2003. The vast majority of funds
(over 65%) are generated by the local congregations and the local community themselves.

35. Both English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund recognise the significance of places of worship.
Their contribution is welcomed. But both organisations are struggling with resources which are declining
in real terms and yet they are still giving significant proportions of their available grant in aid/income to
Places of Worship. In 2004–05 English Heritage gave £10.5 million (37 %) of their total £28.06 million grant
budget for repair of all types of historic buildings and monuments to repairs for places of worship in use.

36. The Heritage Lottery Fund has awarded nearly £300 million to more than 2,000 churches, chapels and
cathedrals over the last 10 years to keep the buildings in good order and promote wider understanding and
enjoyment of them by both local people and visitors. This represents 9% of the entire HLF grant budget
over the same 10 years. In 2004–05, the Heritage Lottery Fund awarded £26 million to churches, chapels
and cathedrals—7% of the entire annual HLF grant budget for the same year.

37. However, we are concerned that the National Lottery Bill may reduce the amounts available to the
HLF. Heritage is fundamental to the identity of the nation and is also a major contributor to the economy.
Since its inception, HLF funding has been of key significance in unlocking other monies and in enabling
improved access to the nation’s heritage which includes historic churches.

38. The provisions in the Bill to reduce the accumulation of interest and possibly transfer balances from
the HLF show a fundamental lack of understanding of major heritage projects. These always involve a
significant lapse of time between approval of a grant and actual payment; new-build projects are simple in
comparison. Heritage projects tend to be long-term due to the complex consent procedures and fundraising
and can experience delays as new information or problems come to light once the project has started. It is
diYcult to see how HLF can avoid accumulating balances if they are to meet the commitments they have
already made.

39. We welcomed the launch of the Listed Places of Worship (LPW) Grants Scheme in April 2001 which
enabled reclaim of VAT paid on repair of listed churches initially at 12.75%. This has now been extended
until 2008. In April 2004, it was expanded to cover the full 17.5% VAT on eligible repairs to listed churches.
Almost £32 million has been awarded in grants under this scheme up to the end of June 2005 throughout
the United Kingdom. Up until 31 December 2005, £31.25 million was paid to listed places of worship in
England, an estimated 89% of them Anglican churches. Likewise, we support the recent Government launch
of the Memorial Grant Scheme which will return, in grant aid, the amount of VAT incurred on the
construction, renovation and maintenance of eligible memorials. But any scheme to reclaim VAT involves
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the burden of a prior application. We support the UK Government in seeking a permanent solution. We
hoped for progress during the UK Presidency in 2005, but the problem of reaching a solution acceptable to
all member states remains.

40. In respect of funding, we would like to see:

— an increased budget allocated to enable English Heritage to increase their spending on grants for
repairs to places of worship and where appropriate put additional money towards funding
‘capacity building’ posts to advise and support churches who are trying to increase the use of their
buildings for the benefit of their communities. We think it reasonable to seek 50% of the overall
fabric repair spend from grants as well as a favourable VAT regime. At the current rate of spending
for the Church of England churches and cathedrals, this suggests annual grants of at least £55
million;

— a permanent and automatic regime exempting repair of historic places of worship from VAT.
Discussions in Europe seek a reduction to 5%. Achieving this, and thereby freeing congregations
from the burden of an application process with its own qualifications would be a major step
forward. The grant scheme has made a considerable diVerence. But the long term aim should be
automatic zero-rated and inclusion of professional fees within that zero-rating;

— that the Heritage Lottery Fund at least retains, and if possible increases, its current percentage
share of the proceeds of the National Lottery.

41. We welcome the success of London in its bid to host the 2012 Olympic Games. We anticipate that
benefits will accrue across the nation, and that cathedrals and other places of worship will see increased
visitor numbers as those attracted to the UK to see the Olympics will also spend time experiencing the
country’s heritage. Hosting the Olympics should not divert money away from DCMS’s heritage priorities,
the HLF and the Big Lottery Fund. Far from being in competition, funds (and action) to sustain the historic
environment could be a fitting contribution to the nation’s sense of pride and its own outreach to the global
community.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage

42. English Heritage as the heritage lead body should be adequately funded so that it can support greater
understanding of the heritage, enable its repair and also give best practice advice on how that heritage should
be conserved.

43. Currently faith groups are responsible for maintaining those heritage buildings which fall within their
ownership. In the case of the Church of England this is nearly 13,000 listed buildings out of total of 16,200
buildings. While we welcome the opportunities which these buildings provide for mission and for the wider
community, we urge that the wider community itself should recognise its own financial responsibility to
support this work for the future.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and the means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public.

44. Traditional Building Craft Skills: Assessing the Need, Meeting the Challenge, Skills Needs Analysis
of the Built Heritage Sector in England, published in June 2005 by the National Heritage Training Group
and funded by Construction Skills and English Heritage, is the first major piece of research on the level of
skilled labour in the built heritage sector.

45. Almost half (49%)of the UK’s £77 billion construction industry involves the repair and refurbishment
of existing buildings, and over 86,000 people are directly employed by the built heritage sector. However,
the craft skills needed to care for our heritage are fast disappearing.

46. Fewer than 40,000 people are skilled in traditional crafts, yet on current trends the contribution of
crafts to the rural economy could exceed that of farming within 10 to 15 years. In order to meet the current
demand for the conservation and restoration of historic buildings overall—on which £3.5 billion is spent
every year—the built heritage sector needs to recruit over 500 specialist bricklayers, carpenters and slate and
tile roofers; 400 joiners, lead workers and stonemasons; and 300 painters and decorators and thatchers in
the next year. Many of these specialist and historic crafts would have died out without church work.

47. The Church Heritage Forum has supported a bid by the Society for the Preservation of Ancient
Buildings to the Heritage Lottery Fund for resources to help with training of churchwardens. This would
aim to increase understanding by churchwardens of the repair and maintainance requirements of their
church buildings, and how they can best be met and thus enhance their ability to maintain them in the
long-term.
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Conclusion

48. In summary:

— church buildings enable many of the nation’s wider objectives to be fulfilled;

— this achievement is at risk without greater support;

— the Select Committee’s Inquiry provides an opportunity to recognise this contribution and the
need for action to maintain it for the future, in policy, attitudes and funding.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by The Church of England Church Commissioners

1. Introducing the Church Commissioners

1.1 The Church Commissioners are responsible both to the Church and Parliament for:

Maintaining the best possible long term return from a diversified investment portfolio in order:

To meet our pension commitments;
To provide the maximum sustainable funding for our other purposes such as support for the work
of bishops, cathedrals and parish ministry;

In doing so, to pay particular regard to making “additional provision for the cure of souls in
parishes where such assistance is most required”.
To administer the legal framework for pastoral reorganisation and settling the future of redundant
churches.

This submission relates to the functions within the final bullet point above.

1.2 Measures passed by the General Synod of the Church of England receive Parliamentary and Royal
Assent and have the force and eVect of statute law. The Church Commissioners are responsible under the
Pastoral Measure 1983 for settling the future of redundant churches. They are also, with the DCMS, co-
funders of the Churches Conservation Trust (CCT) who preserve, in the interests of the nation and the
Church of England, churches of historic and archaeological or architectural quality.16

1.3 This paper is primarily about the issues raised by the flat funding of the CCT over a number of years
and the capacity of that organisation to fulfil its obligations under the Pastoral Measure in these
circumstances.

1.4 The Commissioners are also part of and fully support the Church Heritage Forum, whose submission
draws attention to some of the wider issues aVecting the Church of England’s responsibility for the
ecclesiastical built heritage. Church buildings are an important part of the nation’s identity and social
history.

1.5 This paper also raises concerns about the operation of planning policy. It questions whether the right
balance is struck between heritage and development needs in PPG 15 and its application by local planning
authorities in relation to finding new uses for redundant churches.

2. Historical Background to the Issue

2.1 There have been strict controls over the demolition of churches for over 750 years.17 However, in the
years following the Second World War demolition of churches became a pressing issue. War damage
combined with comprehensive redevelopment in the cities led to the demolition of a large number of
churches under diVerent legislative procedures. Some demolitions attracted a great deal of public attention
at the time.18

2.2 An Archbishops Commission chaired by Lord Bridges was set up in 1958 and reported in 1960. It
concluded:

The present (financial) arrangements for the upkeep of redundant churches are wholly
inadequate.19

The Church also has a partial and continuing responsibility for redundant churches of historic or
architectural interest. This latter responsibility should be shared by the State.20

16 The statutory objective of the Churches Conservation Trust is set out in Section 44(4) of the Pastoral Measure 1983.
17 A Constitution of Otho, the Legate in England of Pope Gregory IX, made in national synod in 1237, strictly forbidding rectors

to pull down ancient and consecrated churches without the consent and licence of the Bishop (p16, Archbishops Commission
on Redundant Churches—Bridges Report, 1960).

18 p29, ibid
19 p68, ibid
20 ibid
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2.3 The Government of the day accepted the Report conclusions that preservation of such churches
should be undertaken in partnership between Church and State. The recommendations were taken forward
in the Pastoral Measure 1968 which introduced a single legislative regime controlling the redundancy
process for church buildings. It is predicated on the seeking of alternative uses for closed church buildings.
In particular it established a Trust (the Redundant Churches Fund now the Churches Conservation Trust)
to care for those churches which could be found no alternative use and for which demolition was not an
appropriate option.

3. The Churches Conservation Trust Today

3.1 By the end of 2004, 335 churches had been vested in the Churches Conservation Trust (CCT). Some
258 churches were vested in the period up to 1989, but only 77 had been vested subsequently.

3.2 The Trust currently receives just over £4 million per annum, 70% of which is provided by the State
and 30% by the Church. This core funding has been frozen in cash terms since 2001 and under the current
Funding Agreement continues until 2008. It represents a significant decrease in funding in real terms.

3.3 As financial pressures have grown the Commissioners have made strenuous eVorts to secure
alternative uses and to contain and control the flow of new vestings to match the CCT’s ability to cope with
them. In the period 2000–04, only 13 churches were vested. But the system is under increasing strain as the
monies available for new vestings declines in real terms. Probably only the recent relatively low level of
redundancies has prevented a diYcult financial climate from becoming a full blown crisis.

3.4 Church buildings will continue to come forward which, because of their high heritage value and
consequent lack of ability to adapt or accommodate alternative uses, will need a solution such as
preservation in the Trust. It is a critical part of the overall arrangements for dealing with redundant
churches.

3.5 The Trust have with assistance from the Commissioners and others made serious eVorts to find new
uses for some of the buildings within its care, engaged local communities in the management and use of their
buildings and generally sought to increase access. These initiatives have not, however, significantly created
additional capacity to accommodate new vestings into its estate.

4. Other Financial Concerns

4.1 The freeze on core funding has other knock on eVects. It runs the risk of a severe backlog of repairs
arising which in turn will further restrict the capacity to absorb new vestings.

4.2 Churches coming to the Trust often need substantial repair which has been beyond the ability of the
parish to aVord and may have been a factor in a decision to close the church building. At present the Trust
has a budget of £2 million in total over a three year period for putting new vestings into good order. This
enables three to four new vestings per annum providing their repair needs are not excessive. Although the
Commissioners and the Trust have been able to negotiate pre-vesting packages in several cases, this is
increasingly diYcult as other heritage bodies such as English Heritage also face spending constraints.

4.3 The use of core funding to help meet targets for access, education etc under the DCMS funding
agreement has aVected the CCT’s ability to repair the fabric of its churches. The CCT’s Annual Report for
2003–04 indicates performance against agreed targets and while there has been significant progress in
increasing public events, visitor numbers and educational achievements, the position on repair expenditure
is less encouraging. Against a target of 73% of planned repair expenditure to be completed by the end of
December, only 53% was achieved, with repair funds fully expended by the year end. This is unlikely to
improve with core funding frozen. This has implications in terms of the potential conservation deficit and
backlog of repairs.

4.4 If the Commissioners are unable to vest outstanding redundant churches then they face the potential
dilemma of possible demolition. The relatively low level of redundancies in recent years cannot be
guaranteed to continue. The threat to the CCT’s long term sustainability needs to be addressed.

5. PPG 15 Section 8.18 and its Interpretation by Local Planning Authorities

5.1 PPG 15 section 8.18 states that churches “often occupy central and convenient positions in villages
and towns and can, therefore, oVer suitable venues for a variety of social and community purposes, such as
meetings, concerts, exhibitions, indoor sports and evening classes.” The Commissioners agree that
redundant church buildings “have a continuing and valuable contribution to make to the community”. The
diYculty is that in many instances there is no viable community use for the building.

5.2 As the following table shows, some 24% of closed churches do find community type uses (27 out of
113 in the last five years).
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ALTERNATIVE USES SETTLED 2000–04

Worship by other Christian bodies 9
Civic, cultural, educational, community 27
Residential 30
Business/light Industry 10
Other 5
Churches Conservation Trust 13
Demolition and site disposal 19

113

5.3 Often churches, especially in rural areas, are closed because they no longer have a population big
enough to sustain them, and in other areas such buildings may require expensive repairs and have high
maintenance costs. In such circumstances community use may not be viable.

5.4 It is common practice for local planning authorities to adopt policies in Local Plans which require
community buildings to be retained in that use. Often extensive marketing is required over long periods to
demonstrate no community use is forthcoming. Not only does this have a cost in itself but the building is
standing empty, deteriorating and will make eventual repair more expensive or less attractive as a
proposition to a potential alternative user.

5.5 The rigid pursuit of such policies by local planning authorities works against the long term
preservation of the buildings. A more pragmatic approach is needed. The opportunity should be taken in
any replacement to PPG 15 to provide guidance for the emerging Local Development Frameworks which
facilitates re-use of these buildings. Its is a matter of weighing the balance of issues more in favour of
alternative use, which in the long term will enable the preservation of these buildings.

6. Recommendations

6.1 A review of State funding for the Churches Conservation Trust is encouraged.

6.2 When PPG 15 is redrafted, ensure that the diYculties that may be encountered in finding a community
use are acknowledged and that pragmatic solutions may be necessary which give alternative use a more
favourable assessment in the balance of issues.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Churches Conservation Trust

(a) The Trust

The Churches Conservation Trust is the leading charity conserving England’s most beautiful and historic
churches which are no longer needed for regular worship. It promotes public enjoyment of these churches,
and encourages their use as an educational and community resource.

The Trust cares for 335 Grade 1 or 2* listed buildings in rural and urban areas across England. These
are located in 148 constituencies including two represented by members of the Culture, Media and Sport
Committee. The Trust maintains this portfolio, comprising the largest collection of such buildings in the
country, with a total budget of only £5 million a year.

Grant in aid from DCMS of just over £3 million and from the Church Commissioners of just over £1
million provides a welcome 80% of this amount, but a freeze since 2001 has resulted in a real terms budget
cut every year. Our settlement is expected to remain flat until at least 2008.

At the same time the Trust continues to take on two or three additional churches each year. These
churches are only vested when all other options have been exhausted and for buildings which are of such
architectural, historic or archaeological importance that they must be conserved for future generations.

The Trust has seven Trustees chaired by Frank Field MP. They are Jenny Baker, Richard Butt, Matthew
Girt, Robert Gage, Richard GriYths and Robert Reiss.

(b) Refocusing the Trust’s Work

The Trust has changed dramatically in recent years, from a body which purely conserved the ever-growing
number of historic buildings in its care, keeping them as they were on the day they came to the Trust, to one
which actively involves local people and volunteers in the running of its churches and seeks new, community
uses to sustain them where appropriate. Its organisation has also been substantially devolved to the regions.
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Examples of the Trust’s recent work range from community regeneration projects in large urban buildings
to tiny rural churches beautifully conserved. The best example of the first is the Grade 1 St Paul’s Bristol—
a wonderful Georgian church which came to the Trust almost derelict and is now a thriving community
circus school and a focus for the regeneration of the urban area in which it is situated. But there are also
many small town and rural churches, where the Trust has turned around years of decline through its expert
repair work and bringing together of local volunteers and organisations to make new uses work. Examples
include St Leonard’s Bridgnorth, which is fully booked for music and arts events all year round, St Peter’s
Sudbury where locals run a farmers’ market and other events, and Becconsall All Saints (Lancs) which
provides a community centre for rural groups.

(c) The Wider Problem

The problem we face in the historic churches sector is that there are significant numbers of historic
churches of national importance, still in use as parish churches, which cost more in terms of money,
volunteer eVort (capacity) and expertise than the local congregation or community can sustain alone. The
problem is growing steadily. About 30 redundancies take place each year, the majority of which are found
alternative uses by dioceses. However more than 10% lack a straightforward alternative use and are of
suYcient national importance to merit consideration for vesting in the Trust. Many more teeter on the brink
of redundancy with small and ageing congregations supporting growing repair bills. Details of the situation
are best described in Trevor Cooper’s “How do we keep our Parish Churches”, published by the
Ecclesiological Society in 2004.

Clearly, with flat funding from Government and Church, the situation is unsustainable in the long term.
Two key points about the problem:

1. It cannot be tackled purely from the “top down”. The sheer number of historic churches in need of
support, with their unique nature and history as community buildings, means that the national
bodies cannot solve everything from the centre as they have tried to do in the past. Solutions must
also come through supporting and enabling grassroots community involvement.

2. It cannot be tackled by one body alone. The national bodies all have diVerent roles in relation to
historic churches and have in the past ploughed their own furrow to a great extent. There is now a
much greater sense of working together, with a number of joint fora looking at the problem and
some partnership projects emerging. But more change is needed to forge a truly joint approach.

In answer to some of the Committee’s specific questions:

(d) Priorities for the Heritage White Paper

With respect to historic churches, we believe the key priority is to make a clear statement about the
importance of the contribution of Ecclesiastical heritage to the total heritage of this country and the
consequent beneficial eVects that has on regeneration, community cohesion, the landscape and local
economic activity.

It is also now a matter of urgency that the current short-term and unsustainable approach to funding the
repair and use of historic churches is replaced by a long-term financial settlement for the sector which
ensures that:

(1) repairs to England’s most important historic churches are properly funded and

(2) government and Church funds work together creatively to attract the maximum possible financial
support from private donors and other funding sources.

(e) Funding

Grant-in-aid for the Churches Conservation Trust was frozen in 2001 and has been renewed on a three-
yearly basis at the same level ever since. The Trust is working energetically to develop new sources of revenue
and its current strategic plan envisages these increasing by 20% over the next three years. But the latest
survey of the condition of our churches shows that there is £5.5 million of necessary repair works which we
now cannot aVord to fund. Clearly a continued freeze in Grant-in-aid alongside growth in the number of
churches in need of the Trust’s attention is not sustainable in the long term. The Trust needs its sponsors to
take a more strategic look at the levels of grant-in-aid and agree with us a long-term formula which will
ensure the Trust’s work can continue in the future.

One option might be for any future increases in funding to be tied specifically to Trust projects which aid
the wider regeneration and community development goals of Government. For example, the Trust spent £1
million of its own core funds on the rebuilding of the Grade 1 Georgian church of St Paul’s Bristol and its
conversion into a successful community circus school. This complemented the £2.5 million coming from the
HLF to ensure that the project became a reality. St Paul’s is now the focus of a significant regeneration of
this important but seriously disadvantaged part of Bristol City Centre.
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Could the Government refund the £1 million of the Trust’s funds on the understanding that it would be
reinvested in an equivalent project? Examples of new projects which would benefit from this approach are:

— St James’ Toxteth, at the centre of the part of Liverpool which was torn apart by riots in the ’80s,
a new partnership with Novas Regeneration and Liverpool Community Spirit aims to convert the
Trust’s church into a multifaith centre.

— All Souls Bolton, is a huge, inner urban Victorian church which is unused and suVers regular
vandalism. It is the subject of a proposal by the Trust together with the local Asian community to
carry out major works to create a new community centre and young people’s facility at the heart
of this inner city community.

— St Mary’s Ipswich is an empty mediaeval church at the centre of the docks area regeneration. It is
used regularly for contemporary art exhibitions but lacks the basic facilities such as heating, toilets
and oYce space which local arts and museum services need.

The Trust’s greatest achievements in recent years, such as St Paul’s Bristol, Waterloo Christ Church
(Liverpool) and the stunning restoration of St Martin’s Colchester, have come about because of funding
available from Heritage Lottery Fund. HLF funding has provided the catalyst for those of our projects
which have most benefit for local communities and the economic regeneration of the areas in which our
churches are situated. Our core funding alone allows us to keep churches wind and watertight, but it’s the
help of HLF and other grant funders which allows us to reopen them to local people. Our plans for achieving
sustainability and public use for several of our inner urban churches rely upon such support being available
at the initial stages.

We are concerned at the possible impact of the Lotteries Bill currently going through Parliament, and of
other changes, on the amount of funding likely to be available from HLF in the future.

(f) Roles and Responsibilities

One way of looking at how Government, Church and the charitable sector nationally might work together
in the future, is to look at what we have in the historic church sector, and where the gaps are.

1. What have we got?

Iconic, underused public buildings

Over 11,000 historic places of worship, across rural and urban communities, often at the geographical
centre of local life. Beautiful landmarks which define the English landscape, intense vaults of history,
archaeology, architecture and social existence. Much loved, iconic, centres of quiet and of activity which
most people in the country want to keep and have access too.

National infrastructure

We are also rich in national organisations with a concern for the future of historic churches.21 This now
includes bodies not traditionally concerned with historic buildings, such as the Development Trust
movement, who see heritage as a key part of building community capacity. Out of this upsurge of joint
working has grown a common consensus on the way forward, at least for the parish church, that we can
sustain church buildings best through enhanced and mixed use bringing in new support and resources
through a wider constituency of users.

Local good practice

Examples of where local communities and congregations, sometimes aided by the national bodies, have
sustained vulnerable historic churches, have already been highlighted. There are many more examples of
once abandoned, historic churches which have been brought back to life in this way. Lots of local
organisations and volunteers are successfully turning vulnerable churches around and have developed tried
and tested solutions, but examples are localised and may not coincide with the most disadvantaged parts of
the country. There are also ideas and energy which remain to be focused and social, community,
regeneration, economic needs which historic churches are well placed to meet.

21 English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, the building departments of the Church of England and other denominations and
faiths, the Churches Conservation Trust, Historic Chapels Trust, Historic Churches Preservation Trust, Friends of Friendless
Churches, County Historic Churches Trusts liaison group and many more voluntary and community groups: a wealth of
bodies across heritage, regeneration and community sectors which are now working together in groups including the Church
Heritage Forum, the “Hoare’s Bank Group” of all bodies, the EH Places of Worship Panel and the All-Party Parliamentary
Group on Historic Churches and Chapels.
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2. What do we need?

The answer is to create more active, practical partnership between the national bodies to support, advise
and replicate local, community-led solutions. The energy and the resources lie at local and regional level.
More so for churches than any other heritage building—these are community buildings and in many cases
have been so for 1,000 years. What is sometimes lacking locally is:

— Specialist expertise on conservation of historic fabric.

— Knowledge about what is valuable and why.

— Expert help on quality repairs and adaptations.

— Entrepreneurial skills around fundraising, identification of needs, new use seeking.

— Project management skills.

— Champions within key agencies, a place on the agendas of the spending bodies: those concerned
with economic development, regeneration, community (RDAs etc).

— Pump-priming monies—sometimes small, sometimes larger amounts to stimulate local
fundraising and help the poorer communities meet repair bills.

These are the things the national bodies should provide, flexibly and in a way which supports, focuses and
sometimes energises local solutions. The national bodies of the future can best care for historic churches this
way, by being cross-sectoral partners, trainers, advisers, hands-on helpers and quality assurers, filling the
gaps which exist locally.

(g) Conservation Skills and Expertise

It is widely accepted that there is a dearth of suitably qualified professionals with the skills to deal with
historic buildings. Many of the Trust’s own professional building consultants are in the latter half of their
careers, and there are few younger architects and surveyors coming through to take their place.
Conservation is not a popular specialism in the relevant fields—architectural schools for example tend to
produce people who want to be the next Richard Rogers or Norman Foster, and think that working with
historic buildings is not creative. We would argue to the contrary. The creativity needed to insert new 21st
century additions and make adaptations to a Georgian church for a new use is immense. The heritage sector
needs to get this message across early on in the careers of potential building professionals.

English Heritage, as the Government’s sponsored body on heritage matters and conservation, is, through
its regional oYces, the most appropriate organisation to take on the role of making conservation expertise
and knowledge accessible to planning oYcers, councillors and the wider community. We support the
Heritage Review’s aims to provide sub-regional groups to share expertise and best practice, and would hope
that this can be extended to informing those who have little or no expertise (see Protecting the Historic
Environment—Making the system work better). We would urge caution in devolving this role to local
conservation oYcers given the inconsistency in skill and experience at that level. The priority placed by local
authorities on conservation varies considerably. To take on this central role, and indeed the other roles being
proposed by the Heritage Review, increased funding needs to be made available to English Heritage.

(h) Conclusion

When talking about government funding for historic parish churches, the Bishop of London refers to the
Church of England as, ironically, “the most disestablished church in Europe”. Certainly the reliance which
is placed on unsupported local congregations to maintain such a significant proportion of our heritage is
considerable in comparison with our European neighbours and, very probably, unsustainable.

What we hope to have demonstrated in our submission is that the answer lies in improving support to
those volunteers, including carefully focused additional funding for repairs and project management. It also
lies in widening the constituency of support at local and regional level to the community beyond regular
churchgoers and to the public bodies which are concerned with regeneration and capacity-building.

In order to do that, we and the other historic church bodies need help. With a relatively small amount of
resources, recognition from wider Government and a greater degree of certainty, we could do so much more.
Through promoting and supporting community use and involvement in historic churches, we will not only
ensure their conservation for the future, but get more out of them for all of us in the present.

17 January 2006
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by the Churches Conservation Trust

Thank you for giving the Churches Conservation Trust the opportunity to appear before your
Committee. I promised to write to you reflecting on the evidence that I heard during the day as it related to
the CCT.

With 45% of all Grade I buildings, the Church of England is the largest player in the stewardship of what
is defined as the outstanding part of our built heritage. The Government supports all churches and not only
Anglican ones in the following ways:

— VAT rebates on repairs to “Listed Places of Worship” which value at approximately £6 million
a year.

— Grants from English Heritage of £28.3 million towards church repairs each year.

In addition Government contributes to the CCT which is responsible for those redundant churches judged
to be outstanding. Currently the Trust’s total Grant in Aid totals £4.285 million, of which 70% is from
taxpayers and 30% from the Church Commissioners. The CCT was established in 1969 following the
widespread redundancy of parish churches many of whom were of outstanding historic value and
architectural beauty. Currently the Trust has over 335 churches in its care.

From our State/Church budget we try to maintain this estate to a level worthy of the quality of the
buildings, run an expanding educational programme and meet the growing targets for visitor numbers,
which reached 1.2 million last year and are set to increase by 3% per year. We also have to repair and
conserve three to four churches newly vested with us each year. Over the last two years we have spent £2.2
million on these new vestings. We do not now have the funds to repair and conserve to the level at which
we once could. Nor can we carry out all the urgent repair work to our existing estate.

For example, this year we have had to take two major repair projects out of our programme because of
the disproportionate drain they would represent on our resources. They are:

— Milton Mausoleum, Nottinghamshire: £680,000 of repairs are needed to make this remote
grade 1 church structurally sound and presentable to visitors. It is eVectively being mothballed
during 2006–09.

— Avon Dassett St John the Baptist, Warwickshire: the stonework on the tower of this imposing
Victorian village church requires major work to the tune of £728,000. During 2006–09 we will be
able to aVord only holding repairs.

We are actively seeking alternative sources of funds but even if we meet with unexpected success here we
will not have a budget which enables us to carry out our functions to a standard that we were able to achieve
even 10 years ago. Our central budget has been cut in real terms by 5% over a six-year period up to 2009.

Some of the churches vested with us are in regeneration areas and we are anxious to play an active and
imaginative role here. Our regeneration of St Paul’s Bristol was in large part funded by the HLF but, even
so, we needed to put over £1m of our own resources to finance this project. There are similar regeneration
projects we wish to undertake at St James Toxteth and Holy Trinity Sunderland, to name but two examples,
but we do not have the reserves to part finance a project on the Bristol scale.

We would therefore ask the Select Committee to consider recommending that:

1. The DCMS ensures that the Trust has a specific additional £1 million regeneration budget to
be used as a pump-priming fund for successive new community use projects and for this sum
to be regularly topped up from the Department.

2. To fund so as to establish what we have called an “ambulance service” for historic church
buildings. A multi-professional team would combine help with basic repairs such as cleaning
gutters using specialist portable scaVolding, with hands-on assistance with fundraising, use-
seeking and project management. Such an initiative will prevent ageing and sometimes
dwindling congregations who can no longer carry out these basic tasks, giving up and pushing
their churches towards the more expensive option of redundancy and vesting.

3. The CCT grant is increased and maintained in real terms with part of the grant indexed to the
number of new churches vested in the Trust.

These are small sums even in DCMS budget terms but they would amount to a significant contribution
to maintaining those of Britain’s redundant churches which are of outstanding merit, would encourage the
Trust in its regeneration and community development programme while simultaneously maintaining the
Trust’s portfolio of buildings as active repositories of the country’s history, faith and culture.

3 March 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the City of Winchester Trust

1. What theDepartment forCulture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

The Trust was founded in 1957 to preserve the character of Winchester. It has never been our intention
to oppose change in Winchester but to ensure that change should be so managed that we retain not only our
many important buildings, but the city’s unique character amongst the few remaining historic towns which
relate directly to their surrounding countryside. We have already sent you a copy of our proposal that such
cities should be recognised as needing special consideration (Heritage Town Status), in somewhat the same
manner as Conservation Areas.

Government devises policies to achieve various nationally important objectives and of course we have no
quarrel with this, but in doing so it often fails to take into account the eVect upon such vulnerable entities
as small historic towns. The overall policy change introduced by PPG3, for example, is commendable in
general, but overlooks the eVects on places like Winchester. The otherwise excellent accompanying guidance
(Better Places to Live By Design) is written entirely for larger conurbations—no examples are given which
would be applicable to our needs, and no expert advice appears to be available either. Seeking guidance from
the regional government oYce, a local planning oYcer was told to use Poundbury as an example for
increasing village density!

It is probable that, if thought of at all, the authors of both the policy and the guidance believed that the
local authorities would take care of the special needs of historic towns. But this is not the case: inadequately
resourced local authorities are under such pressure to meet planning targets that they can give no priority
to the retention of character and, where they even recognise the need to do so, they have no appropriate skills
in-house nor adequate finance to hire it. And, to be frank, few local councillors even understand the issues.

It would therefore be advantageous to require them to make more use of the voluntary expertise provided
by amenity societies. Hampshire County Council instituted some years ago a system of trusts for the
distribution of heritage funding, with the result that the money went much further due to the input of
voluntary eVort and expertise, often of the highest quality.

The Trust therefore asks that the Committee gives priority to considering how local government can be
obliged and helped to fulfil its responsibilities for the priceless and vulnerable examples of the nation’s
heritage, and to seek more help from voluntary sources.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

The DCMS must of course enable English Heritage and other organisations to carry out the functions
for which they were founded. Most endeavour to do their job eVectively, but tend to be inhibited by lack of
funds. We understand that English heritage has had no increase in funding for grant purposes since 1999.
Grants are a particularly eVective use of Government funding—local authorities, institutions and private
owners are thereby encouraged to use their own funds in order to invest in the care of the nation’s heritage.
A small private school will, for example, be urged by its bursar to allocate money to the repair of a Roman
wall in its grounds if this attracts funds by means of grant aid. Without the aid, the governors will naturally
give preference to educational purposes.

This Trust has been disappointed to see the steady decline in the eVectiveness of its parent organisation,
the Civic Trust, which without adequate funding has ceased to campaign in the way it once did—in
promoting the hugely eVective Conservation Area legislation, for example.

The Trust therefore asks that the Committee give consideration to improvement in policy-related grant
aid in order to help heritage organisations to become more eVective in carrying out their functions and
raising matching funding for the purpose.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

It should not, we feel, be a question of rivalry between heritage and development needs. Development and
heritage can co-exist; even support each other if policy is intelligently framed so that the needs of each are
recognised by the other. One important aspect is that heritage interests appear to many to be restrictive upon
development. This has come about because of a misunderstanding of the meaning of “conservation” when
applied to buildings and their ambience. Except in relatively rare and special cases, buildings must be
profitably used—they are living entities unlike, for example, manuscripts. Consequently adaptation and
change are desirable in the care of an historic building where they would be anathema with an historic
manuscript.

Conservation oYcers are vital for the care of heritage, but the growing recognition of the importance of
our heritage in recent years has led to an emphasis on an archaeological approach which is inappropriate
for buildings in use. This has introduced an imbalance between heritage and development which is bringing
conservation into disrepute.
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The Trust therefore asks that the Committee give consideration to legislation, or at least guidance which
will place responsibilities on those responsible for both development and heritage to understand and
accommodate each others’ needs.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

We believe that local government needs better guidance on how to improve access and to realise all the
advantages of the cultural assets of the built environment. Great and even lesser buildings, museums and
so forth are now generally managed with expertise by those responsible, but such features as the remnants
of city walls, old road patterns and the like tend to be valued only by cognoscenti.

The Trust therefore asks that the Committee give consideration to how examples of the best in heritage
management may be more widely disseminated, and how local authorities might be encouraged to make
fuller use of their heritage.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

The Trust has already expressed views on the inadequacy of funding for English Heritage under point 2.,
but would like to stress again that to make no increase in funding for EH for the past seven years is equivalent
to a sizeable cut in its budget which was already inadequate for it responsibilities. If the primary body set
up by the Government to care for the nation’s heritage is under-funded it is bound to have a depressing eVect
both in practice and morale upon all those who work in heritage, many with little or no remuneration. It is
not only a question of whether our leaders value the depleted but surviving heritage as important—surely
a fundamental aspect of the current interest in “Britishness”—but as the as the primary draw for tourists
and the not inconsiderable income they bring to this country.

Like many others, we fear that the funding drawn oV for the Olympics will never be replaced either as a
one-oV deduction or as a proportion of as annual funds devoted to heritage. Much damage is already being
done by the improper use of Lottery funding for matters which should be met from general taxation.

The Trust therefore asks the Committee to give consideration to calculating the loss to the heritage caused
by Lottery funding of the Olympics, and to make provision for the replacement of this loss by an increase
in heritage funding over a specific period of years. Further, we hope that the Committee will address the
question of whether it is right to continue using Lottery funds for matters which should be met from
Government sources.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

Following recent rationalisation of their role, we believe that there is little need for further change in the
primary responsibilities of English Heritage, and that it is of the greatest importance that it remains the
senior body responsible for heritage matters. We would, however, wish to see English Heritage given more
responsibility for advising and monitoring the activities of other bodies, particularly local authorities (with
of course the additional resources to do so eVectively). This is because of the lack of specialist knowledge
and experience aVordable (even where the need is understood) by local authorities.
The Trust therefore asks that the Committee give consideration to extending the role of English Heritage
to assist and monitor the heritage activities of local authorities.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

At present it is impossible for local authorities to aVord the level of expertise necessary to fulfil the
obligations which have been delegated to them by Government and by English Heritage, especially where
there are many historic buildings (and conservation areas) in their area; they have no more funding for the
purpose than authorities with only a few such buildings. Conservation oYcers seldom have the full training
and experience required and few have architectural training which is necessary to deal with the design
element of their job. Councillors and senior oYcers are seldom able to understand the issues, and either rely
too heavily on inadequate junior specialist oYcers, or fail to employ any at all.

Hampshire County Council (cooperating with EH) once provided an accessible centre of expertise to
assist local authorities and other bodies, which was known as the “Historic Buildings Bureau”. The Bureau
was disbanded some years ago as the County’s funds were progressively reduced. The loss of this
accumulated expertise, experience and influence has been a tragedy because it has in no way been
compensated for at district level.
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The Trust therefore asks the Committee to find a means of funding the necessary level of expertise for
authorities in proportion to their responsibility for historic buildings and conservation areas, and to
investigate the possibility of re-introducing expert bureaux at county level to assist district councils and
charitable organisations to make them more eVective and avoid unnecessary duplication of eVort and
expense.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Civic Trust

Introductory Comments

The Civic Trust is a charity with over 40 years’ experience of urban regeneration, care for the historic
environment, and of promoting partnership between national and local government, the development
profession, and the voluntary sector. Its aim is to promote the best possible living and working environment.
Care for, and maximising accessibility to, the heritage and the historic environment is regarded by its
membership as a vital and integral part of the quality of life. The Civic Trust also administers Heritage Open
Days (see Q.4).

The Trust’s unique asset is the approximately 800 Civic Amenity Societies aYliated to it, with a total
membership of circa 250,000 individuals, concerned with excellence in the care of the urban environment.
Many command a wide range of professional skills and have unrivalled local knowledge. While the historic
environment is a major concern for them, they also welcome sympathetic and innovative new development
and re-use of historic buildings.

An understanding of the historic environment is important for fostering civic pride and national and local
identity, and for promoting informed and engaged citizens. The deterioration in the living and working
environment, the continued erosion of the historic environment, and increased public indiVerence to “civic”
aVairs, may not be unconnected.

The word “heritage” embraces everything, including the modern; wartime and post-1945 buildings have
been Listed, and the whole historic environment is evidence of continual change; this is why it should be a
common asset, transcending individual diVerences.

Recent research, particularly by English Heritage, shows that the heritage is of major importance to the
great majority of the nation, who believe that we do not protect or preserve too much, and that the heritage,
far from being an obstacle to development or regeneration, is of fundamental importance to us, as a nation,
as local residents, as individuals and as informed citizens.

1. What should the DCMS identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper?

— adequate protection of conservation areas, and designation of new ones if local people want them;
no weakening, and where possible, strengthening, which is, in our membership’s experience, what
people want;

— full consultation with the local community over proposals which will impact on their heritage, with
their views given real weight. If people feel that they have a degree of control over, and input into,
the process, they will be less resistant to change, and will be more inclined to contribute their own
suggestions, based on local experience and knowledge, to the debate, to ensure the best possible
solution;

— no weakening, and, where possible, strengthening of protection to eliminate anomalies, etc (eg
alterations to non-listed buildings in CAs, Shimizu, article 4s, etc);

— address skills levels at local government level, and of awareness of, and sympathy for, the heritage
at Government level (cf current perceptions of being philistines, despite Lammy’s keenness).

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

— English Heritage have been under immense pressure from Government to tailor its remit to ever-
changing Government agendas, with the result that it has to try too hard to justify its existence
and finds itself having to move into other bodies’ territory in order to find that justification.

— DCMS must ensure that schools introduce children at the earliest possible stage to heritage issues,
in order to give them a life-long interest and a basic background knowledge of our history and the
timescales and periods involved (dates and a concept of time are important; without them, history
is meaningless. The issue is not one of boring dates, kings and queens, but inspirational teaching).
This could include such relatively simple initiatives as visits to galleries, museums, individual
historic buildings and also simply walking them down their own townscapes or local streets with
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a keen communicator; allowing them to handle objects form long ago; and taking every
opportunity to tell them of the significance and meanings of the huge numbers of place-names
which they all speak and hear every day.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

— This question will be answered in very diVerent ways by those whose main aim is development,
and those whose remit is protection of the heritage.

— It is still easier to knock down and rebuild than to preserve and re-use, and will remains so as along
as economic or financial issues remain the first consideration. In this context, a major constraint
is the diVerential between VAT on repair and maintenance, and on new build; this must be resolved
and the diVerential eliminated, if a level playing field is to be created. The “balance” in eVect
remains an economic one and, too often, is reduced to a question of whether those who want to
save a historic building, or area, can raise what is in eVect its redevelopment value in order to
save it.

— It remains unclear whether the concept of the beneficial reuse of historic buildings is actually
getting through to the majority of developers, private and public. The acrimonious debate created
by the Government’s proposals for housing demolition and rebuilding in the north is an example
of this, as are recent statements of concern about the approach to the redevelopment of the Thames
Gateway, not last from residents themselves. English Heritage have published an interesting
document describing the character and value of the Thames Gateway historic environment, and
how it should be integral to the concept.

— The “balance” is also, it could be argued, an over-simplification of the argument. It is not a
question of balancing the need for new development against the desire for “preservation”; the
playing field is not a level one. In many areas, a greater or lesser proportion of the historic
environment has already been lost or severely damaged, whether by design or default. Aspirations
for the protection of the heritage are often focussed on saving what is left, or preventing its further
degradation through poor-quality development or bad planning. Balancing need must be
informed by local circumstances, not national one-size-fits-all guidelines. As already indicated,
people will be more willing to accept change, and even the loss of built heritage, if they can see that
the change is really for the better, and in accordance with their own aspirations for their area, and
have a stake and a say in the process. People like good new development; too many, however, will
maintain that they rarely see it, It is essential to ask why people are upset or angry at the loss of
their heritage. There are usually good reasons, foremost among them is that their concerns and
aspirations are ignored. People are naturally suspicious when the choice is perceived to be one of
economic value against cultural value.

— Address conflict of views over Facadism.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

— A particular problem is the accessibility of the many heritage attractions in rural areas, or areas
not well served by public transport.

— A major drawback in all areas, particularly urban, is that opening hours of heritage attractions
are geared to the working day, and thus more convenient for tourists than for local people. They
must be available when people are able to visit them—ie weekends, and during weekday evenings
(when the main attractions currently available to them are alcohol-based), and must be aVordable;
a family visit to the Tower of London, for example, is almost prohibitively expensive for those on
low incomes. Local people should have a real stake in their local heritage, whether publicly or
privately owned; we believe that they want, and should have, a say in how their local heritage is
treated. There should be special reduced rates for local residents, not for tourists. The major added
value of free museums is the impact which this increased accessibility, and sense of ownership
through being able to go whenever people want, in social and cultural terms.

— Heritage attractions, except for the relatively few of international note, are too often fully occupied
in meeting their basic remit of staying open and caring for their collections; strategic support from
Government should be available to enable them to develop new and innovative ideas for attracting
the widest possible audience.

— The unique feature of the Civic Amenity Societies is in their detailed knowledge of their local
heritage, and their ability to bring together people from every sector of the community to learn
about, defend and care for their common heritage. We believe that this capacity for bringing
together all sectors of the community in a common interest has significant potential for achieving
current Government aims of inclusivity and accessibility.

— People need to be educated to see their heritage as an integral part of their everyday life; not as an
add-on curiosity to be looked at in spare moments as a source of amusement and to reinforce their
own feelings of superiority over people of the past who wore strange clothes and did things in ways
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we would not do them today. The aim should be for their historic environment to give them an
informed sense of continuity with their forebears and what they achieved. Appreciation of the
heritage should involve an appreciation of how earlier peoples, with significantly less advantages
and facilities than we have, managed to achieve as much as they did, and should instil people with
a sense of continuity and belonging, wherever they come from. This is a vital benefit of the heritage,
and the educational system must recognise the teaching of history for the essential element of
citizenship which it provides.

— Every opportunity should therefore be taken, by all bodies responsible for the heritage, to play
their part in ensuring that public information about the heritage—particularly at a local level—
is available, both through popular publications and through public information, perhaps funded
through sponsorship. Such measures need not be expensive; they can be as simple as information
boards at railway stations or bus shelters with some details of local history and heritage, or a
programme of making people aware of the origins and meanings of place names. It is probable
that people are exposed to place names hundreds of times a day in a myriad of settings, and
significantly more than to any other part of the historic environment; giving them some insight
into the fact that they have meaning, often hundreds or even thousands of years old, could be one
a simple, yet eVective and powerful, means of sparking oV a real public interest in their local
community, its origins and development. We believe that the value of a simple approach such as
this cannot be over-estimated. Acknowledging the enormous public interest in archaeological
discoveries (as evidenced by the popularity of the Time Team programme, and by such events as
the discovery of the Rose Theatre, in 1989, attracting tens of thousands of people to the site and
occupied international headlines for several weeks), there should also be a requirement for
archaeological sites to provide for public access during some stage of the excavations, and for the
results of the excavations to be made available in the form of permanent local displays. Indeed,
despite the value of PPG16 in bringing archaeology into the planning system, archaeology—which
is a major, and in many cases the only, source for our knowledge of a significant proportion of our
heritage—remains, in our view, the “poor relation” of the heritage, and in no more significant way
than in public accessibility; information about excavations is frequently suppressed because of so-
called “commercial confidentiality”, and the results not published for some considerable time; this
is counter to the aims of accessibility when it is considered that archaeology is, after all, done for
the benefit of the community. Further, since the advent of PPG16, the long tradition of amateur
involvement in archaeology has virtually ended. This is doubly unfortunate since many of today’s
leading professionals started as amateurs.

— In this connection, the national annual Heritage Open Days event, administered by the Civic
Trust, is a major element of enabling the public to engage physically with their local heritage; our
Heritage Open Days section have sent you a separate response addressing this subject in some
detail.

— We have not addressed the vast issue of tourism which is, we understand, the second largest
national generator of revenue and a major reason why visitors from abroad come to the United
Kingdom. This is because tourism is too often, perhaps, regarded by some in government and
elsewhere as the main raison d’etre of heritage. We have therefore concentrated, in this response,
on the heritage as an issue to be managed, protected and developed as an asset for residents.
However, we believe that making the national heritage an asset for the benefit of local people will
enhance its value to tourists by enabling them to see it as an integral part of British life rather than
a “theme park” attraction, thereby make it even more of a draw for tourists, both British and
overseas.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds form Lottery sources between good causes

— It is, of course, easy to say that the Heritage needs more funding; but it is undoubtedly true.

— DCMS should have a leading advocacy role in promoting the heritage, with well-informed staV,
and it should not be marginalised by other, more powerful departments. Eliminating the major
disparity between VAT on new build and on repair and maintenance, which is one of the most
serious obstacles to the proper care of our built heritage, must be an urgent short-term goal.

— English Heritage’s remit and commitments increase every year, yet its budget is cut relentlessly
every year. This has the unfortunate repercussion of obliging English heritage to exploit the
revenue-earning capacity of its properties, sometimes to the disbenefit of the monument itself, both
physically and in terms of limiting public access.
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— It is the experience of most sectors, including our own membership, that the uncertainty of public
funding for heritage (including English Heritage and local authority conservation staV), the very
low pay scales, and the lack of respect shown by other departments to conservation staV, morale
among otherwise skilled and dedicated staV is very low, and retaining them is very diYcult. There
are many more skilled practitioners in private practice, who cannot possibly aVord to work in the
public sector, or to English Heritage.

— There is a really worry about the impact of the Olympics on the funding of small museums and
galleries. We believe that Heritage is the ideal object for Lottery funding, given its cultural
importance and value yet its low ranking among Government spending priorities; until
commercial sponsorship for heritage and the arts can reach the levels currently given to sport and
more “popular” culture, it is essential, for achieving all the heritage-focussed aims, that the
Heritage Lottery Fund be maintained and increased. HLF funding is still essential for many
aspects of the heritage, but it must also be more flexible; for example, it is significantly more easy to
get lottery funding for high-profile activities, particularly when these relate to current government
agendas, than it is for essential basic core activities, such as day-to-day collections management,
conservation and cataloguing; yet without this basic work, the rest is significantly more diYcult.
For example, the Greater London Council Archives, a basic and immensely valuable source of
research data for London over more than a century, have never obtained funding for cataloguing.
We believe that the Olympics could be an opportunity to show the world that Britain has a unique
and varied heritage of which it is proud, and that it regards it as integral to the nation and capable
of being accommodated in the 21st century; we are less confident that there is suYcient high-level
interest, skills or power to achieve this.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

— Local authority roles should be mandatory (perhaps part of their education responsibility), and
significantly strengthened.

— Charitable organisations with special roles (eg the Period societies) should be strengthened, and
real regard paid to their advice.

— English Heritage should have an advocacy role in mediating between the public, community and
commercial sectors. Their recommendations should be taken seriously in making decisions.

— Museums and galleries are already fully engaged with their role of promoting public information
and increasing accessibility, appreciation, and care of collections, over and above their capacity in
financial terms, mainly owing to the dedication of underpaid staV. They are the main entry point
for the public into the heritage and culture field, and their social, cultural and educational role
should be recognised accordingly and valued more realistically, in terms of both local and national
back-up and individual wages.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

— If there is one aspect of the heritage on which there appears to be near-universal agreement, it is
on the lack of adequate skills in the public sector, and the intractability of the problem as long as
conservation and heritage skills are accorded the lack of respect and regard they currently receive
from planning and engineering/highways departments.

— In our members’ experience, it is invariably the conservation oYcer whose post is cut when local
authority savings are considered.

— In our members’ experience, again, local authority interest in heritage issues depends to a
significant extent on the personal interest of individual councillors.

— Accessibility of expertise needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis. A large local authority with
significant heritage assets—eg the London Borough of Camden—will need substantial in-house
expertise. An area with low heritage assets can share resources with other areas, as, probably, could
a small historic town or village where there is a low level of development. The lead in providing
advice should come from English Heritage.

16 February 2006
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Supplementary memorandum submitted by The Civic Trust

1. The Civic Trust

Established in 1957, the Civic Trust (CT) is the leading UK charity dedicated to bringing vitality,
sustainability and high quality design to the built environment, to promoting thriving towns and villages
and developing dynamic partnerships between communities, government and business to deliver
regeneration and local improvement. It is also the umbrella body for 850 Civic Societies across the country,
representing over 250,000 individuals committed to improving and caring for places where people live
and work.

2. Heritage Open Days, England’s Largest Voluntary Cultural Event

2.1 Since 1994, the Civic Trust has been running Heritage Open Days which forms part of the European
Heritage Days. Organised by some 26,000 volunteers for local people, Heritage Open Days (HODs) is
England’s biggest and most popular voluntary cultural event, attracting over 800,000 people every year. The
Civic Trust gives central co-ordination and a national voice to the event, which is made possible by funding
and support from English Heritage.

2.2 HODs raises awareness and appreciation of the built environment and stimulates curiosity and
learning in people of all ages, abilities and backgrounds by oVering free access to a wide range of properties
and activities. By engaging volunteers from all walks of life, the programme empowers local communities
and fosters civic pride. Visitor feedback forms and organiser questionnaires returned after the event provide
vivid proof that taking part in HODs does make a diVerence.

2.3 The study “Developing New Audiences for the Heritage” (HLF, 2001) identified the following groups
as traditionally missing audiences (as visitors & volunteers) in the cultural heritage sector: Young people
under 30, black or minority ethnic groups, C2DE socio-economic groups, people without access to transport
facilities and disabled people. Certain user perceptions, a lack of information and awareness, poor physical
access to and at the resource, and admission costs were identified as barriers to participation.

2.4 HODs contributes to breaking down these social, economic and physical barriers to heritage by
providing access to otherwise private or admission-charging properties in all major cities and towns, many
villages and neighbourhoods in England completely free of charge. All buildings (many of which outside
the traditional heritage range) are registered by local people for their interest and relevance to the local
community. Working in partnership with English Heritage’s Outreach team and drawing on the support of
a HLF-funded education programme, HODs eVectively widens access to cultural activities.

2.5 HODs contributed to achieving the Government’s PSA 2 target of attracting 100,000 new visitors to
the historic environment by 2005–06. A MORI survey conducted at a range of venues over the four-day
event in 2004, showed that around 36,000 HODs visitors belonged to the targeted priority groups (ie 20!

year old, ethnic minority and/or C2DE). The 2005 visitor study showed that 26% of HODs visitors belonged
to C2DE socio-economic group and 10% were “new heritage visitors”, ie first-time visitors coming from
social priority groups. The Civic Trust is committed to contributing to the Government’s future cultural
participation targets.

2.6 Since 2002, the number of events participating in Heritage Open Days has risen by 50% and the
number of local organisers by 38. The HODs programme comprises a breathtaking variety of buildings and
activities that celebrate local distinctiveness and cultural diversity. Recognising that HODs is an excellent
way for people of diVerent backgrounds to explore the architecture, traditions and stories that make up their
cultural identity, the EH Outreach team has been helping to engage more socially and ethnically diverse
community groups over the last two years. Last year’s event saw 10 synagogues, nine mosques plus a Muslim
burial ground, four Sikh temples, three Buddhist temples, three Hindu temples, two multi-faith trails, two
multi-faith centres and a multi-cultural festival.

2.7 Interpretation of the participating buildings and places and making this as accessible as possible both
intellectually and physically are key to HODs. Through regular guidance in newsletters, a high-quality
Organiser’s Handbook and a series of workshops, local participants learn how to appeal to and reach diverse
audiences and how to enhance the overall visitor and learning experience.

2.8 In conclusion, the overwhelmingly positive feedback and the ever-growing popularity of HODs with
both visitors and volunteers prove that our architectural and cultural heritage does matter to people of all
ages and backgrounds and that it is recognised as an important asset in the community. HODs as a
predominantly volunteer-led initiative not only promotes the accessibility and appreciation of heritage, it
also furthers social cohesion and civic pride within communities and neighbourhoods.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by Dr Celia Clark

What should the Department for Culture, Media and Sport identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper?

The department’s first priority should be to ensure that existing courses of specialist training for
craftspeople skilled enough to work on historic buildings are supported—if necessary via a subsidy to the
Construction Industry Training Board or other relevant funders—and that new courses are started up, in
order to address the national shortage of craftspeople in building conservation. Universities and colleges
are closing such courses because their costs—in specialist teaching, materials and space requirements are
said to be too high. They need to be persuaded instead to promote such courses at diVerent levels: initial,
advanced and cpd—more widely within the conservation industry, in order to ensure that the necessary skills
more widely available. An element of subsidy—perhpas via the CITB—may be necessary.

Local authorities also need stronger encouragement to recruit and retain specialist conservation staV

within planning departments—who have suYcient understanding of historic buildings but also of how
excellent modern design can be integrated with and within them. This might be provided at university and
cpd levels.

Local authorities also need to be reminded of their duty to repair and maintain their own historic
buildings. In times of financial stringency, maintenance budgets are too often reduced or cut out altogether,
with disastrous, and expensive long term consequences.

Where historic buildings grants are no longer available, local authorities should be supported by
government in oVering these, along with professionally skilled advice. Gains are then made by owners and
by the general public whose money is used as our historic fabric is kept in good repair.

VAT Must Be Levelled between New Work and Repair to Historic Buildings

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

Volunteers in the conservation movement are concerned that the English Heritage budget is cut, and that
the strong links between building and area reuse and the achievement of sustainability are not acknowledged
eg in ODPM.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

As above: the strong links between building and area reuse and the achievement of sustainability should
be acknowledged and drawn upon in policy-making—eg in ODPM.

Sustainable objectives for new development MUST be reinstated by government, instead of being
watered down.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

Even within built up areas, many tourist attractions are too expensive for local people to visit, so they do
not perceive them as “theirs” or go to see them. Maybe a “locals” ticket needs to be subsidised by
government.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

The funding for English Heritage needs to be considerably increased. Competition for Lottery funding
leads to enormous waste of resources and time, and to disappointment for those involved in unsuccessful
bids.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage

Non-profit conservation organisations such as building preservation trusts must be helped by tax
incentives and other incentive measures to take on “diYcult” cases which are not attractive to commercial
developers.
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Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority planned by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

As above—the department’s first priority should be to ensure that existing courses of specialist training
for craftspeople skilled enough to work on historic buildings are supported—if necessary via a subsidy to
the Construction Industry Training Board or other relevant funders—and that new courses are started up,
in order to address the national shortage of craftspeople in building conservation. Universities and colleges
are closing such courses because their costs—in specialist teaching, materials and space requirements are
said to be too high. They need to be persuaded instead to promote such courses at diVerent levels: initial,
advanced and cpd—more widely within the conservation industry, in order to ensure that the necessary skills
more widely available. An element of subsidy—perhaps via the CITB—may be necessary.

Local authorities also need stronger encouragement to recruit and retain specialist conservation staV

within planning departments—who have suYcient understanding of historic buildings but also of how
excellent modern design can be integrated with and within them. This might be provided at university and
cpd levels.

Local authorities also need to be reminded of their duty to repair and maintain their own historic
buildings. In times of financial stringency, maintenance budgets are too often reduced or cut out altogether,
with disastrous, and expensive long term consequences, as well as setting a very bad example to commercial
property owners, and giving a poor impression to visitors and tourists.

Where local centres of design quality advice in the historic environment and elsewhere exist—eg the South
East Design Panel and the Solent Centre for Architecture and Design—local authority planners, developers,
housing associations, councillors and the general public—should be encouraged to use their services.
Takeup may be limited by restrictions on local authority budgets; subsidised courses for these categories
would spread knowledge and expertise.

While television programmes about the historic environment are not within the government or
government agencies’ remit, companies should be encouraged to focus on the challenges and achievements
of conservationists. However, a lottery such as Restoration, which was bound to be won by places with large
populations is not a useful model.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Trevor Cooper

Scope

1. My expertise lies in facts and figures relating to Church of England churches, which provide the bulk
of listed places of worship. However, a good deal of what I say below will apply to places of worship of other
Christian denominations, and to other faiths, and will be relevant outside England.

2. Please note that in this submission I do not deal with cathedrals, and greater churches. Their issues
and needs are rather diVerent from most churches and chapels.

3. I have responded to just two of the questions posed by the Committee:

— Priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper.

— Funding.

4. Much of the information in this submission is drawn from my book, How do we keep our parish
churches? A copy is enclosed, and further copies can be provided to the committee if required.

What the Department for Culture, Media & Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

Introduction

5. The White Paper provides an opportunity to devise a new partnership with those responsible for listed
places of worship. There are a large number of such buildings, and they are used and valued by a high
proportion of the population, and provide an important cultural and social resource. But the buildings are
the responsibility of a tiny number of volunteers, who are coming under increasing pressure.

6. There is clear market failure, and present measures for dealing with this have emerged piecemeal. I do
not believe that current arrangements are entirely sustainable over the longer term, and this is a good time
to consider what form of partnership is needed with the volunteers who care for these buildings. This is not
just about money.
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7. In what follows, I look at:

— the care of listed churches;

— their cultural and social role;

— the emerging pressures on voluntary carers.

8. I conclude with possible ways in which eVective partnership might be developed.

Care of Listed Churches

Numbers

9. Whereas English Heritage and the National Trust have between them considerably fewer than one
thousand buildings, there are at least 14,000 listed places of worship in England (Table 1), mostly churches
and chapels. Almost one half (45%) of England’s entire stock of Grade I listed buildings are Church of
England churches.

Table 1

NUMBER OF LISTED PLACES OF WORSHIP IN ENGLAND

All grades Grade
I II* II

Church of England 12,200 4,200 4,200 3,800
Roman Catholic 622 41 102 479
Methodist 537 3 36 498
Baptist c 350 ? ? ?
Congregational 69 ? ? ?
Other nonconformist ?? 500 ? ? ?
SynagoguesL28 1 11 16
MosquesL 1 0 1 0

Total ? 14,500

L purpose-built
Sources: personal communication from denominations, except Church of England (Cooper, Parish
Churches); Baptist, estimate from Newman report on Ecclesiastical Exemption; Synagogues, website of
Jewish Heritage UK; mosques, personal communication, English Heritage.

Volunteers

10. Churches and chapels are diVerent from most listed buildings in that they are looked after by
volunteers, not by owners having a beneficial interest. For most of the volunteers, time and money is spent
for love of the building, or enthusiasm for the work which takes place there. As we shall see, the building is
the base for a great deal of community work. It follows that any government policy for listed church
buildings which regards them purely as heritage, and simply a matter for the DCMS, misses one of the most
important aspects—the volunteers who care for them.

11. These volunteers form a rather small percentage of the population. In the case of Church of England
churches, the 12,000 listed buildings are looked after by about 3% of the adult population (the so-called
“electoral roll” of supporters).

Table 2

ADULT AVERAGE SUNDAY ATTENDANCE AT CHURCH OF ENGLAND PARISHES (2001)
(12,951 PARISHES; TOTAL ADULT ATTENDANCE % 868,000)

ALL FIGURE ROUNDED

Adult average Sunday attendance Parishes with this attendance% Number

1–10 6 780
11–20 19 2,500
21–30 14 1,800
31–50 17 2,200
51–100 24 3,100
over 100 20 2,600

Total 100% 12,951
%12,951

Note: some parishes have more than one church, so the number of parishes is fewer than the number of
churches (% about 16,200).

Source: Archbishops’ Council, Church of England.
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12. There are some very tiny voluntary groups (congregations) looking after churches. This is not
surprising. The two thousand smallest rural villages and hamlets have an average population of about 200
people each, so that 12% of Church of England church buildings are today in communities together
containing less than 1% of the population. As a result, roughly 800 parishes (6%) have ten adults or fewer
worshipping on a Sunday (see Table 2). As the table also makes clear, at the other end of the scale, some
churches are thriving. Note: some parishes have more than one church building, so the number of parishes
(12,951) is smaller than the total number of churches (about 16,200).

13. Some of the most attractive and important church buildings lie in areas of low population, and thus
have the least viable congregations.

Cost of repairs

14. The Church of England is widely regarded as being immensely rich,22 perhaps even beyond the dreams
of avarice, and this bedevils discussion about the funding of church buildings. The Church does have a
substantial endowment (though, to put it in context, it is five times smaller than that of Harvard University),
and a generation ago the income from this paid a large proportion of the clergy salaries. But the majority
is now put aside to pay pensions, and ordinary churches receive less than 50 pence per churchgoer per week.
Almost all of that goes to help with the costs of clergy and other workers, with the focus on more needy
areas. In fact, rather than rolling in money, many dioceses (which act as independent units) are in some
financial diYculty.

15. The cost of repairs to Church of England church buildings is running at about £100 million per year
(2003), and rising. Something under a third of this comes from public funds: English Heritage and HLF
grants (available only for large, “emergency” repairs), VAT relief and Landfill tax. The private charitable
sector provides other grants, and the remainder, approximately £65 million, comes from the pockets of the
congregations looking after the buildings, and their fund raising—an average of £5,000 per church per year
raised by their own eVorts.

Table 3

SPENDING ON MAJOR REPAIRS TO CHURCH OF ENGLAND CHURCH BUILDINGS, BY
AMOUNT OF SPEND (2001)

TOTAL REPAIR SPEND WAS £86.4 million

Amount spent Parishes with this repair spend
% Number

zero 42 5,440
up to £1k 91,170
£1k–£5k 24 3,100
£5k–£10k 10 1,300
£10k–£20k 8 1,040
£20k–£50k 5 650
More than £50k 2 260

100% % 12,951 12,951

Note: recent years have seen higher total spend.

Source: Archbishops’ Council, Church of England.

16. But the average is misleading (Table 3). Most churches spend rather less than the average per year.
For example, approximately one half (42%) of Church of England parishes spend nothing on repairs in any
particular year (based on 2001 figures). The same number (43%) spend less than £10k on repairs in a year.
In a given year, only about 2% of parishes have to spend more than £50k.

17. Thus an individual church might reasonably expect to go for twenty years spending an average of
£2,500 per year, and fifty years without having to fund a repair bill of more than £50k.

18. This pattern of occasional, unpredictable, very expensive events is diYcult for small voluntary
organizations to handle: should they hire a youth worker today, or put aside money for unknown future
repairs which may never be needed?

22 An alternative myth is that it lost all its money in speculative property investments. Some people believe both.
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Table 4

PROPORTION OF PARISHES WITH VARIOUS RANGES OF INCOME (2001)

Income* Parishes with this income
% Number

£0—£2k 3 390
£2k—£5k 9 1,150
£5k—£10k 17 2,180
£10k—£20k 22 2,820
£20k—£30k 13 1,670
over £30k 37 4,740

100% % 12,951 parishes 12,951

* unrestricted ordinary income.

Source: Archbishops’ Council, Church of England19. As expected, parish incomes diVer enormously.
More than 1,500 parishes have income of less than £5,000 per annum (see Table 4). For these voluntary
groups, and for many of the others, paying large repair bills from income is not possible. Furthermore, the
smaller the congregation, the harder it is for them to organise themselves for fund-raising and grant
applications.

20. In summary, listed Church of England churches are found everywhere, and are widely accessible.
Their repair is partly funded by the State, but two-thirds of the cost comes directly from volunteers and from
their fund-raising. They make up only about 3% of the adult population. Some of the voluntary groups
(congregations) are tiny, and have small incomes. Repair bills are lumpy, and organising to deal with large
repairs may stretch smaller groups to the limit.

21. The next section explores what value the wider community obtains from these buildings.

Cultural and Social Role of Churches

Value placed on places of worship by public

22. Although supported by so few, the enjoyment of these buildings, and the sense of place which they
create is widely valued. In a survey carried out in October 2003, almost two-thirds of respondents (63%) said
they would be concerned if their local church/chapel were no longer there Almost as many (59%) saw the
building as a local landmark, or historic place (53%).1 These high figures confirm the importance of places
of worship in creating a valued local sense of place.

Use by wider population

23. The buildings are used by most of the population. A survey conducted in October 2003 (see Table 5)
showed that 89% had visited a church/place of worship during the year, and the figure was almost as high
(80%) for those who claimed “no religion”. In contrast, the rather smaller figure of 51% had visited a cinema
in that year. There was a range of purposes for the visit to a place of worship—rites of passage were the most
common—but it was also noticeable that for 24% of city dwellers, they simply sought a quiet space.

Table 5

ADULTS VISITING VARIOUS PLACES DURING PREVIOUS YEAR

Place Percentage of adults

Church/place of worship (2003) 89%
Cinema (2002) 51%
Museum or gallery (2002) 43%
Football match (2000) 17%

Sources: ORB survey carried out on behalf of English Heritage/Church of England, October 2003; Mori
poll reported in Heritage Monitor 2003; Mori poll commissioned by English Heritage, May—June 2000,
available on Mori website
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Tourism

24. Listed churches and chapels also play an important—though not fully understood—part in the tourist
economy. The number of church visitors is very large, lying somewhere between 10 million and 50 million
per year. Indeed, it is possible that the number of visits to parish churches may be greater than the combined
sum of visits to Cathedrals and all the buildings owned by English Heritage, the National Trust and the
Historic Houses Association (see Table 6). The diVerence is that ordinary churches have no turnstiles, and
cannot charge.23

Table 6

NUMBER OF VISITS TO VARIOUS PROPERTY TYPES (2004–05, except where stated)
ALL FIGURES ROUNDED. VISITOR NUMBERS FOR PARISH CHURCHES ESTIMATED

Number of properties Number of visitors Annual cost of non-
(rounded) per annum (million) routine repairs £m

Church of England listed parish
churches 12,000 10–50 100

Historic Houses (privately owned)
(2001–02) *700 11 ?

English Heritage pay-for-entry sites 400 5 **16

National Trust pay-for-entry buildings
and gardens 300 13 38

Cathedrals 40 10 11

* About one half open regularly to the public; the remainder provide some form of public access
** Based on speech by Tim Reeve, Property Development and Operations Director, 28 June 2005. It is

diYcult to be sure which cost line in the accounts refers to major repairs.

Sources: Churches, Cathedrals, and Historic Houses: Cooper, Parish Churches and Archbishops’
Council, Church of England; English Heritage and the National Trust, annual accounts.

25. The majority (55% on average) of Church of England churches are freely open to visitors, to enjoy
free of charge, despite the risk of vandalism. Hereford, for example, a deeply rural county, manages an
astonishing 84% of open churches.2 And there is untapped potential here: we now know that a concerted
attempt to open places of worship of all types, make them welcoming, and help visitors find them, can
increase throughput, and helps bring communities together (see Fig 1. above for two examples). But the
churches retain rather little financial benefit from such eVorts, and they can be costly in volunteer time.

26. It is well known that the National Trust relies on endowments to help support its properties. English
Heritage makes an operational deficit on its properties, running at about £5 million per year, funded by the
taxpayer. (I am not clear whether this deficit includes the cost of major repairs; I suspect not.) It is planning
to reduce this deficit to zero over the next few years, by boosting membership, increasing income from
turnstiles, and investing some £21 million of taxpayers’ money in improving the way their estate is presented,
and the quality of facilities they provide for visitors.3

27. This demonstrates the costs (or public value) and diYculty of running historic buildings for the benefit
of visitors, even when supported by a membership structure, staV to collect admission fees, and with
guaranteed capital funding. None of these factors apply to listed places of worship: volunteers look after
the buildings, giving free entry to anyone, with no endowment, no guaranteed capital funding (though
grants are sometimes available), and no admission fees.

28. There is a further consideration. Even tourists who do not visit churches probably enjoy the landscape
value of well-kept buildings in public use. As far as I know, the value of this has not been quantified: it may
be significant.

Cultural artefacts

29. It goes almost without saying that not only are listed churches themselves often beautiful, but they
contain an astonishing array of cultural artefacts—a national repository of heritage, far more extensive than
any of our great museums. For example, there are an estimated 8,000 medieval stained glass windows in our
churches. The V&A has about 100. (And up and down the country, congregations are paying to protect to
their stained glass windows against growing vandalism.)

23 Because it is diYcult to count visitors to all but the largest churches, the numbers are estimates. We badly need further research
on visitor numbers to churches and chapels, the value placed on the experience by visitors, and the economic contribution
this makes to local communities: attempts have been made, but they lack the necessary rigour to make a robust economic case.
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30. The V&A has 15 pieces by John Flaxman, one of England’s most important and accessible sculptors.
That is a fine collection. But there are twelve times as many items (190) by this sculptor in churches—
monuments and busts in their original settings, close to where the widow grieved or the parents mourned—
and personal observation suggests that such tombs and memorials have a lasting fascination to visitors of
all ages.4

31. Who looks after all this? Insuring, restoring, repairing and maintaining—even dusting!—this cultural
heritage all falls on the individual voluntary groups.

Cultural activity

32. Churches are a home for cultural activity. More than eight million people say they have been to a
concert or similar event in a church or other place of worship in the past year, about the same as attendance
at West End theatres by UK residents. One half (49%) of rural Church of England church buildings (about
4,000) host such events (note that most rural Anglican churches do not have church halls). One in eight rural
churches (12%) are used for art exhibitions.5

33. There is a problem with kitchens, with heating, and with toilets. Congregations are adding these
facilities to church buildings (often at their own expense), but it is a slow process: at the current rate, it will
be the end of this century before all rural churches have toilets (based on a 1994 survey). We know that
adding simple facilities to rural church buildings—toilets, kitchens, meeting areas—can make a big
diVerence to community engagement. And we also know that this is considerably cheaper than building a
village hall. With around a quarter of villages of less than 3,000 inhabitants lacking a village hall, there is
plenty of opportunity.6

Regeneration

34. Some churches, including listed churches, are converting their premises in active support of local
regeneration. In its simplest form, an over-sized building can be part let to a secular tenant, turning a historic
building into an income-generating asset. There are a large number of urban examples, though we lack the
research to know exactly how many, or what works best. There are also some intriguing examples in rural
areas—Winforton, Herefordshire, for example, where the secular Parish Council and church Parochial
Council have together co-funded the re-flooring and opening up of the nave of the church building to
provide a community space: worship is carried out in the chancel.

Home for community service

35. Many churches see community service as a core part of their mission. In the past few years an explosion
of research has confirmed what many of us suspected—that faith groups are far and away the largest
assemblage of social volunteers in the country.

36. I estimate that the contribution to community well-being from Christian faith groups alone is
probably more than £750 million per year in equivalent wage-costs (if one feels like measuring concern for
others in financial terms), much of which benefits those who are not members of the congregations
concerned.7

37. Buildings are an integral part of this activity, but it is not clear the extent to which historic buildings
benefit from the available funding streams. And there is considerable anecdotal evidence that some faith
groups find themselves disadvantaged in applying for social funding.

38. To summarise: there is good evidence that church buildings are used and valued by the wider
community, that they have very significant cultural value, that they provide a home base for a very large
group of social volunteers, and that they can be valuable centres of social regeneration.

39. If everything is going so well, what is the problem? The next section looks at pressures on the
volunteers who are at the centre of all this activity.

Emerging Pressures on Voluntary Carers

Too many churches in the wrong places

40. The Church of England continues to provide church buildings for growing centres of population, and
in the last 30 years approximately 530 new churches have been built. Even so, the location of approximately
two-thirds of Church of England churches was decided before the Industrial Revolution. It is not surprising
that many churches and chapels today are not close to centres of population. Furthermore, our Victorian
forefathers became over-enthusiastic in church building, and added to the stock.
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41. As a result, the country is over-churched, with many churches in the wrong place. Based on one
sample, it may be that as little as 15% of church seating is used on Sundays in rural areas.8 But with Church
of England listed buildings, the option taken by other networks—such as pubs, garages, banks, Post OYces,
schools and A&E units—of simply closing under-used distribution outlets, is not easily available.

42. England is not alone in finding that its churches are not in the right place. In America, thousands of
church buildings are under serious threat due to population movements and the use of the car to travel to
larger centres on Sunday.

43. Western European countries also have this problem, and the additional one of declining church
attendance. But in many of these countries the State has taken an explicit and formal role in the care of
historic church buildings, or in collecting money for them, allowing the church to concentrate on its religious
and social mission. The United Kingdom is rather unusual amongst Western European nations in the lack
of formal state responsibility for historic churches.

Trends in attendance

44. For most English denominations, there has been a slow drift downward in attendance at church on
Sundays, averaging something over 1% per annum over the past few decades for adults in the Church of
England. Attendance at Sunday worship is not the same as support for the building, but any drop in
numbers does add to the financial burden on those remaining. In the Church of England, this has coincided
with a pensions crisis, which has seen central subsidy of the clergy costs drop enormously, and giving by
churchgoers rise considerably faster than inflation.

45. Understandably, many congregations are focusing their attention on reversing the trend in
attendance, and with this increased emphasis on the mission of the church, and increasing financial
pressures, are beginning to question the cost and eVort attached to their role as preservers of society’s
cultural heritage.

46. Of course, growing congregations face a diVerent problem—how to extend and convert their listed
buildings to handle increasing numbers, without spoiling the building.

Pressures on time and money

47. Churches face the same burdens and costs as other organisations, together with those that are
particular to the maintenance of historic buildings. For voluntary groups, however, reliant on enthusiasm,
and often short of time and money, these pressures can be especially discouraging. There is a definite sense
that these demands have increased in recent years (Table 7).

Table 7

RECENT OR INCREASING PRESSURES ON TIME AND MONEY OF VOLUNTARY GROUPS
LOOKING AFTER AND USING LISTED PLACES OF WORSHIP

Disability Discrimination Act
Child Protection Act
Craft skills shortage / heritage requirements
Insurance (arson, vandalism)Statements of significance (possible future requirement)
Licensing lawsHealth and safety, including working at heights (light bulbs, gutters)
Control of Pollution (Oil Storage) Regulations
Property Risk Assessments
Electrical services inspection Individual registration as charities (possible future requirement)

Market failure

48. Many of the financial diYculties faced by churches can be categorised as market failure. For example,
although many people value their local church building even if they don’t regularly attend, there is no easy
mechanism to convert this into financial support. Parish Councils are allowed to help with church repairs,
but seem not to (it may be that government could usefully take a lead here).

49. Similarly, although many small businesses gain from visitors to churches, and tourists who value the
environmental impact of the church, churches capture very little of this value.
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The White Paper and Effective Partnership

50. I have tried to outline the cultural and social importance of listed church buildings. and have
emphasised the fact that they are looked after by a rather small number of volunteers (3% of the population
in the case of Church of England churches). In a first attempt to look at the whole picture in financial terms
(Table 8), it would seem that the public get good value. In addition, we must not overlook, in the Secretary
of State’s words, the way these buildings can “inspire and engage us with their beauty, truth, or visceral
reality”.9

Table 8

PUBLIC VALUE FROM CHURCHES AND CHAPELS

Indicative only. Some figures estimated on inadequate information.
Don’t quote without health warning!
Units: £m

£m Note

Paid for from public purse
Public repair grants per annum to listed places of worship 30 1

Provided by church volunteers
Community work provided by listed church and chapel members (measured at minimum 750 2
wage value)
Expenditure on repairs 60!! 3
Value of volunteer time in administration, minor works, and making building accessible, 30 4
plus free professional advice
Care, insurance, maintenance of cultural artefacts in listed buildings ??

Cultural and social value arising, directly and indirectly
Direct: Value of community work provided by listed church and chapel members 750 2
Indirect: Value of local trade generated by those who have visited a church or chapel 75 5
Indirect: Value to visitors and tourists of free entry 30 5
Indirect: Value of listed building in creating ‘sense of place’ to those living in the area ??
Indirect: Value of well-kept listed buildings in encouraging tourism through attractive ??
environment
Direct: Community value attached to use for exhibitions, concerts, etc ?? 6
Direct: Availability for use for rites of passage, contemplation etc ?? 6

Notes
1. HLF, EH, VAT refund. Varies each year.
2. See Cooper, Parish Churches, p 43.
3. Figure for 2003 for all Church of England churches only. Excludes other denominations (figure

not available), so understated.
4. Assuming 32,000 churchwardens at 3 hours per week each, at minimum wage, plus 1000

individuals serving as advisors free of charge (see A Future for Church Buildings, CHF, 2003).
5. Say 30 million visitors (see discussion above), valuing their visit at £1 each (approximately one

quarter typical cathedral entry fee). Assume £2.50 expenditure per visitor on local businesses
(approximately one quarter of typical day tourism expenditure).

6. Value will depends if venue free of charge or subsidised (often is).

51. These voluntary groups are now under increasing pressure. No-one can forecast what will happen
next, but in my view, in the medium term these pressures will probably lead to a significant increase in the
number of listed church buildings lost to the public. It would therefore be sensible to use the White Paper
to consider options for developing partnership. It would be a great pity to have to revisit the whole subject
again in 10 years time, when matters might have developed a greater urgency.

52. Such a partnership might have a number of themes, such as:

— Cross-departmental government structures which take into account the symbiosis between
volunteer and listed building.

— Enthusiasm for the role and value of listed church buildings in service delivery in urban and rural
communities, with the spreading of best practice.
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— A positive approach to, and engagement with, the volunteer infrastructure.

— Encouragement of local support, and devising of means by which it can be channelled; and
similarly for national support.

— “Church-proofing” of policies aVecting voluntary work in the community, and the social
infrastructure, especially of smaller communities.

— Fair access to social funds.

— A settled view as to the cultural importance of the buildings, and the enrichment this brings, and
cooperation with the relevant voluntary groups in furthering access.

— Research into, and central enthusiasm for church tourism.

— Imaginative ownership and management structures for listed church buildings (for example,
leasing back to congregations, or community ownership), probably on a mix and match basis.

— A coherent policy for the role of listed buildings no longer required for routine worship.

53. Some of the above are reflected in the activities of the Inspired! campaign to be launched by English
Heritage later this year. But they need a robust fixity of purpose, and to be embedded in “business as usual”.
Some need legislation. Some need funding. Some need political will and leadership, to ensure co-operation
between stakeholders who have overlapping, but not identical, objectives. None of this is trivial, but I would
argue that it is worthwhile

54. The final need is for robust funding. I note that the Church of England suggest that 50% of repair costs
should be publicly funded. I would hope there is some sympathy for that view. But I would also hope that
the White Paper would be more imaginative than simply bumping up the current levels of financial support
for large emergency repairs. There are other opportunities:

— cyclic, routine maintenance is increasingly expensive, and thus diYcult for cash-strapped
congregations—should this be directly supported?

— is there room for a government-backed savings / soft-loan scheme for repairs?

— might it be possible to devise a risk-pooled ‘insurance’ scheme for repairs?

— should public funds be set aside for improving the facilities of listed places of worship, especially
in rural areas where the church is often the only remaining public building (the shop, the Post
OYce, the pub all having closed)?

— what help can be given to the smaller voluntary groups in fund-raising and project management,
or creating a buildings strategy?

— what assistance should be given to small repairs (the majority)?

— is there a case for an endowed UK Churches Trust, to provide stability and political independence
over the longer-term, and perhaps provide a focus for individual support?

55. In short, the White Paper presents a marvellous opportunity for fresh thinking in the development of
a long-term partnership with those responsible for listed places of worship.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for (a) English Heritage and for (b) museums
and galleries, (c) the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on lottery funding for heritage projects, and (d)
forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

English Heritage

56. It is diYcult for an outsider to get a handle on the funding of English Heritage. Its published accounts,
though models of clarity, simply do not give enough detail to understand the grant-in-aid being provided
by DCMS each year.

57. The graph below represents my best estimate of the core grant-in-aid from DCMS over the past
decade. I have ignored capital grants, as it seems likely from published sources that these are used either
for internal purposes or to improve English Heritage’s own sites, neither of which are directly helpful to
its clients.
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Government grant-in-aid to English Heritage, corrected for inflation
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58. The graph allows for inflation, and shows a sharp drop in funding over the period. If my figures are
right, they show an unfortunate reduction in the State’s willingness to fund heritage. This is worrying, not
least in the light of English Heritage’s view that the Heritage Protection Review has significant resource
implications.

59. English Heritage’s funding agreement 2003–04 to 2005–06 (revised February 2005) states that it might
seek grants from other government departments, namely ODPM and DEFRA, given their interest in its
work. English Heritage’s published accounts do not make it clear whether these other departments have
provided any funds. It would be interesting to know.

60. English Heritage has recently been reorganising itself to meet new challenges, but there can be little
doubt that the cut in funds has led to an unwanted reduction in staYng levels. I have found only one public
pronouncement on this, the comment that 11% of posts in place in the year 2000 were removed by mid-
2005.10 But staV numbers, and presumably staV posts increased between 2000 and 2004 by about 12%. So
it could be that as many as 23% of posts (11% ! 12%) have recently been lost.24 I doubt it is this many, but
some observers have suggested that the organisation has had to cut into muscle as well as fat

61. As far as I can tell from published data, English Heritage uses a single grant-in-aid sum both to run
its operations and make its grants to outside bodies. Any pressure on its overall grant-in-aid budget has
therefore to be shared in some way between operations and grants.

62. This pressure on grants is well demonstrated by the graph below, which shows grants for repairs to
listed places of worship (but not cathedrals) over the past 10 years, allowing for inflation. Given that building
costs rise considerably faster than inflation, the actual usefulness of the English Heritage grant to places of
worship has declined much faster than shown here.

24 This analysis allows for the fact that the year 2000 was the date at which English Heritage staV numbers first started including
those of the Royal Commission on Historic Monuments, which was later to merge with English Heritage.
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English Heritage repair grants to listed places of worship, corrected for inflation
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Source: Cooper, Parish Churches, Appendix C. I have added back the £6m VAT which English Heritage gave back
to the government in 2001/2 to pay for the initial tranche of the Listed Places of Worship Scheme

63. Each one million pound reduction could mean (on average) a dozen fewer places of worship receiving
grants in that year.25 Many churches will quite often simply not go ahead if a grant is not available. Thus
the reduction from the high point of 1995 might mean that some 750 places of worship have not carried out
urgent, expensive, repairs which they otherwise would.

Other Funding of Listed Places of Worship

64. Public money is available to listed places of worship from the Aggregates Levy (a few million pounds
per year), English Heritage (discussed above), and two other sources: the Heritage Lottery Fund and the
Listed Places of Worship scheme, discussed in the following paragraphs.

65. The Heritage Lottery Fund provides substantial grants (of the order of £15 million to £20 million in
recent years) for the repair of listed churches, in a scheme jointly administered with English Heritage. The
scheme is oversubscribed by a factor of approximately two to one. It typically grants 65% of the cost of
repairs, leaving the remainder for the congregation to find. As I have said elsewhere, this joint scheme “may
be regarded as the ‘superpower’ in the sector . . . Any withdrawal would have a major impact.” Until the
future of the Heritage Lottery Fund is settled, there will be real concern about the future of this crucial
source of support.

66. In addition, support is provided by the Listed Places of Worship Scheme. This enables VAT paid on
repairs to be reclaimed. After a slow start, it has been a considerable success, with more than £30 million
being reclaimed since launch in 2001. It has been extended until 2008, and a similar scheme for memorials
has recently been introduced (including their construction as well as repair). A particular feature of the
scheme is the fact that it applies to relatively small repairs, unlike the English Heritage/Heritage Lottery
Fund joint scheme. It is to be hoped the scheme can continue, or that negotiation with our European
partners allows the applicable VAT rate to be reduced.

Funding of Churches Conservation Trust

67. The Churches Conservation Trust is a statutory body, set up in 1969. In its care are Church of England
church buildings which are no longer required for worship, but which are regarded as too important to
demolish, and for which no suitable use can be found. The Trust now looks after more than 330 churches.
The churches are used for a wide variety of cultural, social and educational activities, and, in some cases,
as a centre for regeneration.

25 Or a reduction in average grant size. The statistics available to me do not make it clear which of the two has occurred.
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68. The Trust is primarily funded by a grant, agreed every three years. Of this, the government pays 70%
via the DCMS. The other 30% is paid for by the Church Commissioners of the Church of England.

69. For the three years beginning 2003, the grant was set at £4.2 million per annum. This is a reduction
of 5% in real terms from the previous three years, at the instigation of DCMS (the Church of England was
prepared to raise the grant). My assessment, based on published data, is that it will now be diYcult for the
Trust to accept new churches without reducing the ongoing maintenance of its current portfolio of fine
buildings.11 It is a pity that the future of these important buildings should have been put at risk in this way.

Summary

70. I hope I have demonstrated that “investing in the preservation and presentation of these places is an
investment in our national identity, an investment in our future, and an investment in social personal
capital”, as much for listed places of worship as for Stonehenge, Fountains Abbey or Hadrian’s Wall.12

Notes

1 Cooper, How do we Keep our Parish Churches, Tables 6.3, 4.1.
2 The website www.digiatlas.net collects church opening figures, and they are available for about twenty

counties.
3 Tim Reeve, English Heritage Property Development & Operations Director, Speech 28 June 2005.
4 Martin Harrison, “Stained glass” in Change and Decay (eds. Marcus Binney and Peter Burman), 1977;
Paul Williamson,Medieval and Renaissance Stained Glass in the Victoria and AlbertMuseum, 2003; Rupert
Gunnis, Dictionary of British Sculptors, 1660ı1851, second edition, n.d.; Diane Bilbey, British Sculpture
1470 to 2000, 2002.

5 Cooper, Parish Churches, page 37, Table 4.2.
6 Cooper,ParishChurches, page 39, Table 4.4. For the impact of new facilities, see the report by Susan Rowe,
‘A review of the rural churches in community service programme’, 2004.

7 Cooper, Parish Churches, 41.
8 Cooper, Parish Churches, 48.
9 DCMS, Better Places to Live, 2005.
10 Simon Thurley, Chief Executive English Heritage, Speech 28 June 2005.
11 Cooper, Parish Churches, 31.
12 Quotation from DCMS, Better Places to Live, 2005, referring to the three major sites mentioned.

Memorandum submitted by Community Landscape Archaeology Survey Project (CLASP)

1. Introduction

1.1 Structure

CLASP is a Registered Charity, number 1111667, that acts as an umbrella organisation for local history,
archaeological and metal detecting associations in West Northamptonshire. The purpose of CLASP is to
act as a proactive facilitator in bringing archaeology enthusiasts across the community together to
investigate their local past. Professional archaeologists lead the activities and contribute specialist skills
when necessary—but the community volunteers are encouraged and enabled to learn skills for themselves
and to develop a level of competence in many aspects of archaeological investigation. CLASP also provides
fieldwork opportunities, talks and lectures as part of its commitment to encouraging local communities to
become stakeholders in their archaeological heritage. We would encourage members of your Committee to
visit the following websites to appreciate the work undertaken by CLASP and some of its participating
organisations:

1.2 Funding

Our funding is achieved from membership fees, private donations and grants from district and parish
councils, Projects have also been funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund and other charities through
collaborative ventures with an academic from the University of Northampton. All grant funding has to be
achieved by specific and detailed application. All administrative support is voluntary and undertaken by our
own members.
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1.3 Format of Submission

CLASP welcomes the Enquiry being undertaken by the Culture, Media and Sport Committee as an
opportunity to outline the possible role, and portray the significance of local communities and the voluntary
sector in the future of archaeological research and protection of our archaeological heritage. Our response
is structured, as far as possible, to be aligned to the areas that you intend to address in your enquiry in the
order that they were listed in the initial press release. Any other points we raise are reflected in paragraph
8. This submission is prepared solely for the purposes of this Enquiry and has not been utilised elsewhere.

2. What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the

forthcoming Heritage White Paper

2.1 Constraints on Professional Archaeology

It must be recognised that the professional and commercial sector in Archaeology and Heritage
Conservation lack the resources and legislative standing necessary fully to meet the challenges and demands
of archaeological investigation and conservation in the 21st Century. The limitations of current financial
support and the structure of British archaeology mitigate against a proactive stance in delivering an
investigatory approach that could result in a more holistic planning framework for the national resource.

Professional units, are developer driven and dependant on commercial outcomes which are not always
necessarily beneficial for British archaeology. The unfocused remit of the universities also tends towards a
less cohesive approach to tackling the issues and problems aVecting this area of our national consciousness.
Whilst our present structure is appropriate to protect archaeology threatened by development, there is no
similar active organisation to support English Heritage in identifying and protecting archaeology threatened
by changing land use, development or agriculture.

In a real sense we are the product of our past and an acceptance of that fact is to realise how important
the past is to the future of our country. We have a responsibility to ensure an ongoing programme of
investigation into the archaeological resource of our nation. In addition it is important that any future
process which is devised should be as inclusive as possible. The area of archaeology is already recognising
the potential role and usefulness of community based work and its potential impact if properly harnessed.

2.2 Prioritisation

CLASP welcomes the proposal from the Heritage Minister in 2004 to establish a “Register of Historic
Sites and Buildings of England”. We consider that the creation of a full database of the nation’s heritage is of
great importance as whilst there are both the National Monuments Register and local Sites and Monuments
Registers these are by no means comprehensive. A wealth of information is held not only on these lists but
also in various independent archaeological reports including many in journals of individual antiquarians
and their societies. Much information will also be held in the records of local history societies and similar
bodies, together with that held in the heads of local people. CLASP would hope that recognition of the
Minister’s proposal is made in the forthcoming White Paper and that the proposed Register is given some
form of statutory support, including placing a requirement on local authorities to give recognition and
support locally to the maintenance of such resources.

There should however be a significant role for Community based projects to assist in the creation and
continued development of this Register. It would perhaps be appropriate for some “snapshots” to be taken
into the extent of the work required and to develop “best practice” by enlisting some pilot projects involving
community groups in various parts of the country. Hopefully this Register will enable policy priorities to
be developed for investigation and conservation and these could then be reflected in work and grant
applications for resources by community organisations. We would stress however that any priorities
developed in this way must be flexible enough to permit independent research either by professionals,
academic bodies or community based organisations.

2.3 Applications for Financial Support

We will address the question of funding later in this submission but it is essential that the White Paper
reflects the importance of funding for voluntary groups and endeavours to establish some form of
commonality in applications. This would therefore help to simplify the application process by allowing such
things as referees’ reports, organisational constitutions, and accounts to have a common standard. For
example an application for Heritage Lottery Funding is, understandably, an onerous task and when made
in parallel with an application to a Local Authority involves duplication of eVort; with commonality these
processes would be easier. Prioritisation as mentioned in paragraph 2.2 above would assist in formulating
applications for grants.
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3. The remit and effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in

representing heritage interests inside and outside Government

In matters of day to day archaeology and conservation we consider English Heritage as the buVer between
the practitioner, either professional or community based, and the DCMS. It does appear that apart from
areas of overall policy and sites of national and international significance then the DCMS has a limited role
in archaeological issues. It is our view that the DCMS should be both statutorily responsible for the
proposed Register of Historic Sites and Buildings of England and guarantors of the national heritage in
questions of development, and where appropriate normal land use is causing serious degradation.

4. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

It is not practical to ignore the demands on land for housing and commercial development if the social
and economic well being of the nation is to progress. It is however appropriate for land to be properly
investigated for archaeological material prior to development. In certain circumstances it may be
appropriate for community archaeology to be involved in this process. Where significant finds are located
then, according to their status, the development should be tailored to protect and conserve these for future
generations. These standards must be given statutory recognition and should be considered in the White
Paper. Developers should be expected to meet the cost of either all or a significant part of these works. The
creation of Development Corporations in certain parts of the country puts increased pressure on the heritage
and again their work must be properly monitored and investigated, archaeologically, where appropriate.
See specific comments in paragraph 8.2.

5. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

5.1 Partnership Between the “OYcial” and Community Sectors

It is obvious that Statutory Bodies like English Heritage and the National Trust must bear the principal
burden to ensure that our Nation’s Heritage is both conserved and made available for easy and aVordable
access by the community. There is obviously a role for the community, both as individuals and
organisations, to work in partnership with these bodies and other collaborators to help provide community
access. There are however many sites that, for whatever reason, are not overseen or managed by these
bodies. In many cases it is these to which community based organisations can really make the diVerence in
their investigation and conservation. This also applies to providing post investigation access and
educational opportunities to the wider community. In many instances sites are on private land that has
commercial importance, influencing decisions by landowners whether they should grant access for the initial
archaeological investigations and subsequent general access by the wider community. For these reasons the
Countryside Stewardship Scheme recently invigorated by DEFRA is so important to allow access whilst
also providing recompense for the landowner. These schemes must be supported if our Heritage is to survive
for future generations.

5.3 Training

For community involvement to be successful it is important that the volunteers involved, the majority of
who do not have relevant prior qualifications, are not only given day to day professional supervision but
also provided with opportunities for formalised and appropriate training. This may be directly provided by
the organisation or obtained externally. Many volunteers fund their own training. It would therefore be of
great assistance if external support could be given to training initiatives. Support should also be available
in the form of subsidised input from external academic staV and in providing assisted places in appropriate
external courses. There will in the future be a need to develop a more flexible form of accreditation for
training of community volunteers to allow them to take their experience elsewhere.

5.4 Interface Between Professionals and Community Input

There is perhaps also a need for professional bodies to recognise the relevance of the community in
archaeology in the United Kingdom and that if volunteers are properly supported they need not be seen as
a threat to either professional standards or the jobs of paid archaeologists. We would submit, as previously
discussed, that the work undertaken by Community groups would never be done if it were not for their input.
In fact their work creates work for professionals in all areas from scientific testing to supervisory
opportunities and future investigations when important sites are discovered.
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5.6 National Archaeology “Days” and Local Heritage Open Days

Annual schemes encouraging the opening of sites of interest that are normally closed to public access for
the majority of the year are welcomed and should be encouraged. They provide opportunities for the local
community not only to see these events but also assist with their organisation and in turn perhaps their
conservation and interpretation over a longer period. They are eVective ways of raising awareness and
meeting the aspirations of people in their eVorts to understand the past of their locality.

5.7 Landowners and Tenants

As previously discussed, the eVects of archaeological activity can be intrusive and impinge on commercial,
including farming, activities that are carried out on a day to day basis. There is a need to ensure that relevant
bodies, eg the NFU, Country Landowners Association, are involved with community groups and that there
is an ongoing two way flow of information where both aspirations from the community and perceived
concerns from landowners and tenants can be explored and constructively resolved. Perhaps this could also
be explored in the rural environment through the changing role of DEFRA.

6. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and

for museums and galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for

heritage projects, and forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources

between good causes

6.1 English Heritage

We note the current review of funding for English Heritage and whilst we do not feel appropriately
qualified to discuss this in detail we would urge that future funding is adequate to support their activities.
However a greater focus on community based involvement in archaeology and conservation would be
helpful.

6.2 Heritage Lottery Fund

Whilst we recognise the significance of the successful bid for London to host the 2012 Olympics and the
call that will make on all available funding, not least the National Lottery, it is important that funds for
other new initiatives, ongoing and allied projects are not totally denuded of resources. If this is allowed to
happen organisations that rely upon Lottery funding as a major income source may well flounder through
lack of resources. It will also redirect an unsustainable demand to other sources of funding. As the Olympics
will attract tourism and visitors for events that utilise the Olympic facilities after 2012 it is important to
ensure that the wider national heritage is protected and enhanced to attract these visitors to the hinterland
beyond the immediate London area.

6.3 Sharing of Lottery Funds

CLASP is aware of the ongoing consultation regarding the review of allocation of lottery funds as from
2009. It is perhaps not appropriate for us to speak “either way” as to the percentage of funding given to
other sectors but concentrate on that given to support Heritage. It is our view that whilst we would always
like more, the current apportionment of 16.7% of the money allocated for good causes is not unreasonable
although we would of course like to return to the original 20% figure. We justify our view of this figure
because of the increasing importance of the Community in investigating and conserving our heritage. As
mentioned elsewhere in this submission increasing pressures on local authority budgets are reducing the
amounts available from those sources to support this work. See paragraph 8. If Heritage Lottery Fund
grants are reduced as well, then the threat to the conservation of our heritage will be such that instead of
moving forward, work will either stagnate or be reduced. Our heritage will then be lost forever.

7. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund,
local authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations

in maintaining the nation’s heritage; and

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed

by planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more

accessible to planning officers, councillors and the general public

7.1 Organisational Roles

There is an important role for English Heritage, the National Lottery Fund and other non-governmental
and charitable organisations in the areas regarding community involvement currently under discussion.
There must be an important partnership and supporting role between English Heritage, the National Trust
and the community sector. This also applies, where relevant to applicable charitable funds. If priorities for
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work can be established then the task of the Heritage Lottery Fund and other charities would be made much
easier when allocating grants but also permitting proper local research and academic work. As discussed
previously we see the need for a standardised approach on the format of applications from community
bodies for prospective financial grants.

7.2 Position of Heritage Conservation and Archival Storage in Local Government

CLASP has concern that the investigation, recording and subsequent conservation of archaeological sites
is not a priority in some council areas. Please see additional reference to this in paragraph 8 below. We would
urge that the Committee consider this in the context of the proposed Register of Historic Sites and Buildings
of England. There is also a need for the Committee to consider the support given to local authorities to
maintain databases and contribute towards the establishment and ongoing running costs for archives
properly to store materials found during investigations in the area they supervise. This probably needs to
be done on a county basis.

Adequate facilities need to be made available for community and academic access to these archives. If
these facilities, including existing databases of known “finds” and sites, are not available then it is diYcult,
if not impossible for local authority planners adequately to protect our heritage when planning applications
are received. Hopefully the proposed “Register” will assist this latter role. The question arises “Is there a
need to consider these issues on a Regional Basis?” If this were seen as the way forward then structures would
have to be put in place to ensure local access to archives and databases was maintained. It is also important
to look at the role the community can play in looking after and delivering such a system.

7.3 Museums

In the local authority districts that cover the geographical area and neighbouring areas of interest to
CLASP we have of late seen the closure and reduction in museum services in recent years. To provide proper
community access there must be adequate museum facilities within a reasonable distance. To avoid
duplication of eVort these should perhaps be established as a county resource as opposed to a District
Council issue. There needs to be defined support to councils to maintain museums together with statutory
guidelines to ensure this is done. The view is often put forward that these are of little local priority; CLASP
would dispute this.

7.4 Scientific Testing and Conservation of Materials

External support to Community Archaeology is required with scientific and professional testing of
material samples for dating and source identification. These tests are very expensive but important for
diagnosis in modern archaeology. This equally applies to conservation of vulnerable materials found during
excavation. It is of little use for materials to be found during investigations only to have them lost for the
future owing to deterioration through lack of proper conservation. Again the most cost-eVective way
forward here, especially with conservation, could be assisted training and support for competent individuals
within the community groups. Individuals in the community sector who are given support to train in these
skills subsequently utilising them commercially then there may have to be a structure for recompense to the
subsidising body where this is external.

7.5 Site Conservation

Proper conservation of a site post investigation is essential if our heritage is to be preserved for future
generations. The Countryside Stewardship Schemes go some way to achieving this with grants to take land
out of productive agriculture. This does not however provide the costs for physical conservation of a site
especially if it is to be maintained “open” for view by the community. On a non-commercial basis there is
a need for individuals, probably from a community organisation, to be properly trained in initial
conservation and ongoing management of historical sites where these are not under the auspices of
organisations like English Heritage and the National Trust.

7.6 Financial Support for Report Preparation and Writing

At the conclusion and possibly at interim points during an investigation it is important that professional
reports are prepared and written. It is pointless to carry out an investigation if there is no dissemination
of the findings making the detail of the investigation available to others. Both for CLASP and its member
organisations this does present a serious problem.

Our Archaeological Director, who is an academic at a local university, donates the majority of his time
pro bono to the organisation. Whilst his employer maybe prepared to support research involvement, the
responsibility to publish is an onerous one. It is imperative that we look at financial recompense for
responsible employers to meet the costs involved in allowing staV to facilitate community work. Raising
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suYcient cash to meet this obligation is currently very challenging for our organisation. If the community
is to perform a credible service to the investigation and conservation of the nation’s heritage then there
should be a process by which specialist in put can be obtained and financed.

8. Additional Comment

Since the commencement of writing of this Submission this organisation has become increasingly
concerned with two consultation exercises that are currently taking place here in Northamptonshire. Details
are set out below. Taken together the two issues expose a potentially damaging threat to local heritage, much
of which is of significance well beyond this area. We will keep you appraised of the ongoing situation locally
by way of supplementary submissions if requested. We would ask the Committee to consider the
implications of these issues, especially as the situation may well be reflected elsewhere in the country.

8.1 Northamptonshire County Council Budget

This Council has recently issued their budgetary proposals for 2005–06; these reflect massive cuts in the
services provided by the Council, especially in what they describe as non-core areas. It would appear from
the initial proposals that the department that provides archaeological support to the county, especially in
areas of planning and development will be seriously aVected. At the time of writing it would also appear that
this would mean the Sites and Monuments Record is under serious threat. CLASP does intend responding to
the consultation period for these proposals.

8.2 West Northamptonshire Development Corporation

This is a new body that has recently been established through the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister to
eVect the creation of major areas of new housing and expansion in the western half of the county. The
Prospectus for this Corporation is currently subject to a consultation period ending in early March. Again
CLASP does intend making a response to this consultation. It would appear that similar Corporations are
being created in other parts of the country. Having made an initial analysis of the Prospectus it does appear
that no consideration is being formally given to the investigation and conservation of the heritage sites in
the areas subject to development proposals being progressed by the Corporation. As their powers are
considerable, to the extent that they will assume planning responsibilities from existing local authorities, this
causes us considerable concern as to the priority to be given to conserving the nation’s heritage in this area.

9. Conclusion

Much needs to be done if the future of the nation’s heritage is preserved for future generations. It is vital
that the role of the Community Sector in assuring this future is not only identified but also supported by
Government, NGO’s, Local Authorities and the professional archaeological sector. We would hope that
this Enquiry also identifies these needs and reflects them in its final report. If we, as a nation are to not only
to protect but also understand and interpret our archaeological past, then partnership with local
communities is vital for an eVective future. CLASP is prepared to expand on any part of this submission
both in written and/or oral format, including the provision of specific examples.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Council for British Archaeology

The Council for British Archaeology is an educational charity working throughout the UK to involve
people in archaeology and to promote appreciation and care of the historic environment for the benefit of
present and future generations. We have a statutory role as one of the national amenity societies consulted
on listed building proposals.

CBA has a membership of 620 heritage organisations and c10,000 directly subscribing individuals of all
ages. Our institutional members represent national, regional and local bodies encompassing state, local
government, professional, academic, museum and voluntary sectors. We work with a network of CBA
Groups at the regional level in England, and with their national counterparts in Scotland and Wales, CBA
Cymru and the Council for Scottish Archaeology. Our role as a statutory consultee is supported by a
network of c 120 expert volunteers who visit and advise on local proposals that include demolition of listed
buildings.

The Select Committee’s inquiry into the heritage is both timely and wide-ranging. In this submission we
focus on the CBA’s core mission to involve people in archaeology and by this means to promote
appreciation and care of the historic environment. There are a number of other important issues for the
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archaeological community and the heritage sector in general, which are covered in the evidence presented
to the Committee by the Archaeology Forum, by Heritage Link and by the Joint Committee of National
Amenity Societies. CBA has also contributed to their submissions.

What the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

1. We welcome the opportunity that the Heritage Protection Review presents for reform of the existing
statutory framework for designation; the unification of consent regimes; the introduction of Heritage
Partnership Agreements; and enhanced local delivery of heritage services provided by local government.
Much-needed revision of related planning policy guidance will also be welcome in the context of the
modernised planning system and reorientation of other aspects of public policy to bring about more
sustainable communities. CBA has consistently advocated an holistic approach to understanding and
protecting the historic environment, based on involvement and action by people at the local level, and
believes that both the integrated approach and the enhancement of local delivery being promoted by English
Heritage and DCMS are timely and important.

2. As a body with UK-wide remit, CBA notes with concern that there has been little indication of how
these reforms will be implemented in Wales. Here the arrangements for delivering heritage services are
significantly diVerent. It appears that no model has yet been developed for implementing HPR in Wales and
the heritage sector in Wales remains largely uninformed about the aims of these reforms. It has not benefited
from a shared dialogue through seminars and workshops like those organised by DCMS in England as part
of the HPR process; no assessment of existing capacity or pilot studies are taking place in Wales in parallel
with those for England. CBA hopes that the White Paper will address.

— A framework for implementation of HPR in Wales to ensure that Welsh and English systems for
protecting and managing change in the historic environment are congruent and consistent across
national borders (particularly in terms of local delivery and integration with the planning system)
and also to accommodate the diVerent mechanisms for providing heritage services that have
evolved in Wales.

3. It is clear that the implementation of these fundamental reforms in heritage protection will require
substantial resources for delivery, as the initial pilot projects are showing, but there is confidence that they
should ultimately bring about a more eVective approach to managing change in the historic environment
at national and local level. The challenge will be to secure the resources that are needed to implement the
proposed reforms. The CBA identifies the following issues as ones that we believe should be a priority for
DCMS in formulating the White Paper.

4. Resourcing for local authorities
The enhancement of local delivery for heritage protection is the most eVective means by which to ensure
that changes in the historic environment are managed so that local people can be involved actively in
protecting and caring for heritage assets. Our belief in this is supported by the experience of our local
volunteers, agents and regional CBA groups; and by recent research bringing together the experience of
those working in community projects, such as the Castleford Conference—Whose Heritage is it Anyway?—
in 2005.

5. If local authorities are to become the principal means of delivering a more locally responsive,
integrated system of managing change for the historic environment, then they will need to increase their
capacity and levels of skill. The initial HPR pilot work and recent surveys of local authority services for the
historic environment in England (for conservation, for archaeology services and for Historic Environment
Records) show that some local authorities do not have appropriately skilled staV or access to relevant
specialist expertise and information. Where it exists, it is often spread too thinly to be eVective. Provision
is variable between authorities and there are few standards in place for benchmarking performance. English
Heritage with DCMS and ODPM are jointly undertaking research to address the resource implications of
HPR for local services in England. There is likely to be a need for a significant level of new investment, but
a realistically achievable one. For example, an assessment of the resources required to bring all existing
Historic Environment Records in England (c100) to a common level of basic provision was estimated in
2004 at up to £7 million.

6. We would like to see positive provision in the White Paper to respond to the findings of the research
into enhancing local delivery including:

— a duty for local authorities to provide historic environment conservation services with
appropriately skilled staV to an agreed service standard;

— a duty for local authorities to have access to an Historic Environment Record meeting a national
standard;

— recognition of the resource investment required to deliver the modernisation of local heritage
management services and commitment to securing this.
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7. Reform of the Class Consent regime is also expected to form part of the White Paper proposals. The
national Monuments at Risk Survey (1998) highlighted the impacts that agricultural activity continues to
have on archaeological sites. An English Heritage pilot exercise in 2004 in the South West, which contains
over a third of all scheduled monuments in England, showed that nearly a quarter of all scheduled
monuments were at high risk. The main risk of damage is from ploughing.

8. We recommend that the White Paper include:

— Provision to reform the Ancient Monuments (Class Consents) Order, and early action to remove
the Class I consent and to replace it with a requirement for formal consent to be sought to continue
agricultural, horticultural, and forestry works that aVect land designated as nationally important
archaeological sites.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

9. Historic environment interests cut across several Government Departments and it continues to be a
challenge to achieve collaboration and cross-connection between strategic policies and programmes.
English Heritage, with the support of DCMS, has made significant progress in working actively with key
Departments and their agencies in recent years. The success of joint initiatives and collaboration with
DEFRA is exemplified in the results of last year’sHeritage Counts showing the very important contribution
that Environmental Stewardship and other agri-environment schemes delivered through DEFRA are
making to the protection and eVective management of change in the rural environment. However, it is
disappointing to see publication of key strategies from Government agencies that still do not recognise the
heritage dimension—for example, the Environment Agency’s recent strategy for protection of the marine
environment, in which there is no reference to protection of the marine historic environment.

10. As the drafting of Marine Bill goes forward in 2006 on the heels of the White Paper for heritage
protection CBA would like to see

— eVective collaboration between DCMS, DEFRA and other relevant Departments to ensure that
protection of underwater cultural heritage is appropriately covered in the Marine Bill in new
statutory provisions and a marine spatial planning framework.

— DCMS support for aims of the Burlington House Declaration and in championing the adoption
of the UNESCO Convention on the Protection of Underwater Cultural Heritage.

11. Since the creation of Heritage Link, independent heritage bodies have been able to coordinate their
action through a single umbrella organisation. The voluntary sector in the heritage is a significant and large
community whose engagement is fundamental to delivering Government’s programme for sustainable
communities, but its interests are not adequately represented by DCMS or by English Heritage.

— CBA would like to see the resources and skills needed by communities and local amenity groups
being championed at the national level and for Heritage Link to receive, not only a place at the
table, but the resources it requires to be eVective on behalf of independent heritage organisations.

The balance between heritage and development need in planning policy

12. Positive progress is being made in getting across the message that managing change in the historic
environment need not be an area of conflict with development. English Heritage’s advocacy through its
“constructive conservation” campaign is having an impact. One of the areas where there has been, however,
a disappointing failure to recognise the value and potential of heritage has been in the Government’s housing
market renewal Pathfinder projects. We continue to be very concerned at the way in which traditional
terraced housing in the north of England, valued by local communities and capable of sustainable re-use,
are being condemned for large-scale demolition. Some of these programmes have not addressed the views
of local people properly or taken a balanced view of the alternatives to demolition and new building in the
context of sustainable development and communities. The ODPM’s Housing, Planning Local Government
and Regions Committee looked at these issues last year (Empty Homes and Low-demand Pathfinders, April
2005) and found that Pathfinders need to consult better with local communities and to include refurbishment
of existing housing so that the heritage of the areas is preserved and forms the basis for regeneration.

13. A new Planning Policy Statement for the historic environment, to replace PPG15 and 16 is a priority,
although there is currently no timetable for introducing this. The redrafting of guidance will be an important
opportunity to emphasise the social and economic benefits of managing change to enhance the heritage and
to strengthen the existing guidance in a number of areas.

— The new PPS should reinforce the message that the key to unlocking the potential of the historic
environment as an asset in regeneration schemes is an understanding of the existing historic
character of an area together with the local community’s aspirations.

14. PPG16 has been highly successful in establishing the principle that development in archaeologically
sensitive places must be properly informed by impact assessment and evaluation as part of the design
process; and that the costs of this necessary preparation should properly form part of the responsibility of
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those wishing to make changes that have an archaeological impact. As a consequence, the balance of funding
for archaeological work has moved from a situation where there was almost entirely public funding pre-
PPG 16 (1990) to one where the private sector is now the principal funder of archaeological work in England.

— The new PPS should be robust in extending the principle of pre-application impact assessment to
the historic built environment as a whole, particularly to ensure that the precautionary principle
currently applied to development aVecting archaeological sites also applies to proposed changes
in the historic built environment.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset

15. CBA works to promote the full public benefit of archaeological work and historic research, with
positive action to enable people to take part in local discoveries and to learn, enjoy and gain understanding
about the history of their communities. Archaeological investigation and research is done in the name of
the public interest in our diverse cultural heritage and can only be justified if public benefits flow from it.
This aspect is not covered by the existing planning guidance and its absence has been a barrier to achieving
private sector support for publicising and promoting public involvement in archaeology, despite the huge
appetite for it demonstrated in television and media coverage of archaeology.

— We recommend that the new PPS should include guidance on the importance of communicating
the results of discoveries about local heritage and of promoting and increasing local involvement
with the process of discovery. It should emphasise the important public benefits and positive
outcomes of constructive partnership between heritage conservation and development.

16. More widely the sector has much to do to extend and diversify participation. The preliminary results
of the DCMS “Taking Part” survey provide good indications of the high level of active public interest in
heritage activities; it also shows that some groups in society are excluded from taking part. We need better
understanding of the barriers to participation and of the success factors in projects and programmes that
have worked well to extended participation. The CBA’s National Archaeology Days—since 2005, National
Archaeology Week—have seen steady growth over the recent years, with last year over 300 events and
participation by over 100,000 individuals. The CBA’s network of Young Archaeologist Clubs, with over
3,000 members, continues to grow rapidly across the UK. We recognise ourselves the need to diversify and
extend participation in both these areas. It is only by working at the grass roots level we can achieve the
fundamental changes in access to archaeology that we seek.

17. Breaking down barriers will come gradually and it will take sustained investment of eVort and
resources to create exciting opportunities to stimulate a new generation of participation. While we look to
DCMS and English Heritage for support in this, the sector now relies almost entirely on the Heritage Lottery
Fund and other Lottery Fund distributors. In this respect, the work of the HLF has made an outstanding
contribution to the heritage in general with c£3 billion invested since 1995. Overall HLF estimates that it
has funded about 330 archaeological projects totalling £115 million, a large proportion of which went to a
relatively small number of major projects. Major beneficiaries have been national projects such as the
Portable Antiquities Scheme (supported through the CBA’s Portable Antiquities Working Group) which
has drawn thousands of members of the public into reporting and learning about their discoveries. Another
important area that has benefited is the enhancement of local authority Historic Environment Records.
However, it is through the small-scale projects, funded through the Local Heritage Initiative (LHI), Young
Roots and Your Heritage programmes that many valuable local and community archaeological projects
have been supported.

18. CBA is concerned about the closure of the LHI programme this year and the current uncertainty
about the future of Lottery Funding for heritage good causes. Though there has been an excellent start in
developing community archaeology projects through LHI and Your Heritage, contributing to the gradual
widening of access that CBA advocates, the concern is that this will now fall away. Archaeology has
benefited from a fraction of HLF’s overall investment in heritage—less than 0.05% of the total money
disbursed for heritage good causes. Some would argue it has seen less than its fair share of investment, which
is surprising given that it is the ideal subject to draw in new participation and enthusiasm for the heritage
and a bridge discipline that can lead into many other areas of citizenship and learning. Opportunities to be
involved in archaeology are appealing to people and provide a route to appreciating the wider historic
environment and local heritage, and ultimately for building capacity for community-led heritage initiatives
and decision-making. The limitations of the voluntary sector’s capacity have been a factor in the limited take
up of the HLF’s oVer of support.

— Public appetite for taking part in and enjoying archaeological discovery continues to be keen; it
oVers a route to a broad-based community participation in the heritage. CBA believes the recent
modest investment in community archaeology through HLF needs to grow substantially to bring
the full social and educational benefits that can flow from this area of keen public interest.

— There is limited capacity in the voluntary sector in archaeology to develop the projects and
programmes that HLF could fund, and we need investment in a programme of facilitation and
training to enable local groups to make their ideas for projects into a reality.
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19. Archaeology and education:

CBA champions the important role of archaeology as a subject in education and as a resource for lifelong
learning. We support moves to promote learning outside the classroom and an understanding of the whole
historic environment as part of this: the built and the “natural”, contemporary and historic. Securing the
interest and enjoyment of young people is one of the best ways in which we can ensure the protection and
appreciation of the historic environment in the future. We note with concern the gradual decline of provision
for archaeology and heritage courses in continuing education which has traditionally supported the strong
voluntary sector in the heritage.

— Government needs to support subject communities like archaeology in training for new and
practising teachers in how to use the whole historic environment as a resource and to promote
learning outside the classroom.

— We need recognition of the special needs of continuing education within the funding frameworks
for higher education and support for funding courses that contribute towards active communities
and quality of life.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and museums and
galleries, the impact of 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding and the future share from Lottery sources between
good causes

20. Funding for English Heritage has declined year-on-year in real terms over the last five years, while
the proportion of DCMS funding going to other areas of its responsibility has risen steadily. At the same
time partners with whom English Heritage is working under other Departments have seen significant rises
in their budgets, eg Countryside Agency and English Nature. Our perception is that the harder the heritage
sector tries to work to deliver the Government’s agenda (and English Heritage has successfully addressed
the Quinquennial Review’s criticisms of its operation) the more resources are withdrawn from its work. The
restructuring of English Heritage, HPR and now relocation, have tended to deflect energies significantly
from its core conservation and research work into necessary strategic activities; a period of stability is badly
needed for consolidation and to deliver HPR, the objectives of its new corporate plan and the new strategic
research programmes currently under consultation.

21. The impact of English Heritage’s consistently diminishing resources on archaeological research and
development has been noticeable, though to some extent masked by the Aggregates Levy Sustainability
Fund (ALSF), which is distributed through English Heritage. Heritage Lottery Funding in archaeology has
been primarily directed at encouraging access and education but has not been invested in the research-led
fieldwork necessary to advance knowledge in some areas of the discipline. Strategic and capacity building
work in professional archaeology falls outside the terms of reference of both of those sources of funding
(ALSF and HLF) and does not attract finance through the private sector. There are therefore key areas of
archaeological research and development for which English Heritage continues to provide the principal
support.

22. Intense pressure is consequently being placed on English Heritage’s Historic Environment Enabling
Programme and National Capacity Building Programmes from all parts of the sector, not least in response
to modernisation in other areas of public sector. Local authorities, for example, have been given attractive
financial incentives to deliver online planning to Government targets, but the impact of this on the ability
of the heritage sector to respond and engage with community-led planning are only just being considered.
The costs of equipping the heritage sector with the capacity to respond to modernisation of the planning
system are being met not by ODPM or by local authorities but from the charitable funds of amenity societies
and from English Heritage’s steadily declining resources for grants.

23. ALSF and HLF sources of funding for archaeology and for the heritage in general are coming under
10-year review and are potentially vulnerable in the future, particularly given the switch of focus that is
expected in preparation for the Olympics in 2012. CBA is most concerned about the possible long-term
consequences for archaeology in England should the decline in English Heritage’s grant-in-aid continue,
particularly in view of the additional resource that the organisation needs to deliver the reforms of Heritage
Protection Review.

— Resources for capacity building and training in the professional and the voluntary sector are a
priority for maintaining standards in research and practice. English Heritage is the main funder
of these. We would like to see its overall grant expenditure restored in real terms to 2000–01 levels
through a corresponding increase in its funding from DCMS.

— Archaeology has received only a modest share of the HLF’s distribution of lottery funds (0.05%)
and it is essential to maintain this level of funding—which complements that from developer-led
and English Heritage projects—for the continuing development of community archaeology,
Historic Environment Records and new local heritage research projects.
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— The Cultural Oympiad, ahead of the Olympic Games themselves and starting in 2008, is a unique
opportunity for Britain to showcase its cultural heritage and we look to DCMS to secure an
appropriate level of new resource for the growth and infrastructure that will be essential to support
a world-class programme of events and opportunities for visitors to appreciate UK’s cultural
heritage.

— It is imperative that the HLF retain its share of funding, and its separate identity, to support the
cultural heritage sector through the Cultural Olympiad period in the run up to the Games.

What roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the HLF, local authorities museums and
galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage

24. To summarise points made in the sections above, the CBA believes that English Heritage has
successfully restructured to respond to the Quinquennial Review findings and that a period of stability for
delivery of its new strategic vision and successful relocation is essential. Its role in relation to the HLF was
recently reconsidered and we see no reason to suggest the need for a further review. We consider it imperative
that the HLF retain its separate identity and existing share of the Lottery Fund for heritage good causes. It
has a very successful track record and has transformed the public perception of heritage and the potential
of others to make a real contribution to enhancing, educating and participation through archaeology. Local
authorities clearly have a more important role than ever in local service delivery for heritage protection
reform (as above in 3.—5.).

25. We believe that the voluntary sector and non-Governmental organisations have a key role to play in
complementing the work of all these organisations; but that it is unrealistic to implement modernisation in
public policy based on community-led (ie voluntary and amenity group) decision-making and participation,
without assistance for the voluntary and community sector to build the capacity and skills needed to engage
with a modernised planning and heritage management system. Heritage Link’s recently published research
Why Consultation Matters provides the evidence that local amenity groups can and do have a role in
influencing the protection and enhancement of their local heritage but there are some serious barriers to
engagement.

— There is an important role for non-governmental and voluntary bodies to articulate the views and
needs of communities wishing to enhance and protect their local heritage.

— Communities and individuals want to take part in shaping local decisions about the historic
environment but need access to the right information, understanding and skills. The sector has the
policies but has not yet developed the right programmes to break down barriers to engagement.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

26. This question applies equally to skills for archaeology and for public outreach and engagement. The
overview of heritage sector skills carried out on behalf of Heritage Link in 2005 highlighted skills gaps and
skills deficits that have been identified in recent studies across the sector. Surveys of local authority
conservation staV and archaeological service staV reflect this picture in detail; shortages of skilled
professionals exist as well as skills deficits in new areas such as those required for delivering the sustainable
communities programme—public engagement, consultation, facilitation and communication. The demands
of new local heritage service delivery under the HPR proposals will make current shortages of skilled
personnel more acute. While the Archaeology Training Forum and English Heritage have put in place a
number of measures to begin to address these issues, in conjunction with the relevant Sector Skills Councils,
engagement from the recently formed Creative & Cultural Skills is coming only slowly.

27. In archaeology, a combination of low pay and limited opportunities for career progression restricts
recruitment and results in low retention of trained practitioners. We need support for the implementation
of a vocational qualification for practice, being developed through the Institute of Field Archaeologists, and
for a graduate entry-level training or apprenticeship scheme to provide a route for career progression and
to maintain a standard for professional practice. Equally important, as emphasised above, is skills
development for those who want to participate on a voluntary basis.

— Local delivery of heritage services as part of heritage protection reform will require an increase in
skilled workforce and capacity building both in local authorities and in local amenity and
community groups. The sector needs positive action from Creative & Cultural Skills to bring
together leaders in the conservation sector and to agree an action plan for skills and qualification
development.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Country Land and Business Association

Country Land and Business Association

1. The CLA represents the interests of 38,000 members in England and Wales who together manage over
half the agricultural land of those countries. Our membership is constituted of landowners, and
professionals who are acting on behalf of many other farmers, both landowners and tenants. Our members
are thus involved in all aspects of rural land management and business in England and Wales; including the
management of landscapes designated as National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Sites
of Special Scientific Interest. They manage land included in old-style Countryside Stewardship Schemes and
Environmentally Sensitive Areas—now renamed the Environmental Stewardship Scheme—and Tir Gofal
in Wales.

2. CLA members own many of the listed buildings and monuments of England and Wales, from Grade
I properties through to the thousands of Grade II unstarred buildings, many of which are agricultural or
commercial and not residential. These are often part of the integrated working estates—big or small—of
rural landowning businessmen. CLA members also provide land and capital for investment in farming or
other rural business, and they account too for 38% of private rented housing in rural areas. They generate
income and jobs in the rural economy and are involved in rural tourism, from managing the landscape
through to ownership and management of tourist attractions and accommodation.

3. The purpose of setting out this wide variety of activities is to draw attention to the integrated nature
of land business management and to put the ownership and management of listed buildings, monuments and
historic landscapes at the centre of a wider picture, in which environmental stewardship, the maintenance of
buildings and the conservation of historic monuments must be funded by economic activity. The best
security for the future of listed buildings, monuments and landscapes is a successful rural economy, with
economic use of buildings and landscapes.

Introduction

4. Heritage is a wide concept that embraces both man-made and natural historic assets. Our heritage
includes many thousands of listed buildings and scheduled ancient monuments, a high proportion of which
are situated in rural areas. They form an essential part of the historical backdrop to how we live now. The
main uses of listed buildings are residential, agricultural, commercial, and educational and other uses of
benefit to the public; some have no use. The public has a legitimate public interest in the conservation of
this heritage.

5. The vast majority of historic buildings and monuments are privately-owned, situated on private land
and maintained, restored and repaired largely through private funds. They can best be conserved, therefore,
in the context of long-term and viable land management.

6. A high proportion of all scheduled ancient monuments, conservation areas, listed buildings and
historic landscapes are located in rural areas. But the maintenance of the historic fabric of Britain,
something most of us take for granted, is expensive, and private owners, because most listed buildings are
privately owned, are eVectively paying for an important public good. Without these listed buildings—from
small medieval cottages through ancient farm buildings to grand stately homes—and historic landscapes,
the tourism industry would be much less eVective than it currently is.

7. Thus the importance of landowning to the long-term management and conservation of this heritage
cannot be over-emphasised, and it is vital that Government finds eVective ways to work with and support
private owners.

CLA Answers to Specific Consultation Questions

1. What the Department of Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

The White Paper must include:

(i) Recognition that the best security for the future of the rural historic environment is a successful rural
economy that permits new economic activities to take place in listed buildings that are no longer
used for their original purposes.

(ii) Recognition that listed buildings, monuments, conservation areas and historic landscapes will be
conserved through the provision of enlightened and flexible planning, tourism, environmental and
regeneration policies that enable integrated management of these assets, undertaken largely by the
private sector, for the benefit of current and future generations.

(iii) A commitment and programme to deliver the Heritage Protection Review as described in “The
Way Forward” paper. Specifically: a single unified designation list, introduction of statements of
significance, and a statutory right of appeal for owners in respect of new designations.



3298812041 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 126 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

(iv) A commitment to putting a case forward to HM Treasury for a strong, strategic funding stream,
particularly for English Heritage and for the conservation of the “everyday” historic environment,
commencing with the CSR 2007.

(v) A commitment to ensuring that the conservation of the historic environment is a priority, especially
with respect to its importance as a nation-wide visitor attraction for, notably, the Olympics. The
historic environment and its conservation attract high levels of national and international tourism
and contribute substantially to GDP.

(vi) A recognition of the contribution that the historic environment makes to a range of government
objectives, and a commitment that the DCMS will act as the lead organisation in this regard. The
conservation of the historic environment cuts across many Government departments, notably
DCMS, DEFRA, ODPM and others including HM Treasury, Transport, Education, Health, and
Trade and Industry.

(vii) A requirement to introduce “heritage proofing” in policy development and decisions over land
use planning.

(viii) A commitment by DCMS to formulate policies for beneficial tax treatment of the maintenance
and repair costs of heritage assets. Maintenance of the historic environment is undertaken largely
by private owners, at great expense (not least because they are paying VAT at 17.5%), whether the
assets have an economic use or not.

(ix) A commitment for DCMS to resolve, with ODPM, the current lack of resources to train and
employ Conservation OYcers able to work in a constructive fashion with owners of listed
buildings.

(x) A commitment to DCMS support for traditional building skills through LANTRA (DfE) and the
EU Rural Development Regulation Axis 3 and the Heritage Lottery Fund. English Heritage and
local authority Conservation OYcers often require maintenance and repair of historic buildings to
be undertaken using traditional skills and traditional materials, but traditional skills are in serious
decline and in some instances long term conservation is very diYcult to achieve.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside government

(i) DCMS

The public’s perception of DCMS, and its commitment to the historic environment, is that it is focused
on a relatively small number of iconic sites more than the “everyday” historic environment; this focus was
prevalent in the Secretary of State for Culture Media and Sport’s essay “Better Places to Live”. Iconic sites
by definition are rare, and a greater focus is needed on the everyday historic environment which people are
more likely to live, work in, or walk past.

The conservation of the historic environment is long-term, as demonstrated by our introductory
paragraphs. Government policy tends to be short-term, evidenced for example by the continuing annual cuts
in English Heritage’s budget. The perception remains that Government sees the historic environment not
as an opportunity but as a burden, and that the positive role that its conservation has to play in regeneration
(ie quality of life) and tourism is still not suYciently recognised by Government.

The Government is focussing on Quality of Life in its strategy for Sustainable Development. There is thus
a great opportunity and necessity for the DCMS to use Quality of Life to raise the status of the historic
environment in both its own agenda and the wider Government agenda.

We therefore respectfully suggest that DCMS must demonstrate, by actions and additional funding
(CSR 2007) particularly for the “everyday” historic environment, that it:

— is the Government champion for the promotion of the conservation of this country’s historic
environment and cultural heritage and will fight its cause at all opportunities;

— recognizes the important contribution made by private owners to the care of the historic
environment;

— understands the important contribution that the historic environment provides to our culture and
qualify of life;

— understands the importance of the historic environment to our domestic and international
tourism;

— will consult both the voluntary sector and the private sector wherever they are caring for, and
funding, the historic environment.
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(ii) English Heritage

English Heritage is rightly lauded for the good work it does but, as a result of continuing downward
pressure on its budget, it is much less eVective than it could and should be in the conservation of the historic
environment.

The comments the CLA received from its Heritage Survey (2005) were that owners and managers of the
historic environment often perceive English Heritage to be “unhelpful”, especially in terms of its inability
to provide grant aid to maintain most listed buildings of all types in rural areas, buildings which of course
have been listed for public benefit.

This perception is unfortunate, because as the CLA knows English Heritage often works very successfully
with private owners and others in the voluntary sector.

English Heritage must be properly resourced to be able to carry out its duties as the independent statutory
adviser, regulator, and funder of the historic environment, and to allow it to plan for a stable long-term
future. Continued cuts in its budget might well lead to its regulatory role becoming paramount and it largely
ceasing to be an advisor and funder. Of course it has a further role as the conservator of its own historic
properties, and it is important that its budget is divided between the two roles to prevent tensions arising.

If the public perception of English Heritage is to become more positive, the budget cuts must stop and its
budget must be increased each year so that it can properly fulfil its role and responsibilities.

(iii) Heritage Link

Heritage Link acts as a very important link assisting its 81 members, including nearly all the non-public
bodies involved in the historic environment, to lobby the Government on core issues. In the three years since
it was set up it has raised the profile of the heritage sector and is seen as an organisation with which DCMS
and English Heritage and other bodies must work. The CLA fully supports the work that Heritage Link
undertakes.

(iv) Private owners

Private owners are heavily involved in the historic environment, and demonstrate leadership and
commitment to its conservation through long term management and funding of maintenance (respondents
to the 2005 CLA Heritage Survey each spent an average of £29,000 pa).

The CLA has done much to promote the idea that our built heritage is a priceless asset that must be
conserved for future generations, through for example our involvement in the government’s Heritage
Protection Review, and other fora including Historic Farm Buildings and Heritage Link.

Maintaining and enhancing the economic and social fabric of the historic environment is vital. However,
the cost of this is huge and met for the most part directly by the owner of the building. Owners ought to be
supported and encouraged for the role they play in protecting the historic environment, but in practice a
major funding gap is now apparent.

(v) Historic Environment at Regional level

Regional Development Agencies

Research suggests that the importance of the conservation of the historic environment in terms of its
contribution to regional economic growth, community inclusion, cultural heritage and quality of life is often
not well understood at RDA level. We suspect that Government-level perceptions of the importance of the
historic environment pervade down to the RDAs, and that this leads to a lack of understanding of the
economic opportunities which arise from the historic environment.

It will be essential that an equitable division of strategic aims, objectives and funding are devoted to urban
and rural concerns during the production and delivery of Regional Economic Strategies by RDAs. The
recent consultation, for example, on the South East Regional Economic Strategy 2006–16 makes just two
minor references to heritage assets, in terms of skills required to maintain them and support of businesses
that make use of heritage assets. The draft RES makes no reference to their importance in terms of their
potential for generating income from tourism, nor their importance in terms of our cultural heritage and
what they mean to our quality of life.

Regional Historic Environment Fora

These do produce the regional Heritage Counts reports, and are certainly an opportunity to network. But
many people are unsure what they are supposed to achieve, and there is a perception that they are “talking
shops”. If they are to achieve real progress on the ground they need to be invigorated with the correct
expertise and incentives.
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3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

The vast majority of historic buildings, monuments and landscapes are privately-owned and on private
land. Listing or scheduling clearly imposes a burden on the owner and occupier, especially where the
building has no economic use: it carries obligations, and can limit the uses of land or buildings and there
is strict liability for breaches of the rules. Owners do not necessarily have a problem with, but feel that the
additional burdens are not adequately recognized by the listing, planning or fiscal systems. The historic
environment can be conserved successfully, but only in the context of long-term land management
underpinned by viable economic uses. Conversion to a new use is usually a much better outcome for a listed
building than a descent into dereliction.

The CLA was pleased to note that Heritage Counts 2005 recognizes the importance of the private owner
in the conservation of the rural historic environment, and that this conservation relies on viable new uses
being permitted for redundant listed buildings.

The CLA’s vision for the new PPS15 and PPS16 is to see the conservation of listed buildings, ancient
monuments, conservation areas and landscapes encouraged by planning policies that enable integrated
management of these assets within rural estates and businesses.

The CLA therefore calls for:

— Planning and listed building policies that positively promote new and suitable/sensitive economic
activities for non-residential listed buildings;

— A recognition that enabling development can in appropriate cases positively help the funding of
the conservation of an historic asset;

— The requirement for positive and constructive pre-application advice to owners and managers of
listed properties—this will require adequately qualified and constructive Conservation OYcers;

— A change of culture within local planning authorities, recognising that the historic environment
can make a strong contribution to the economic, social and environmental success of an area. This
requires LPA’s to accept that new economic activity may be necessary for the longer term
conservation of a building; and that new, well designed, buildings may be necessary for the long
term conservation and regeneration of an heritage asset or an area.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The value of the historic environment is in the contribution it makes to conserving culture, customs and
communities as well as its appeal to visitors, historians and landscape specialists. That is why our rural areas
are popular places to invest and work in, as well as to visit. This value needs to be recognized by DCMS,
just as the conservation value of particular farming methods are now recognized by DEFRA.

A perception remains that the Government sees the historic environment not as an opportunity but as a
burden, and that the positive role its conservation has to play in rural and urban regeneration and quality
of life is still not suYciently recognized. This does not help the public to connect with the benefits it provides.
The Government needs to reconnect with all those involved in the heritage community, to focus on the need
to conserve the historic environment, and to recognize the potential it has as an economic, community and
social, environmental and educational resource. The historic environment has the potential to provide
business and employment opportunities, to encourage domestic and international tourism, to stimulate
rural and urban regeneration, and to support education.

Many owners of historic properties already open their buildings and monuments to the public and provide
educational open days for children and adults. In addition, many historic properties have been put to new
uses, opening up these buildings also to the wider public—often at no public cost. It would therefore seem
appropriate to look at ways of widening the participation of school children in activities that involve the
heritage, not least because this will build support in the long term, through the next generation, for the
continued conservation of heritage assets. DCMS must work with the Department of Education on
including these activities within the curriculum and facilitating school visits by removing obstacles faced by
schools and private owners in this area.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

(i) English Heritage

The year-on-year cuts in English Heritage’s budget certainly give the impression, whether justified or not,
that the Government puts a low priority on the historic environment, and that the DCMS is content to
support a relatively small number of iconic sites rather than promote the much broader “everyday” historic
environment. If the Government and DCMS are to demonstrate commitment to the heritage sector, English
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Heritage’s budget must be restored to a workable level that takes account of its dual advisory/grant aid and
guardianship roles. The eVectiveness of DCMS in achieving this aim will be judged by how successful they
are at obtaining additional funding from the CSR 2007 dedicated to the wider heritage sector.

(ii) Funding for Conservation OYcers and Traditional Skills

Funding support for the training and employment of adequately-qualified conservation oYcers should
come through ODPM’s Planning Delivery Grant. ODPM will require support from DCMS for a case to be
made for additional funding from the CSR 2007.

Funding to support training of traditional skills should come through LANTRA and possibly from the
EU Rural Development Regulation Axis 3, but concerted lobbying by DCMS will be required to achieve
this.

(iii) Heritage Lottery Fund

The CLA has long argued the case for increased resources to assist owners to meet public objectives for
buildings and monuments. The Heritage Lottery Fund is of great importance to the voluntary sector, but
very seldom provides grant aid to the private sector, and only in cases where public benefit is both substantial
and extremely transparent

The National Lottery consultation, published 25 November 2005, suggests that funding for the heritage
sector will be equal to that for art and film, and sport. It seems likely that the hug contribution lottery
funding has made to the voluntary and public-owned historic environment will not be sustained in the
future, and is less likely to fulfil its potential to contribute to a better qualify of life and community cohesion.

There is an important case to be made for increased Lottery funding for the heritage sector, including
greater support for the private sector where public benefit is clear.

(iv) Heritage and the Olympics 2012

Heritage as above has an important supporting role to the 2012 Olympics attracting tourism, not just in
2012. A new lottery game for the Olympics is however likely to have a negative impact on funding for the
Heritage sector, and DCMS should commit to ensuring that any decline in heritage revenue is combated by
increasing other forms of heritage funding.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

(i) Private Sector

Public recognition should be given to the role and responsibilities of private owners who own, manage
and fund the majority of the built heritage in England & Wales. The private owner’s role and responsibilities
require flexible and practical heritage related policies at national and regional levels to permit the economic
re-use of listed buildings. The CLA, as a membership organisation representing many of these private
owners, will continue to work closely with Government and English Heritage to ensure that our members’
interests are properly understood but also to assist in the development of solutions to the great and
increasing heritage funding problem.

(ii) English Heritage

English Heritage must be properly funded to provide adequately for its many roles and responsibilities:
sector leader and champion of heritage, policy and research development, advocate, trainer and adviser for
local authorities etc. English Heritage requires a stable funding stream that permits it to undertake its
various roles in the most eVective way possible.

(iii) Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF)

The role and responsibilities of the HLF should be to support a balanced portfolio of heritage projects
that are in line with its purpose and objectives, including the rural historic environment (built and natural),
and in funding private sector projects where clear public benefit can be demonstrated
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(iv) Local Authorities

Local authorities have a role and responsibility to develop flexible and practical planning, tourism and
regeneration policies for the built and natural historic environment to provide for the three pillars of
sustainable development as set out in PPS1.

In order to provide a quality service to the owners of listed buildings and monuments, local planning
authorities have a responsibility to employ well-qualified Conservation OYcers who are resourced to work
constructively with private owners to achieves positive outcomes on the built and natural historic
environment. This responsibility requires additional funding, perhaps through the Planning Delivery Grant
supplied by ODPM.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

We have set out our comments on the need to provide funding for well qualified conservation oYcers
within each local planning authority in paragraphs 5(ii) above.

Making conservation expertise more available to planning oYcers, councillors and the general public also
requires additional funding to be provided to English Heritage to undertake this role.

19 January 2005

Memorandum submitted by Michael J Coupe

1. Priorities for the Forthcoming White Paper

— To reaYrm the importance of conservation areas in the hierarchy of heritage assets, and to ensure
the continued application of the national policies and presumptions set out in PPG15. It is crucial
to recognise that “people care about where they live, but what they care about is the whole historic
environment, not just a series of individual sites and buildings” (Recharging the Power of Place,
CPRE, The National Trust and Heritage Link, 2004). The “fair face of England” is essentially
enshrined in conservation areas up and down the country.

— To endorse the need for characterisation across the whole of the historic environment, and the
relevance of conservation area character appraisals in particular to the achievement of high quality
decisions in such areas.

— To require local authorities and the relevant statutory agencies to provide the necessary facilities
for pre-application discussions, and to ensure that prospective developers have ready access
(preferably electronically) to Historic Environment Records (HERs) as early as possible in the
development process (ie before site acquisition, if at all possible).

— To make it clear to all concerned that the political and economic importance of the historic
environment extends well beyond its role in stimulating tourism, embrace regeneration,
sustainable development, social inclusion, and other key Government policy objectives.

— The retrograde Shimizu decision must be addressed urgently. The fact that this unsatisfactory state
of aVairs has persisted for so long suggests either a lack of commitment on the part of Government,
or a failure to ensure continuity of expert advice to Ministers in DCMS and ODPM.

— Conservation areas controls are overly complicated, inconsistent in their application, and not fine-
grained enough. The abolition of conservation area consent should be accompanied by the
redrafting of the rules of materiality, to bring under planning control alterations to the external
appearance of buildings (including part demolition), covering such essential features as windows,
doors, chimneys etc. As part of the ongoing review of the GPDO, it would make good sense for
demolition generally to be brought within planning control, thus obviating the need for Article 4
directions and the complex procedures these entail. The Select Committee should note that there
are good sustainability grounds for being able to scrutinise the proposals for the removal of
historic fabric (eg to examine the scope for repair as a more sustainable alternative), and because
demolition and redevelopment could be covered by a single planning application, this would not
significantly increase the administrative burden placed on local planning authorities.



3298812042 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 131

2. The Remit of DCMS, English Heritage (EH) and Other Organisations

DCMS

The limited remit of DCMS has meant that there has been a failure in Government to capitalise fully on
the potential contribution that the historic environment can make towards the achievement of wider
Government policy objectives. The words of a previous Culture Secretary, characterising heritage as “elitist,
backward looking, and a block on development”, and the removal of “heritage” from the very name of the
Department, still resonate within Government, although such sentiments have long since been publicly
disavowed, not least by the former Minister concerned. There is also a widely-held perception that heritage
ranks low in the list of Government priorities, and this seems likely to be the case even within DCMS, where
the successful Olympics bid looks likely to further accentuate the pre-eminence of sport within the
Department’s portfolio. The continuing fall in the level of funding for EH (ie grant in aid to EH has not
increased in real terms since before 1994–95), and the likely further diversion of Lottery resources to sport
and other good causes, serve to reinforce this point of view.

The regulatory controls relating to the historic environment largely operate within the confines of the
planning system (eg a perception supported by the fact that some two thirds of the contents of PPG15 are
planning-related). Similarly, there are good grounds for arguing that the historic environment should
properly be integrated with wider environmental concerns, as can readily be confirmed by the number of
well received joint guidance documents produced by the various environmental agencies (ie EH, English
Nature, the former Countryside Commission, and the Environment Agency). It follows therefore, that not
only does DCMS need to liaise closely with ODPM and Defra, but high profile representation from the
heritage sector is required, (possibly by secondment), in both Government Departments, to connect with
regeneration, economic development, sustainability, social inclusion, and countryside agendas.

DCMS should also be firmly reminded that the Lottery was always intended to be a source of additional
funding for the heritage sector, and not as a substitute for basic core funding.

English Heritage

There is mounting evidence that continuing real terms reductions in the core funding of EH are damaging
to the organisation, resulting in a loss of experienced specialists, some skewing of its priorities, and a
diminution of its ability to carry out its core functions eVectively. For example, there are concerns that
economic pressures are forcing EH to concentrate disproportionately on its commercial activities, or at least
on those that might produce an increase in revenue to meet shortfalls elsewhere. There is a fear that this
may be detracting from the ability of the organisation to maintain historic levels of regulatory casework and
expenditure on grant schemes. Indeed, EH itself calculates that the purchasing power of its grants schemes
has reduced by £4.6 million over the past five years in real terms, using the CPI inflation index, and by as
much as £22.9 million, using the industry’s standard TPI inflation index.

The provision of more extensive policy guidance, and the introduction of training schemes for oYcers and
members in local authorities will assist those bodies to improve the way that they deal with proposals
aVecting the historic environment, but there is nevertheless a strong argument for EH to continue to
participate in regulatory casework, (including the provision of pre-application advice, and an ability to take
a lead role in more than one or two major public inquiries each year); to continue to respond to
consultations—including those relating to the new forward planning system; and to remain as a significant
funder of area-based grant schemes (if only as an important catalyst for raising matching funding from other
sources). There are also good grounds for supporting the retention within EH of those specialist sources of
advice (eg structural engineering) which cannot readily be replicated at the local level.

The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF)

The HLF remains an important source of funding for the heritage sector: indeed, any significant reduction
in funding would be catastrophic for the sector. It is vital, therefore, that funding from this source should
be maintained, and preferably expanded. There must be at least a suspicion that Ministers have come to
regard Lottery funding as a substitute for proper core funding for organisations such as EH, and not as
additional to it, (ie the “icing on the cake”), as was originally intended when the Lottery was set up in the
first place.

3. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

It is galling to find this long standing canard reappearing, when so much energy over the years has been
spent in dispelling the notion that protecting the historic environment and meeting development needs must
necessarily be mutually exclusive. In the final resort, of course, there will be instances where development
proposals patently breach environmental capacities, but where a decision to permit development might
nevertheless be appropriate, in the full knowledge that significant environmental harm would result. In such
cases, few though they might be, development would only be allowed to go ahead if the stakes were high
enough, (eg following confirmation from Ministers that permission would be in the national interest), and
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where less damaging alternatives could not be found. In most cases, however, particularly where pre-
application discussions are entered into, seemingly conflicting interests can be reconciled, and value might
well be added in the process.

There is ample evidence of the beneficial role of conservation-led regeneration (see, for instance, The
Heritage Dividend, EH, 1999 and 2003, and Regeneration and the Historic Environment, EH, 2005).
Moreover, it is worth noting that the Urban Task Force Report (1999) suggested that “more than 90% of
our existing urban fabric will still be with us in 90 years’ time”, and that this meant that new development
could realistically only be a small proportion of the urban environment. It was apparent, therefore, that the
rest would have to be “maintained and improved”, thus concluding that the regeneration process would
crucially depend on the vitality, viability, and intrinsic quality of existing urban areas. As a result, it is clear
that because the historic environment contributes significantly to the attractiveness of our towns and cities,
the successful achievement of the Government’s hoped-for urban renaissance would typically entail making
the best use of those historic features that might lend such areas a touch of urban distinction.

Conservation-led regeneration helps to create attractive places where people want to live, work, visit, and
spend their leisure time, thereby underpinning a market-led return to urban living, and a full realisation of
the urban potential of our built-up areas, in accordance with sustainability principles. The historic
environment has therefore emerged as an important yardstick of quality, a source of local distinctiveness,
a reservoir of attractive buildings amenable to adaptive reuse (including mixed uses and tenures), and a
template for civilised high density urban living. It is no accident, for example, that many of the most sought-
after historic squares and terraces in the more expensive parts of London also deliver some of the highest
densities in the country. It is also worth noting that a better understanding of the historic environment
provides a basis for reinstating patterns of sustainable urban living, and, in the words of the Urban Task
Force Report, for “repairing tears in the urban fabric”.

Finally, it is instructive to note that sustainability considerations imply a presumption in favour of the
retention of historic buildings, given the substantial investment they represent in terms of embodied energy,
craft skills, and the fact that any environmental eVects associated with their development have long since
been discharged.

4. Access and Heritage as a Community Cultural Asset

EH has recognised the need to engage with new audiences, and has therefore pledged to work with the
education sector, for instance, to ensure that the teaching of history takes account of the way that the historic
environment “reflects the multi-cultural and many-layered development of England” (Power of Place, EH,
2000). The MORI survey reported in Power of Place provided support for this point of view. It found that
98% of those questioned thought that schoolchildren should be given the opportunity to find out about
England’s historic environment.

The historic environment is part of the background to everyday life, and is available to all, but meaningful
access—especially for those groups who feel excluded—can best come about if people are enabled to
interpret and understand it. Similarly, it is for heritage experts to seek out and explain those less well known
influences on the historic environment that can foster appreciation of, and a more socially inclusive
approach to, heritage assets. By this means, people will come to appreciate how the historic environment
defines their identities at the local, regional, and national scales, how it enables them to acquire a sense of
place and of belonging, and provides depth and character to the areas in which they live and work.

5. Funding

As already indicated above, core funding for EH has been declining in real terms for 10 years or more,
and there must be real doubts as to whether HLF could, or indeed should, make up the shortfall, let alone
provide the above-inflation increases necessary to maintain the good health of the heritage sector, given the
forthcoming review of the Lottery, and the likelihood that substantial sums are likely to be siphoned-oV to
support the London 2012 Olympics. Furthermore, it is widely assumed that the additional duties imposed
upon EH in recent years (eg the setting-up of a network of oYces in the regions; the acquisition of new
responsibilities for listing, maritime archaeology etc) have not been adequately compensated for in terms of
additional funding.

To remedy this unsatisfactory situation, at least in part, there are a number of priorities for further action
which the Select Committee might wish to recommend, as follows:

— Urgent action to equalise VAT, as between planned maintenance and repair, on the one hand, and
new build, on the other. Many of the problems of the heritage sector (eg the substantial numbers
of buildings at risk), are directly attributable to this glaring anomaly, which eVectively penalises
planned maintenance and repair of historic fabric.

— The historic environment is a key factor in attracting tourist activity, and tourism is an industry
which generates substantial revenues, most of which go direct to the Treasury. A hypothecated
return of only a small proportion of the £3 billion or so (2000 figures) contributed to Government
coVers could transform the prospects of the heritage sector.
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— Additional core funding for the heritage sector, which would reflect the contribution that the
historic environment makes to the delivery of the Government’s social, economic, and
sustainability agendas. A proportion of this should be provided by other Government
Departments to which the heritage sector contributes (eg ODPM, Defra, Dfes etc). The Select
Committee should also keep in mind the fact that, contrary to the popular view that the public
sector generally has done well out of this Government in terms of funding, the heritage sector has
not been so rewarded.

— Since the introduction of application fees, it has become the norm for the development control
service in local authorities to be largely funded out of fee income. With strong pressure for
improvements in the time taken to determine planning applications, conservation staV are forced
to concentrate on their development control activities, at the expense of their other equally
important duties (eg carrying out conservation area character appraisals, buildings a risk work
etc), and there appears to be little or no evidence that the situation had improved markedly in those
authorities in receipt of the planning delivery grant. Furthermore, it is important to recognise that
because listed building consent applications do not attract a fee, local authorities have no
particular incentive to appoint additional conservation staV. That is not to say that listed building
consent applications should attract a fee (preferably not), but merely to suggest that a proportion
of the much-needed extra funding for local authorities should be earmarked for the
conservation service.

6. Roles and Responsibilities

Others are no doubt better qualified to comment on the roles and responsibilities of the various bodies
operating in the heritage sector, notwithstanding the suggestions already aired above—mainly relating to
EH and the HLF. There are three further observations to be oVered to the Select Committee, however,
relating to this particular subject area:

— To stress the vital role played by Heritage Link in keeping the sector informed, in helping to co-
ordinate the activities of member organisations, and in acting as an authoritative advocate on
behalf of the sector;

— To welcome the developing role of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC) as the
representative professional body for building conservation in the UK, and to point out that its
strong local authority representation means that it is ideally placed to oVer practical advice on the
operation of Government policies and procedures at the grassroots level. It is also well able to
contribute usefully to discussions on the development of planning law, procedure and practice as
it applies to the historic environment (eg the ongoing Heritage Protection Review—the outcome
of which will largely fall to its members to implement on the ground); and

— To strongly recommend that EH be jointly sponsored by ODPM and DCMS. This should help to
ensure that heritage issues are routinely plugged-in to the work of ODPM across the range of its
activities relating to the historic environment, and are not merely inserted as an afterthought or,
worse still, ignored altogether. Joint sponsorship should also help to put EH on an equal footing
to the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE), should assist in raising
the profile of the organisation, and should facilitate better integrated working between the two
bodies.

7. Skills

Here again, others will be better placed to oVer authoritative advice on the current state of conservation
staYng resources in the heritage sector, but the overall impression to be gleaned from informed insiders is of
a conservation service that is under-resourced, unevenly distributed throughout the country, and generally
lacking in influence at the senior management level. As development control pressures continue to intensify,
and the Government remains fixated on speed of decision-making, to the detriment of the quality of outputs,
the prospect for a service whose raison d’etre is all to do with the quality of the resource it has to manage,
will be bleak indeed without the provision of more resources, and the right to be judged in large part on the
basis of performance indicators predicated on quality.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by John Dentith, Diocese of Worcester

May I first of all introduce myself. In my personal life I am a committed member of my local parish church
(CofE), currently Lay Vice-Chair, previously a Churchwarden and before that, Secretary. I am a member
of my Deanery Synod.

In my professional capacity, I am the Secretary to the Diocesan Advisory Committee for the Care of
Churches and Secretary to the Diocesan Redundant Churches Uses Committee for the Diocese of
Worcester.
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I wish to make a few modest observations in relation to the above enquiry.

1. The status quo in this country cannot continue indefinitely, or even for very much longer. The built
heritage in the form of Church of England Churches is presently cared for by a relatively small
band of congregation volunteers, who raise the money themselves for the upkeep of these uniquely
important buildings. Grants are sought and obtained, but much of the finance comes directly out
of the pockets of these faithful church members.

2. Congregation numbers have declined over recent decades (although there is now some evidence
to suggest that numbers are again on the increase), leaving fewer people with an escalating burden.

3. Estimates suggest that in 2003, a figure in excess of £370 million needed to be spent on church
buildings in basic maintenance.

4. In other countries, diVerent policies are in force, for example in Denmark where church
maintenance is funded out of tax revenue. I understand that Danish citizens have the right to opt
out of the system if they so wish, but the pristine state of most Danish churches and churchyards
shows that the system works and works well.

Our church buildings, which include a high proportion of all the listed buildings in this country, are a
national asset and do not “belong” only to the minority of the population who would regard themselves
as church-goers. The time is now appropriate for an intelligent and diVerent approach by government in
recognising the value of church buildings.

This value is not only the obvious one of the heritage of beautiful listed buildings which are fascinating
in themselves, but also that of the importance the buildings have as beacons in our community, a community
asset that can be used for so much more than worship. In mediaeval times the churches were the
“Community Centres” of their day, with worship only being a part of their function. In many places today,
church buildings are a focus for a great deal of community activity, even in multi-cultural areas where
Christianity is not the predominant faith. For good examples, one starting point would be the recent
competition organised by the Ecclesiastical Insurance Group for innovative projects in church buildings.

Finally, may I suggest that as a short-term option whilst these wider issues are being investigated and
evaluated, immediate help could be given in the form of a substantial increase in the funding committed
through English Heritage. These monies, though welcome in themselves, are woefully small in relation to
the tax revenues presently received by the Government, and could be increased significantly at very low cost
per head of population. This would at least show a sign of commitment to the importance of church
buildings in their communities whilst the wider philosophy was being debated.

22 December 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport

Summary

Heritage means diVerent things to diVerent people. DCMS, ODPM and Defra work closely to drive
forward the Government’s policy on the historic environment, published in A Force for Our Future. This
includes work on the Heritage Protection Review. Making our nation’s heritage accessible to all is a
Government priority and is being taken forward through programmes like free entry to the National
Museums, Renaissance in the Regions, Outreach programmes including Heritage Open Days and Engaging
Places. Provisional findings from the Taking Part survey show that 70% of all adults visited a designated
historic site and 43% visited a museum/gallery at least once in the last 12 months. The heritage sector is made
up of a rich mix of publicly funded, charitable and voluntary organisations as well as private owners. Local
Authorities have an important role to play too. DCMS provides in excess of £600 million a year to support
the nation’s heritage.

Introduction

1. This memorandum has been submitted by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport. It includes
inputs from the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) who share policy responsibility for the historic
environment, as well as the Department for the Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (Defra). It aims to
provide the Committee with general background to inform its inquiry into Protecting, Preserving and
Making Accessible our Nation’s Heritage. The note also includes information on the specific points
highlighted by the Committee as issues it wishes to address.

Definitions

1.1 Heritage is a word that means diVerent things to diVerent people. The Heritage Lottery Fund has the
widest understanding of “heritage” which for them includes buildings, museums, natural heritage,
archaeology and the heritage of cultural traditions and language. For the purposes of this memorandum, we
will also refer to the historic environment which embraces all the formally designated historic assets (listed
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buildings, scheduled monuments, registered parks and gardens and so on, as defined in Heritage Counts
(www.english-heritage.org.uk/heritagecounts.org.uk). This is the remit of English Heritage. We will also
refer separately to archives, museums and galleries.

Background

1.2 In December 2001, the Government published its policy statement on the historic environment “A
Force for Our Future“”. This set out an ambitious vision to unlock the full potential of the historic
environment. A wide-ranging programme of reform is underway, including the modernisation of English
Heritage, the Heritage Protection Review and Engaging Places, a DCMS/DFES programmes to develop
built environment education. Also since 2001, there has been free admission to our sponsored museums and
galleries which has led to a 75% increase in visitors. We have also launched Renaissance in the Regions a
programme for regional museums to enable them to realise their potential as centres of learning and
creativity for their communities. The Secretary of State’s essay Better Places to Live also addressed some of
the issues raised by the Committee. These were debated further at a conference Capturing the Public Value
of Heritage on 25/6 January 2006.

Issue One: What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper

Background

2.1 The heritage protection system is often diYcult to use and understand. With this in mind in 2003 the
Government published a consultation Protecting our historic environment: making the system work better
which set out a series of broad proposals for improving the system. The response to the consultation was
published in June 2004 (Review of heritage protection: the way forward). This set out a package of
fundamental reforms of the heritage protection system in England.

Proposals

2.2 The Government’s proposals for heritage protection reform aim to create a new system that is simple,
open and flexible, enabling historic assets to be better understood and managed while still enjoying
appropriate protection. The reforms are grouped around three priority areas: designation, management and
regulation.

Key Reforms—Designation

2.3 There will be a new unified Register of Historic Sites and Buildings of England, (the Register). This
will bring together the systems of listing buildings, scheduling archaeology and registering parks, gardens
and battlefields, all of which are currently governed by diVerent pieces of legislation, into a single system.
Currently, some historic assets are both listed and scheduled. This dual designation will be removed. The
new Register will provide comprehensive information about why a historic asset has been designated. This
information will be important for owners of historic sites, and will help inform decisions about future
protection and management.

2.4 The introduction of the Register will be linked to other improvements to the designation system. To
simplify the system, responsibility for designating historic assets will be transferred from the Secretary of
State for Culture, Media and Sport to English Heritage, with new appeal and call-in procedures. The grading
system will be simplified. The designation process will be made more open, with new notification and
consultation with owners, linked to new interim protection measures to protect historic assets while they are
being considered for designation. At the same time, the criteria used for designation will be revised and
clarified to improve understanding of why a site is suitable for designation. Owners of historic assets will
be provided with information about the assets in their care and the responsibilities of owning a designated
property.

2.5 To simplify and streamline the system further, consideration is also being given to the issue of “spot-
listing”—last-minute applications to list buildings—which is perceived by many as a process that can hold
up existing plans for development and regeneration.

Key Reforms—Management

2.6 A new management option will be introduced for extensive or complex historic sites. This new option,
called a Heritage Partnership Agreement, will enable owners and local authorities to take a more proactive
approach to the management of a site over the longer-term. Minor works that would otherwise each require
a separate consent application can be pre-agreed, and the principles that would underpin any major works
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discussed. The introduction of these Agreements should also reduce the burden of individual consents for
owners and authorities alike, provide enhanced certainty and clarity about the development of a site and
develop a better sense of partnership between owners, managers, local authorities and heritage bodies..

Key Reforms—Consents

2.7 Current heritage consent regimes can create confusion for the owners of historic assets, who may have
to apply for a number of separate consents when carrying out relatively minor works. The proposed reforms
will implement a new unified heritage consent regime that will bring together the currently separate systems
of Listed Building Consent and Scheduled Monument Consent. This new streamlined consent will be
delivered by local authorities, with input from English Heritage as appropriate. It will bring greater clarity
and eYciency to the consent process while enabling the appropriate management of diVerent types of asset,
maintaining the distinction between archaeology, useable buildings and landscapes, but be administered by
one organisation on a single application form.

2.8 In addition to this revised consent regime, the Government is also reviewing the Ancient Monuments
(Class Consents) Order 1994 in order to improve the protection of nationally important archaeological sites
from the damaging eVects of ploughing.

Progress

2.9 A number of the Government’s proposed reforms are already underway. In April 2005, English
Heritage took over the administration of the current listed building system from DCMS. A public
consultation on the criteria used when deciding whether a building should be listed is currently underway.

2.10 At the same time, English Heritage has been running a number of pilot projects to develop and test
the Governments key reform proposals. Evaluation of the pilot projects is currently being carried out and
is due to report in March 2006. Initial results suggest that the proposed reforms have the potential to deliver
a system that is simpler, more open and more flexible. Research has also been undertaken to assess the
capability of local authorities to deliver the reforms.

2.11 DCMS is liaising with Cadw in the Welsh Assembly Government, who are considering the adoption
of the proposals into the Welsh heritage protection system. Historic Scotland and Department of
Environment Northern Ireland are conducting their own reviews and are being kept informed of progress
with the process in England.

2.12 DCMS will publish its detailed proposals for reform of the system in 2006.

Issue Two: The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in
representing Heritage intersts inside and outside Government

3.1 Within Government, the Department for Culture, Media and Sport shares policy responsibility for
the historic environment with the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minster. We also work closely with the
Department of the Environment, Food and Rural AVairs with a view to ensuring an integrated approach
to the natural and historic environment. This relationship manifests itself in a range of practical ways. The
three Departments are working in close partnership on the Heritage Protection Review. In addition, all three
Departments are co-signatories to the English Heritage Funding Agreement, in recognition of the
contribution EH make to the delivery of the objectives of the three Departments. A number of Defra
programmes and policies have delivered direct benefits for heritage. For example, in the past five years, with
support from English Heritage, the agri-environment schemes have contributed over £100 million on
maintaining, protecting and restoring historic features under the England Rural Development Programme.
The new Environmental Stewardship Scheme launched last year will take Defra’s investment on heritage
even further. Under Environmental Stewardship not only will farmers be able to receive grants as incentives
to change farming practices to safeguard and manage environmental features, but they will also now be
rewarded for undertaking environmental practices including requirements to protect scheduled monuments,
stone walls and other environmental features.

3.2 In addition, we work closely with the Department for Education and Skills on specific education
initiatives. See issue four.

English Heritage

3.3 English Heritage is the Government’s statutory adviser on the historic environment. As well as its
advisory role, its provides expert advice and guidance to Government Departments on policies which will
have an impact on the historic environment. It provides grants to third parties, some in partnership with
other funding bodies such as the HLF. It also manages over 400 historic sites, the majority on behalf of the
Secretary of State. It receives some £130 million from the DCMS which is about 75% of its total income.
The remainder is self generated through activities such as ts membership scheme and private investments.

Other relevant publicly funded heritage organisations are:
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Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA)

3.4 The Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA) is the national development agency working
for and on behalf of museums, libraries and archives and advising government on policy and priorities for
the sector. MLA’s roles are to provide strategic leadership, to act as a powerful advocate, to develop capacity
and to promote innovation and change.

3.5 Museums, libraries and archives connect people to knowledge and information, creativity and
inspiration. MLA is leading the drive to unlock this wealth, for everyone. MLA receives funding of over £14
million from DCMS

Renaissance in the Regions

3.6 The Renaissance in the Regions programme is a government-funded programme administered by the
Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA) to raise standards in regional museums. It is a national
programme set up in response to previous under-funding and underachievement for museums in the regions.
It aims to unlock their potential principally through groups of key museums (Hubs) that work together for
the benefit of visitors in ways that they could never do alone. The vision is to bring about real benefits for
visitors, supporting their cultural, social and learning needs, through the long term transformation of
museum services across England. The Regional Hubs will receive over £100 million between 2005 and 2008.

The Nationals Museums and Galleries

3.7 There are over 3,000 museums and galleries in England. DCMS directly sponsors 22 museums.
Collectively these museums and galleries are the keepers and conservators of the nation’s art and heritage.
They receive over £400 million from the DCMS.

3.8 The main responsibilities of national museums and galleries are to:

— Care for, preserve and add to the collections.

— Secure that the collections are exhibited to the public.

— Secure that the collections are available to persons seeking them for study or research.

— Promote the public’s enjoyment and understanding of art, history and science by means of the
collections and such other means as they consider appropriate.

3.9 The museums and galleries’ collections cover a wide range of areas including:

— Art and antiquities from ancient and living cultures.

— Fine Art, 20th Century and Contemporary Art, British Art and portraiture.

— British Maritime History.

— Natural History.

— Social History.

— Twentieth and twenty-first century conflict involving Britain and the Commonwealth.

— Industrial heritage, science and technology.

— Art and Design including ceramics, fashion, furniture, glass, metalwork, paintings, photographs,
prints, sculpture, and textiles.

The Churches Conservation Trust (CCT)

3.10 The Churches Conservation Trust was established in 1969 under ecclesiastical legislation to preserve
Anglican churches of outstanding heritage importance, no longer required for regular worship. Over 330
churches are vested in the Trust and about 3–4 new ones are vested each year. DCMS provides 70% of the
Trust’s statutory funding, currently £3 million per year. The remainder of the Trust’s statutory funding is
from the Church Commissioners.

The Royal Parks

3.11 The Royal Parks is an Executive Agency of DCMS. The Royal Parks comprise St James’s Park, The
Green Park, Hyde Park, Kensington Gardens and The Regent’s Park (with Primrose Hill) in Central
London; Greenwich Park, Richmond Park and Bushy Park. They cover an area of 5000 acres (2,000
hectares) and contain 280 buildings, statues and memorials (many of which are listed); 49 miles of boundary
walls and fencing; 100 miles of roads, footpaths and cycle tracks; 21 lakes and ponds and a 13-mile river;
as well as gates, railings, gas and electric lighting, fountains and riverbanks. It currently receives £26.2
million in funding from the Department. Last year its self generated income (excluding grants) was £6.6
million.
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Others

3.12 There are a number of other smaller organisations which receive funding to care and maintain aspect
of our heritage. These include the Greenwich Foundation for the Old Royal Naval College, The Chatham
Historic Dockyard Trust, Somerset House Trust and the Occupied Royal Palaces.

Historic Royal Palaces

3.13 Historic Royal Palaces (HRP) was established by Royal Charter as an independent charity in 1998
and is contracted by the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport to manage the unoccupied Royal
Palaces on her behalf; the Palaces are owned by The Queen on behalf of the nation. HRP is responsible for
the care, conservation, and presentation to the public of the Tower of London, Hampton Court Palace,
Kensington Palace State and other apartments plus the Orangery, the Banqueting House at Whitehall and
Kew Palace with Queen Charlotte’s cottage. HRP is a Public Corporation and receives no public revenue
funding—all costs are met by self-generated income.

Other key players in the heritage sector are:

The National Heritage Memorial Fund/Heritage Lottery Fund

3.22 The National Heritage Memorial Fund was set up in 1980 to save the best of our national heritage
as a lasting memorial to those who gave their lives for the UK in the armed conflict. Since 1980, the Fund
has spent £220 million on more than 1,200 acquisitions. It is an endowment fund which is supplemented
annually by grant in aid which is currently set at £5 million a year but will rise to £10 million in 2007–08.

3.23 The Heritage Lottery Fund was established in 1994, under the auspices of the National Heritage
Memorial Fund to be the distributor of lottery funding for heritage. Since then it has awarded over £3.3
billion to over 16,000 projects.

Heritage Link

3.24 Heritage Link was set up in 2002 to give the many and diverse independent heritage organisations
in England a collective voice. It has 80 members ranging from the National Trust through the statutory
amenity societies to the smaller heritage interest. Like Heritage Lottery Fund it membership reflect heritage
in its widest sense. Heritage Link itself and many of its members organisations receive funding from English
Heritage.

Local Authorities

3.25 Local authorities play a fundamental role in caring for, and managing change in, England’s historic
environment. Through operation of the planning system, the provision of advice, guidance and grant aid
to property owners and managers, and the maintenance of records, they are responsible for administration
relating to 95% of England’s historic environment, including assets in their own portfolios.

Issue three: the balance between Heritage and development needs in planning policy

Planning Policies and Plans

4.1 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 introduced a new framework in which the planning
system, which operates controls over both development and the historic environment, is delivered. It
introduced a statutory purpose for planning—that of the achievement of sustainable development. The
introduction of Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) and Regional Spatial Strategies (RSSs) has
facilitated a more responsive system better able to develop the necessary policies and programmes to
eVectively balance the needs of the historic environment and the development needs of the local community.

4.2 The historic environment makes a vital contribution in enabling the planning system to achieve its
statutory objective. It plays a key role in delivering sustainable development by promoting economic
prosperity, environmental protection and enhancement, as well as social inclusion and community cohesion.
The planning system provides the mechanism which ensures that the historic environment is preserved
appropriately, as well as enabling historic buildings and other elements of the historic environment to play
a productive part in regeneration. Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 (PPG15) Planning and the Historic
Environment provides a full statement of Government policies for the protection and use of the historic
environment. It makes clear that the historic environment is a valuable material resource that should be
covered by an eVective system of protection, but that this should not prevent appropriate economic use of
assets, whether alone or as part of a regeneration scheme.

4.3 In any region there is a wealth of archaeological and built heritage which may range from local to
even international significance, such as World Heritage Sites. Those assets of sub-regional importance and
above should be considered as part of an overview of environmental constraints and opportunities for
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improvement of the region. RSSs should preserve and enhance those assets of regional or sub-regional
importance and consider whether there is a regional planning dimension to managing their potential, for
example, for tourism. In doing so regional planning bodies (RPBs) should have regard to PPG15 and
Planning Policy Guidance Note 16 (PPG16) Archaeology and Planning. RPBs should also consider whether
there are appropriate opportunities to be taken forward in development plans, in conjunction with the
Regional Development Agencies’ economic strategies, for the sensitive exploitation of the built heritage to
assist in sub-regional regeneration.

4.4 However, the main instance in which the historic environment will be considered is at the local level.
LDFs comprise a folder of documents for delivering the spatial strategy for the area. This will include a core
strategy, site specific policies, and detailed area action plans. The LDF documents should set out clear
policies for the preservation and enhancement of the historic environment, in general conformity with the
RSS. They should contain policies regarding the preservation of the historic environment, as well as
identifying opportunities for the historic environment to act as a driver for regeneration. Planning Policy
Statement 1 (PPS1) Delivering Sustainable Development makes clear that “development plan policies
should take account of environmental issues such as the preservation and enhancement of built and
archaeological heritage”. Through this process, local authorities are able to come to an appropriate balance
between the development needs of the area, and the preservation needs of the local historic environment.

4.5 One of the key aims of the new system is that of greater community involvement, in order to ensure
“ownership” of the local plan and that all groups are able to participate in the planning process. Statements
of Community Involvement set out the standards to be achieved by the local authority in involving the
community in the preparation, alteration and continuing review of all local development documents and
planning applications. The statement should be a clear public statement enabling the community to know
how and when they will be involved in the preparation of local development documents and how they will
be consulted on planning applications.

4.6 Local planning authorities should involve the community at an early stage in the preparation of local
development documents. This is essential to achieve local ownership and legitimacy for the policies that will
shape the future distribution of land uses and development in an authority’s area. It also allows the
opportunity for the local community to discuss particular aspects of plans, such as policies on the historic
environment, and to ensure appropriate account is taken of these in wider policies.

Protection of the Historic Environment

4.7 There are several controls over the historic environment. The planning system includes planning
permission, listed building consent and conservation area consent. The listing of a building, or the
designation of a conservation area, is a marker of significance and indicates that special consideration needs
to be given to the future of that building or area because of its special nature—hence the additional controls.
These additional controls are the mechanism that enables authorities to balance local development needs
but at the same time consider the impact on the historic environment in an appropriate manner. It is not
intended that the additional controls indicate that an historic asset should be “frozen in time”.

4.8 In addition to paragraph 4.7, local authorities must also take into account all material considerations
when deciding a planning application. So an historic designation, such as “World Heritage Site”, would
need to be taken into account in deciding whether to grant permission. In the case of listed buildings, a local
authority must have regard to whether a planning application would aVect the building or its setting.

4.9 There can be a particular tension when considering the balance between heritage and development
needs in relation to the countryside, rural communities and farming. Flexibility, as well as sensitivity, is
needed in considering the future use of some isolated listed farm and other buildings.

Issue Four: Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

5.1 The DCMS Strategic Priority 2 is to:

— Increase and broaden the impact of culture and sport, to enrich individual lives, strengthen
communities and improve the places where peoples live, now and for future generations.

5.2 Access to Culture, including heritage is thus a Departmental priority. This is reflected in our PSA
targets. These include the following:

— By 2008, increase the take up of cultural and sporting opportunities by adults and young people
aged 16 an above from priority groups by:

— Increasing the number accessing museums and galleries collections by 2%.

— Increasing the number visiting designated Historic Environment sites by 3%.

5.3 In order to better understand current levels of participation in culture, DCMS has commissioned the
Taking Part survey. This is a continuous national household survey. Provisional results are available for the
first three months of the survey. These show that during the past 12 months:

— 70% of all adults attended a designated historic site and 43% of all adults attended a museum/
gallery at least once;
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— 45% of adults from black and minority ethnic groups, 57% of adults with a limiting disability and
58% adults from lower socio-economic groups (C2, D, Es) made at least one visit to a historic
site; and

— 34% of adults from black and minority ethnic groups, 32% of adults with a limiting disability and
31% of adults from lower socio-economic groups (C2, D, and Es) made at least one visit to a
museum or gallery.

Free Access to National Museums

5.4 The introduction of free admission to the DCMS-sponsored museums and galleries in 2001 has been
a huge success:

— Three years since the introduction of full free admission visits are up by 76% (six million) at the
former charging DCMS national museums and galleries.

— Visits to those nationals that remained free were up by 9% over the same period (nearly
two million)

— There were 8.9 million child visits to the DCMS national museums and galleries in 2004–05, the
highest on record. Of these, an estimated 2.4 million were in organised education sessions either
onsite on in outreach programmes.

— Child visits are 90% higher than in 1998–99, the last year before free admission for children was
introduced on 1 April 1999.

— There has been a 27% increase in visits by C2DE’s on the 2002–03 baseline (6,820,939 in 2004–05).

— Six of our sponsored museums are among the top 10 most popular tourist attractions in the UK.

Promoting Greater Access

5.5 The policy of introducing free admission to national museums was just a first step to ensuring greater
access to museums and galleries more generally. We are now looking to further increase participation by
(adults) from priority groups for museums and galleries in England as a whole.

5.6 In parallel, the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council has sought to achieve through the Regional
Renaissance programme greater diversity among the visitors to regional hub museums in each of the nine
regions of England and to increase visitors from priority groups.

— In 2004–05 of Renaissance there were 1,853,696 new visitors of whom 804,504 were from social
class C2, D, E and from Black and Ethnic Minorities.

— DCMS also operates regional strategic commissioning under which sponsored museums and
regional museums enter into partnerships to deliver specific projects aimed either at improving
education or broadening access. This programme is operated jointly with DfES.

Broadening Access to the Historic Environment

5.7 The original DCMS PSA target was to “Attract a total of 100,000 visits by new users from minority
and socially deprived groups to the historic environment by 2005–06” English Heritage were responsible
for the delivery of this target. By 2005, they had succeeded in attracting 323,478 new visitors to the historic
environment from priority groups. English Heritage achieved this through events, outreach activities and
the partnership with Heritage Open days.

5.8 The current PSA target is being delivered on a sector wide basis. Some 25 projects and programmes
have been identified which will aid in the increased participation by priority groups. These include the
following:

— English Heritage (EH) will deliver a minimum of 40 community projects engaging 30,000 people
across the country, in partnership with local agencies.

— The National Trust’s Untold Story project is a three-year pilot that explores ways of using the
performing and creative arts to involve youth and community groups with built and natural
heritage. The Untold Story project has been running since 2003 and so far has involved 15 National
Trust properties, with a further three taking part before the end of the project in February 2006.

— Historic Houses Association (HHA) is to implement a pilot project in partnership with the Black
Environment Network (BEN) to increase dialogue and engagement with the BME communities
of Leicester. If successful, the model will be applied to projects in other regions.

— The Churches Conservation Trust aims to develop several projects, which include an exhibition
for Black History Month 2006 and a project in Bolton to engage participation from the local Asian
community.
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Heritage Open Days and London Open House

5.9 Heritage Open Days and London Open House allow the public to make free visits to buildings of
architectural interest (historic and contemporary), that are either not normally open to the public, or charge
an entrance fee. In 2005 over 800,000 people visited over 2,400 properties open to the public by over 26,000
volunteers. Heritage Open Days and London Open House are part of the European Heritage Open Days
programme and together are England’s most popular cultural event.

5.10 The Royal Parks also play an important role is reaching out and linking to communities. The Royal
Parks are more than simply areas of historical interest, they are important historic landscapes that provide
iconic settings for a range of special buildings—Buckingham Palace, the Nash Terraces, The Royal
Observatory, Admiralty Arch. They also contribute positively to national and local life in a wide variety of
other ways, as follows:

— they provide the setting at the heart of national ceremonial and celebration—The Mall,
Horseguards Parade;

— they include nationally important wildlife habitats (Richmond Park SSSI and National Nature
Reserve, falcons and herons nesting in Regent’s Park);

— they provide essential recreation and sport facilities (Regent’s Park is the largest open air sports
facility in central London);

— they encourage participation of local communities through active volunteering programmes—
Bushy Park restoration project;

— they contribute to the education of both adults and children through courses linked to the National
Curriculum and through Continuous Professional Development courses;

— they are actively involved in facilities for disabled people of all ages through, eg, Cycling for the
Disabled, the Holly Lodge Centre in Richmond Park; and

— they are an active partner with other organisations in raising the profile of historic parks and
gardens and providing training schemes for apprentices in the heritage horticulture and landscape
industries.

Built Environment Education

5.11 In September 2003 DCMS and DfES set up the Joint Advisory Committee on Built Environment
Education (JACBEE) to explore ways to promote and develop the educational potential of the
contemporary and historic built environment. The JACBEE committee, chaired by Gillian Wolfe, Head of
Education at the Dulwich Picture Gallery, was made up of experts from a wide range of cultural
organisations with interests in heritage and the built environment.

5.13 DCMS’s long term goal in setting up JACBEE was to bring the sector together to think of ways of
empowering current and future generations to become more confident and aware of their roles and
responsibilities as citizens and consumers of heritage, buildings and public space.

5.14 In September 2004 the JACBEE committee reported to Ministers their conclusions. JACBEE
argued that the poor level of cultural engagement from schools and communities with the historic and
contemporary built environment was due to the built environment sector lacking a joined up, holistic
strategy to learning and public engagement.

5.15 To help DCMS and DfES address this problem JACBEE oVered a package of recommendations to
join up the wide range of providers and to develop a common approach to learning. The principal
recommendation was for CABE and English Heritage to collaborate with the wider sector to create a One
Stop Shop for Built Environment Education that will provide tools, resources and support for schools to
engage with the fabric of their local communities.

Engaging Places

5.16 It has now been agreed that to take forward the one Stop Shop concept thought an exciting new
project called Engaging Places. Its aim is to unlock the educational potential of the historic and
contemporary built environment. Supported by a partnership between English Heritage and CABE,
Engaging Places will seek to address the issues that the Joint DCMS/DfES Advisory Committee on Built
Environment Education identified as hindering wider public engagement on issues concerning heritage and
the built environment.

5.17 Taking a holistic view of the built environment Engaging Places will enable built environment
cultural organisations develop a strategic learner-led approach to public engagement. DCMS is confident
that Engaging Places will be a valuable tool to help the Architecture and Historic Environment sector
increase the number and diversity of people who actively engage, support and contribute to the built
environment.
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5.18 September 2006 will see the start of Phase 1 of Engaging Places. Phase 1 will be a pilot project in
three regions (London, the SE and Yorkshire and the Humber) and will aim to streamline the supply of built
environment learning resources to intelligently meet the demands of teachers and schools. As well as creating
the start of a holistic network for cultural organisations with an interest in the built environment, Engaging
Places will also begin to advocate the benefits of wider public participation with buildings and space.

5.19 Phase 1 will conclude in July 2007, and a report will go to DCMS and DfES ministers with
recommendations and strategy on the future of built environment education.

Museum and Gallery Education

5.20 Museums and galleries across the country provide a vital resource for education and learning from
cradle to grave. Working in partnership with the sector, and with local government, DfES, MLA and others,
DCMS invests strategically to help unlock the full learning potential of museums. Our primary goal is to
enable museums to enhance and enrich the school curriculum for children between the ages of five and 16,
and in doing so to inculcate a lifelong appreciation of culture, science and the humanities among young
people. The collections of our museums are also increasingly used to support the teaching of citizenship and
to address questions of personal, national and cultural identity and heritage. The wealth of knowledge in
our museums and galleries also supports family learning, further and higher education and our national
museums lead the world in research in many scientific and cultural disciplines.

Issue Five: Funding, with Particular Referenfe to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and for
Museums and Galleries, the Impact of London 2010 Olypmics on Lottery Funding for Heritage Projects, and
Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources Between Good Causes

6.1 DCMS provides in excess of £600 million a year to support the heritage.

Museums and Galleries

6.2 Over the five years from 2000–01 to 2004–05 over £1.3 billion was allocated to DCMS sponsored
museums and galleries sponsored by DCMS. Within that £1.3 billion we provided around £140 million
provision in compensation, which enabled our museums to allow free admission.

6.3 As a result of the 2004 Spending Review, DCMS resource funding for the sponsored museums and
galleries will rise by 1.7% in real terms from £384.9 million in 2004–05 to £423.4 million in 2007–08. This
above-inflation rise will guarantee that our museums and galleries continue to oVer free admission for the
next three years.

6.4 Capital funding will rise by 142.6% in real terms over the same period, from £15.1 million in 2004–05
to £39.7 million in 2007–08. This substantial increase in capital funding will help ensure that museum
buildings are in good shape to welcome the increase in visits brought about by free admission.

Funding to English Heritage

6.5 English Heritage did not receive an inflation-based uplift between 2002–05. This was because it was
undergoing a radical modernisation programme, following a Quinquennial Review. The expectation was
that this would result in savings which could be re-invested into front line activity. It also received
£3.1 million from DCMS to help with costs of the modernisation programme.

6.6 For the period 2005–08, English Heritage received an extra £16 million, bringing its grant in aid to
almost £130 million a year. This includes £12 million for capital investment in its property portfolio. In
addition, English Heritage receives funding from ODPM and Defra on a project basis. This has included:

— £13 million from Defra’s Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund over the past three years (2002–03,
2003–04, 2004–05); and

— £100,000 from ODPM towards costs of its local authority capacity building project.

6.7 All publicly funded bodies have been tasked with achieving eYciencies. As the sectors can re-cycle
their eYciency savings into better performance and delivery the scope for new spending can be as high as
9.5% for Museums and galleries. Similarly, English Heritage has identified up to £28 million of eYciencies.
This will be invested in front line services and enable English Heritage to absorb the eVect of inflation over
this period.
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Lottery Funding

6.8 The national heritage was one of the five good causes named in the National Lottery etc Act 1993
and has received an income stream since the Lottery began to operate in autumn 1994. Under the 1993 Act,
the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF) became the sole, UK-wide distributing body for money
raised by the Lottery for the heritage good cause. Known as the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), it remains
the sole distributor today.

6.9 The UK National Lottery has outstripped all early expectations and is one of the most successful
national lotteries in the world. By the end of September 2005, the Lottery had raised a total of £3,223 million
(including investment earnings) for the heritage good cause. By the same date, HLF had made 12,706
Lottery awards with a total value of £3,323 million. These awards had generated partnership funding of an
additional £2,608 million, in other words an extra 78% over and above the amount awarded by HLF.

6.10 At present, the HLF receives one-sixth of the money raised for good causes by the National Lottery
operator, together with a share of the investment earnings on the balance held on behalf of all distributing
bodies in the NLDF. On current projections, HLF’s income from the Lottery is likely to be approximately
£260 million in the current financial year (2005–06), and between about £220 million and £225 million in
each of the following three financial years (2006–07 to 2008–09 inclusive).

6.11 These figures take into account sales diversion to the new Olympic Lottery games, whose sales are
projected to pick up significantly from 2006–07 onwards. The figures also assume that the provision in the
National Lottery Bill, currently before Parliament, to change the way in which investment earnings on
NLDF balance are shared between distributing bodies, takes eVect from beginning of 2006/07.

6.12 In the four financial years from 2009–10 to 2012–13, the Government has indicated that it is willing
to divert up to £410 million, if needed, from the proceeds of non-Olympic Lottery games to the public
funding package for staging the Olympic and Paralympic Games in London in 2012. This should, however,
be seen in the context of likely income for Lottery good causes totalling between £5.5 billion and £6 billion
during those four years.

6.13 The share of that diversion which the heritage good cause will bear cannot be forecast yet because
the Government’s guarantee to maintain at least the one-sixth shares of Lottery proceeds which go to each
of the heritage, arts, sport and charitable good causes expires in early 2009. Last year, however, the Secretary
of State at DCMS announced that the existing Lottery good causes, including the heritage, would continue
after the expiry of that guarantee, and that no other good causes would be set up. The DCMS launched a
public consultation exercise on 25 November on how Lottery funding should be divided between the
heritage, the arts and sport and what the priorities for Lottery expenditure in those three sectors should be.
The consultation closes at the end of February.

6.14 Moreover, the success of the London Olympic bid need not be seen as a threat to the national
heritage or to the other established Lottery good causes. Interest in British culture and our national heritage
will be stimulated by the four-year Cultural Olympiad from 2008 to 2012 and by a range of celebrations in
2012. Hosting the games will focus attention on Britain and enable us to showcase the best of that culture
and heritage.

Issue Six: what the roles and responsibilties should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and non-governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

7.1 The nation’s heritage is in the care of a wide range of organisations and private individuals. For
example, over 2/3 of the built heritage is in private ownership. Other key players are the National Trust,
Local Authorities, English Heritage, Government Departments who between them own several thousand
historic assets, as well as small independent trusts and community groups.

7.2 In terms of formal responsibilities, museums and galleries are managed by a wide variety of
organisations—local authorities (direct provision and/or support to “independent” museums; museums are
a non-statutory service), universities, hospitals, charitable trusts, through other NDPBs (English Heritage
runs a number of sites as both “historic buildings” and registered museums) or as NDPBs in their own right
(the national museums), and their specific roles will stem in part from this.

7.3 The heritage industry is heavily dependent on the contribution made by its volunteers. England has
at least 107 national voluntary bodies and umbrella groups devoted to some aspect of the historic
environment. There are over 150,000 heritage volunteers, contributing unpaid work worth at least £25
million a year. They are responsible for opening historic sites to the public, providing education, and
preserving our heritage. Volunteers are active in the work of both national and local heritage societies and
contribute to the process of historic building restoration through building preservation trusts. It essential
that these volunteers who make such an important contribution to the care and presentation of our heritage
have a voice. Heritage Link has emerged as an eVective umbrella organization for the voluntary and
community sector.
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7.4 Given this, there is a need for clearly defined roles and responsibilities and strong partnership between
the players. English Heritage is at the heart of all these relationships and it is right that it should be the lead
body for the historic environment sector.

Issue Seven: whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed
by planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation experties more accessible to
planning oYces, councillors and the general public.

The Deficit in Heritage Craft Skills

8.1 There is a short of heritage craftsmen and women. In June 2005 the National Heritage Training
Group (NHTG) published a comprehensive skills needs analysis of the built heritage sector, with support
from English Heritage. This illustrated the scale and nature of skills shortages in the sector, and for the first
time identified variations across the English regions. It showed that:

— 86,000 people currently work in the built heritage sector;

— 5 million pre-1919 buildings, including 0.5 million listed buildings, require the skills of traditional
building crafts people;

— £3.5 billion was spent in the last 12 months on conservation and restoration of historic buildings;

— the industry needs to recruit an additional 6,500 people in the next 12 months to meet immediate
demand—including over 500 specialist bricklayers, carpenters and slate and tile roofers; 400
joiners, lead workers and stonemasons; and 300 painters and decorators and thatchers;

— most owners are reactive in their approach to repair and maintenance; and

— demand generated by the domestic market is far larger than that generated by the public/
commercial market, but domestic owners are less likely to see the need to employ heritage
specialists to do the job.

Current Action to Reduce Skills Shortages

8.2 Key aspects from NHTG Skills Action Plan which are being tackled by English Heritage and
others include:

— participating in GCSE Construction and the Built Environment pilot and providing support
material on the built heritage and thus increasing awareness of this sector;

— re-vamping the Careers in Building Conservation and Restoration brochure and electronic
information to be launched at an information event in February 2006 to recruit young people and
career changers to the sector;

— a Training the Trainers scheme is underway to improve knowledge and skills of FE college tutors
to improve current poor up-take of NVQ Level 3 Conservation Units and establishing a
mechanism for grant support for tutors and students (expected to result in a 20% increase in up-
take by 2007);

— regional seminars to create regional ownership and unlock regional funding for skills development
between RDA’s, LSC’s, cultural consortia, historic environment fora and contractors, completed
by January 2006; and

— establishing a nation-wide system accredited register of historic building contractors as for the
electrical and gas sectors.

8.3 In January 2006 the HLF announced the beneficiaries of its £7 million initiative to create training
bursaries in a diverse range of traditional skills. In total these awards will deliver over 400 apprenticeships.

These include:

— £900,000 to fund a partnership between English Heritage and the National Trust that will create
80 placements within the traditional craft and built heritage sector across England and Wales.

— £1 million to enable the Institute of Conservation to oVer 60 bursary placements in the
conservation of objects and collections—from books and textiles to metalwork and
architectural details.

— £730,000 to enable the Institute of Field Archaeologists to oVer 32 archaeology placements across
the UK.

— £721,000 to fund a partnership of 17 heritage organisations led by English Heritage to oVer
placements that develop conservation skills for historic parks, gardens, designed landscapes and
their plant collections.

— £714,500 to The Broads Authority to provide training in the Norfolk area for reed and sedge
cutting and millwrighting heritage industries.

— £180,500 to The Guild of Cornish Hedgers enabling 30 apprentices to be trained on a one to one
basis with a skilled Cornish hedger.
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— £1 million to help Historic Scotland oVer masonry conservation skills to 154 people in Scotland
and Northern Ireland.

— £677,500 to enable BTCV to run the Natural Talent Training Bursary Scheme for 20 apprentices
in Scotland and Northern Ireland

— £360,500 to enable Hampshire County Council to provide16 engineering training work placements
in transport heritage disciplines.

— £704,000 to help 36 trainees learn about natural heritage conservation skills across the rural, urban
and costal environments of Herefordshire, SheYeld and Devon.

8.4 HLF’s bursaries are intended to counter the shortage of accredited apprenticeships in heritage skills
and the diminishing numbers of experienced crafts people to train others. They also seek to address
problems the sector has in accessing statutory funding, which is only available for work based learning
through accredited apprenticeships and is prioritised for the under-25s and for basic training. In contrast,
many crafts people enter their profession mid-career and need specialist training.

Creative and Cultural Skills (CCS)

8.5 CCS was licensed as a Sector Skills Council (SSC) in July 2005. Sectors covered include: advertising;
crafts; cultural heritage (including museums and archaeology); design; music; performing, visual and
literary arts; and, just recently, publishing (jointly with Skillset—the SSC for audiovisual, broadcasting and
communications). CCS is part of the Skills for Business network of 25 SSCs, including CITB-Construction
Skills and Lantra (Environment and land-based industries). All the SSCs co-operate with each other
wherever there are overlapping skills interests.

8.6 On 9 January CCS announced its priorities for 2006. These include Creative Apprenticeships;
Management and Leadership; and a Creative Knowledge Lab. CCS is leading the development of Creative
Apprenticeships in partnership with employers, DCMS, DfES and the Learning and Skills Council (LSC).
Development funding has been secured from the Sector Skills Development Agency and the LSC. It is hoped
the first cohort of Creative Apprenticeships will take up their places in September 2007, with national rollout
across CCS’s sectors by 2010. This will dovetail with the completion of the first Young Apprenticeships (16-
18) in the cultural sector.

8.7 CCS is developing, together with Arts Council England, DCMS, MLA (Museums Libraries and
Archives Council), and the Clore Leadership Programme, a £12 million Cultural Leadership Programme.
The funding announced in the 2005 Budget is over two years and the full programme is expected to be
launched in March 2006. The focus will be supporting middle managers and ensuring a more diverse
workforce than at present. The programme will benefit primarily the core cultural sector: crafts; libraries
and archives; museums and galleries; music; and performing, literary and visual arts.

8.8 The Creative Knowledge Lab being developed by CCS will enable it to establish itself as the leading
authority on skills and workforce development issues in the creative and cultural sectors across the UK. CCS
has appointed consultants to help it provide the robust quantitative baseline data that employers will need
to make informed decisions about skills investment in future. There will also be comprehensive qualitative
research into artistic and employers’ skills needs and it is planned to have an online and telephone advice
service up and running by March 2006.

Local Authorities

8.9 Heritage Counts 2003 identified that local authorities were not giving suYcient priority to the heritage
in their care, both in terms of financial and human resources. To raise the profile of heritage at local level,
DCMS, ODPM and English Heritage have encouraged Local Authorities to appoint member-level Heritage
Champions. With funding and support from ODPM and DCMS, English Heritage is supporting the Local
Authority Heritage Champions with training. The Historic Environment Local Management programme
provides tailored information, training opportunities, case studies and guidance to help those involved in
making policy and operational decisions about the historic environment. Further details can be found on
the HELM website.

8.10 DCMS, ODPM and Defra are working with a wide range of partners in local government and in
the historic, built and natural environment sectors to look at local stewardship on the historic environment
including the skills needs, as part of the Heritage Protection Review.

8.11 Successful implementation of the Heritage Protection Review (HPR) will be dependent upon the
right level of skills and resources being available in local authorities.

8.12 The HPR anticipates that by 2010 local authorities in England will:

— implement a unified heritage consent regime and negotiate “heritage partnership agreements”; and

— maintain, or have access to, a Historic Environment Record (HER).

8.13 The HPR also made reference to the compilation of a local section of the Register of Historic Sites
and Buildings of England. DCMS Ministers are currently considering this.
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8.14 We are considering whether these objectives are achievable, and if so, what needs to be done to
ensure a smooth transition to the proposed new system by 2010. Research is underway to:

— evaluate current strategies for the local delivery of historic environment services;

— assess the relative capacity of these approaches to respond to the HPR, and to concurrent changes
in planning and agri-environment policy;

— consider what the HPR implies for the relationship between HERs, the National Monument
Record and other databases;

— develop strategies to improve local public service delivery, and to measure such improvements;

— inform engagement, including English Heritage engagement, with local government pre- and
post-HPR.

31 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Derbyshire County Council

The Committee has said it is particularly interested in receiving evidence on a number of specific issues,
including:

— Funding with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage.

For more than 25 years the people of Derbyshire have benefited from many of its historic towns and
villages being the subject of conservation area grant schemes. The provision of relatively modest grants to
property owners to encourage the upgrading of historic property has contributed significantly to the well
being of the places concerned.26

Since its creation in 1984 English Heritage (EH) has been the main funding agency for these grant
schemes, with match funding and administration being provided by the County and/or district councils.

This year (2006) will be the first year since 1984 that English Heritage will not be making funding available
for this purpose. EH has been reluctantly placed in this position by central government cuts to its budget.

Since 1998 the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) has also funded conservation area grant schemes, but of a
much more ambitious nature.27 These schemes are more complex, with much bigger budgets and a
consequence of this is that the bureaucracy of running them is much greater. Also substantial local match
funding is required. As a result there has been much less take up of such schemes than anticipated.28

There remains a need for the more modest and simple conservation area grant scheme. In Derbyshire,
Cromford, Belper, Milford, Darley Abbey (all in the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site) Chapel en
le Frith Glossop, Ilkeston, New Mills and Swadlincote had preparatory survey work complete by the end
of 2005 and local authority match funding in place, in the hope that English Heritage would be able to fund
schemes in 2006.

Because this is now impossible a case was put to HLF, as the only remaining source of heritage funding,
for a sum of money (in the region of £250,000 per annum) to be made available for the funding of a package
of seven county schemes. It was suggested that this could be delivered via the Derbyshire Local Area
Agreement.

The County Council and local authorities in Derbyshire have an excellent track record in delivering
conservation area grant schemes, with budget allocations being fully spent and high levels of conservation
building work being achieved. Admin costs are kept very low, with the local authorities providing budget
control and site supervision, the latter through their expert conservation oYcers.

Representatives of the communities concerned have always played a major part in the administration of
the schemes, with local committees being set up and given delegated powers to decide grant oVers.

Each scheme, or each phase of each scheme has, in the past, run for a period of three years. Bureaucracy
is kept to a minimum, with application forms being just two sides of A4. Grants levels generally range from
40% to 85%, depending on the type of work and levels of economic deprivation of each area. Property
owners are able to shape their applications to what they need and can aVord. One application might be for
a single replacement door or window, another might be for a much more comprehensive programme of
restoration.

The majority of applicants are homeowners wanting to repair their property or reinstate lost architectural
features. Experience has shown that this kind of grant scheme is taken up by people of very modest means
who might be intimidated by more complicated application requirements.

Often the properties concerned are at the lower end of the property value ladder but equally are often of
significance in the historic street scene.

26 Eg Wirksworth, Bolsover, Buxton and New Mills.
27 Eg Creswell Model Village and Belper.
28 I have been informed that currently about £50 million of what is set aside nationally for new schemes remains unallocated.
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The benefit to the community is enhancement of the historic street scene. This is of considerable economic
significance in Derbyshire, where tourism is of considerable importance to the local economy.

Normally HLF will not give grants to private individuals but their own conservation area grant scheme
(Townscape Heritage Initiative or THI) has established that grants to private individuals in such
circumstances is permissible.29

The HLF is committed to

— raising awareness of the historic environment;

— improving access to the historic environment; and

— training and education.

It would be possible to enlarge the scope of the simple conservation area grant scheme, to address these
issues, by

— producing accompanying interpretative literature;

— giving guided tours of the conservation areas concerned; and

— working with local builders and training providers to develop conservation craft skills.

The proposed establishment of simple conservation area grant schemes would fit well into the
“sustainable communities” block of the Derbyshire Local Area Agreement.

I regret to say that the proposal was rejected by HLF and there seems to be no prospect of English
Heritage being able to reinstate its conservation area grant schemes unless its previous funding levels are
reinstated by government.

24 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by James Doeser

I am a PhD student at the Institute of Archaeology, UCL. My research is an analysis of the evolution of
UK historic environment policy over the last few decades. Much of my work has involved “taking the pulse”
of the archaeology sector in England. The views expressed below are entirely my own and in no way reflect
the views of the Institute of Archaeology or UCL.

DCMS

DCMS is by far the smallest and least powerful departments of state. This means that heritage (which is
but a small part of DCMS) is one of the lowest priorities in government. Were the historic environment to
be the responsibility of an environmental ministry it may move higher up the priority ladder. Heritage will
be squeezed further by the 2012 Olympics and it is essential that DCMS does not abandon other concerns
to focus on sport. The creation of Minister for Culture has been one of the most helpful machinery of
government changes in recent years.

English Heritage

EH has a vast range of aims and responsibilities, this may be (in part) the cause of its current state of crisis.
They are the statutory advisors to government yet they also implement its policies. Some people see this as
a conflict of interest. Any arguments for this assertion rest upon the fact that EH is not a robust defender
of the interests of the historic environment. Such claims are made under the premise that to do so would
result in a cut in the DCMS funding for EH. In reality EH has not been a strong critic of government yet
it has suVered financial cuts regardless.

There is a widely held assertion that EH is an unpopular organisation in government; it certainly has a
poor relationship with DCMS. Recent spending allocations would suggest this to be the case. Heritage itself
is seen as a dirty word in the world of New Labour. Heritage and sustainability or heritage and citizenship
do not necessarily sit well together, though there is no reason why they couldn’t.

EH may have a confused remit but it is none the less the primary heritage body with responsibility for a
vast portfolio of sites and monuments across England. Its purpose should be the “Protecting, preserving
and making accessible our nation’s heritage”, it should therefore be the primary focus of this inquiry. The
spending cuts instituted in recent years have resulted in an organisation which is forced to be reactive.
Without suYcient space (in financial terms) EH will fail to formulate and implement original and exciting
ways of engaging the public in the heritage of England. Stonehenge remains a national disgrace; this clearly
has not helped matters.

29 Also there is a precedent for HLF funding for these more “simple” schemes as, between 1998 to 2001 the HLF provide EH
with the funds for the second phase of the Belper Conservation Area Partnership.
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Heritage and the Planning Process

As it stands there is minimal provision in the planning process for involving the public in the findings of
archaeological work. The vast majority of archaeological excavations undertaken in the UK are a result of
the implementation of PPG16. The outputs of PPG16 work are grey literature and a collection of finds to
be dealt with. Some synthesis of the grey literature has taken place as a result of the work of individual
academics and the strategies of English Heritage. There is no provision in PPG16 for the inclusion of the
public in either the process of archaeological excavation or in disseminating the findings to the local
community. The current review of PPGs must take into account the absence of conservation and
dissemination obligations as part of the project design.

Having said that, heritage concerns must always be superseded by those of contemporary development.
Heritage must not be seen as a hurdle in the process of development.

The Heritage White Paper

Whilst a simplified and more robust scheduling process (as identified in the Heritage Protection Review)
is greatly welcomed the Heritage White Paper presents an unmissable opportunity to right a few of the
archaeological wrongs in the present legislative framework. There are two chief concerns which are
outlined below:

Repeal of Class Consents

Under the 1979 Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act there have been a number of class
consents given for activity which aVects archaeological material. The worst of these gives consent for
ploughing on a newly Scheduled Ancient Monument to continue if the field has been ploughed for five years
previously. Despite recognising the national importance of a Scheduled Ancient Monument the legislation
allows its continued destruction. Intensive agriculture is one of the greatest risks to the conservation of
archaeological material in the UK.

Making Historic Environment Records a Statutory Requirement of Local Authorities.

HERs are the lynchpin in the planning process and potentially a fantastic resource in encouraging local
communities to take an interest in their heritage. Should a development proposal aVect a place of
archaeological significance featured in the HER then this will instantly bring to the planner’s attention that
there needs to be precaution taken prior to giving consent. HERs are a massive database of sites and finds
which are also of interest to the general public. Whether conducting a study in local history or more generally
seeking to understand the archaeology of their county the HER is an excellent resource. The range and
quality of HERs varies greatly across the country and public interest in them is equally varied. There are
examples of excellent outreach projects such as Revealing Cheshire’s Past which have been sponsored
initially by the HLF. With more and more responsibilities being oZoaded from central to local government
HERs are at risk. Local councils, seeking to keep council tax low and retain essential services such as
transport, are looking to make savings where they can. HERs are in the front line and an essential part of
the planning process and potential local heritage resource may be lost were they to remain a voluntary
requirement of local councils.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by East Sussex County Council

Response from East Sussex County Council in its role as provider of the following services relating to
heritage; libraries, archives, countryside management, support for the arts, archaeology and built form
design advice.

The day to day management of Conservation Areas and individual Listed Buildings in East Sussex is the
responsibility of the District and Boroughs and not the County Council except for Listed Buildings in
County Council ownership.

1. Introduction

This enquiry should concern itself with more than buildings. We would suggest a broader definition of
heritage to include the documentary (in traditional and modern media), pictorial, archaeological and
artefactual and landscape heritage as well as the built environment. They are closely interrelated (eg the built
environment cannot be fully interpreted without access to documentary sources) and should be viewed as
a whole.
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2. National policies for conservation in the digital age, to include national initiatives which would
maximise available resources and reduce duplication of eVort. A successful, national project was the
digitisation of local newspapers which was led by the British Library. Similar national initiatives bringing
together Libraries, Archives and Museums could, for example, preserve glass plate negatives or bring
together the disparate photograph digitisation projects which are proliferating at the moment and
duplicating eVort.

3. We can find no evidence of priority given by the DCMS to the role of Libraries and Archives in
conserving and championing the nation’s heritage. English Heritage oYcers are now responsible for very
large areas which reduces their ability to be eVective locally and to be available to advise and be consulted on
local issues and to contribute to initiatives that could give heritage a higher profile in the public’s awareness.

4. Reference to planning policy again assumes that heritage means buildings. Interpretation of the built
heritage needs local studies and archive material. Now counties are no longer planning authorities there can
be a divergence in the availability of expertise in heritage matters including archaeology, to planners. In a
two tier authority, where the Planning remit rests with the Districts and Boroughs, but other aspects of
heritage, such as archaeology are with the County, this distributed expertise can aVect joined up thinking
and disadvantage eVective working.

5. Access to our heritage in all its incarnations is fundamental to engendering a sense of personal identity,
place and community with a resulting pride in the community; maintenance of community memory;
facilitation of formal and informal learning; provision of access to information as citizens in a democracy;
provision of health and leisure activities; thus improving the overall quality of life in the community.
Heritage is a cultural asset and it is important to ensure that local and distinctive characteristics are both
conserved and enhanced.

6. On funding priorities for archives we would refer to the National Council on Archives publication,
Giving Value, which sets out funding priorities for UK Archives 2005–10. Archives have not had the
advantage of funding streams such as Renaissance in the Regions, which have greatly benefited museums
in recent years. There is need to examine the pros and cons in relation to an increase in budget to enable
English Heritage to have more local oYces or for that funding to go directly to archives, museums and
galleries. Money should not be directed to the Olympics at the expense of the nation’s heritage, which in any
event, the many visitors to the games will want to see and experience.

7. Legislation in relation to the roles and responsibilities of Public Archive OYces should be clarified as
should that of Libraries in relation to the conservation and promotion of local studies materials The DCMS
in requiring local authorities to prepare a comprehensive document to include listed buildings, conservation
areas and sites of archaeological significance did not recognise that counties, which are often best placed to
do this, are no longer planning authorities.

The staV resources required to maintain the nation’s heritage has been grossly underestimated as the
Districts and Boroughs will need considerable assistance, presumably from English Heritage, in providing
this information in an acceptable and common format.

8. The term conservation has more than one interpretation and seems, in this instance to be principally
referring to building conservation. It can also refer to the conservation of artefacts, records and archives.
Whilst posts involved in conservation continue to be cut it is diYcult to attract new recruits to the profession
and insuYcient numbers are being trained. The recruitment of professional archivists is now becoming
problematic.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by English Partnerships

Introduction

1. English Partnerships welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Select Committee’s inquiry.
This Memorandum focuses on English Partnerships’ role and remit in so far as it relates to the heritage and
English Partnerships’ own aim to support high quality sustainable communities.

2. English Partnerships is the national regeneration agency, helping Government support high quality
sustainable growth across England. English Partnerships is committed to five core business areas through
which we deliver our objectives:

— Developing our own portfolio of strategic projects.

— Acting as the Government’s specialist advisor on brownfield land.

— Making sure that Surplus Government land is used to support wider Government objectives
especially the implementation of the Sustainable Communities Plan.

— Helping to create communities where people can aVord to live and where people want to live.

— Supporting the urban renaissance by improving the quality of our towns and cities.
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Creating Quality Places

3. English Partnerships places quality of design, sustainability and the urban environment as central to
its regeneration and development programme and recognises the role that historic assets play in creating
a sense of place. English Partnerships’ Urban Design Compendium (developed with the Housing
Corporation) is used, by the Agency and many other organisations engaged in development planning. The
compendium places emphasis on the role of the historic environment as a key part of creating a sense of
place. We are working on a second edition which will highlight good practice examples featuring heritage
buildings.

4. Heritage assets often provide reference points within regeneration scheme. English Partnerships has
pioneered this heritage-led approach from its inception by, for instance, bringing together the Grainger
Town Partnerships in Newcastle and carrying out the decontamination of the Bankside Power Station,
which made possible its conversion to the Tate Modern. Some recent examples are:

— Barking Riverside: our masterplan provides for the retention of the historic jetty, coal wharf, quays
and mooring posts. Eastbrook Hall Bradford: we worked with the Urban Regeneration Company,
the local authorities and the Princes Regeneration Trust and we funded the conversion of a derelict
and fire damaged former Methodist hall (Grade II listed building) in a landmark city centre site
into 68 apartments and commercial space.

— Linton Hospital Maidstone: The retention of a Grade II listed Church and two cottages on the site
is an integral part of our Design for Manufacture programme where developers are challenged to
demonstrate that it is possible to build a high quality home for a construction cost of £60,000.

Community Engagement

5. Consultation with the local and adjoining communities and stakeholders is key to English
Partnerships’ approach but it is particularly important in relation to heritage buildings which are central to
local history and community identity. English Partnerships has engaged in a number of large scale
community consultation exercises on its major projects and programmes. One recent example of this was
at Nelson, Burnley, Lancashire where we worked with the Princes’ Foundation and a range of interested
local partners and stakeholders to undertake an Enquiry by Design exercise to develop a masterplan for the
area. The Whitefields Regeneration Partnership is now taking forward the results.

Working with Other Funding Partners

6. English Partnerships aims to create linkages between heritage agencies and those involved in
regeneration and we have therefore been working with English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund and
CABE across our programmes. The aim is better co-ordination of funding schemes where regeneration and
heritage (buildings and public realm) interests overlap. There are a number of diVerences in approach—most
notably the thematic and responsive approach of the heritage sector as opposed to the geographic focus of
regeneration agencies. There is also value for money challenges when historic properties cost more to
refurbish in relation to new-build and can only be measured by standard regeneration outputs. However
there is evidence of constructive joint funding on projects which meet the areas of interest of both sectors.

Working with English Heritage

Skills in regeneration and development

7. English Partnerships is also working closely with voluntary sector organisations in this sector including
the Prince’s Foundation for the Built Environment, which leads a number of educational courses in this
area. English Partnerships recognises the need for skills in this area both for our own staV and for our
partners and we continue to support the Princes’ Foundation in this as well as working with the Academy
for Sustainable Communities to contribute to their delivery of the sustainable communities skills agenda.

8. English Partnerships also believes that early engagement with the heritage sector is key to balancing
the needs of heritage, regeneration and planning. We therefore have regular liaison meetings with English
Heritage at Chief Executive level. This has resulted in a number of initiatives which aim to protect the
integrity of the historic environment whilst also facilitating the delivery of our sustainable communities
programme.

Understanding the context: Historic buildings and landscape surveys

9. A large portfolio of former NHS hospital sites was transferred to English Partnerships in 2005, under
an agreement between the Department of Health and the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister. The initial
tranche of 67 sites was transferred to English Partnerships in April 2005, with the remaining 29 sites to be
transferred when they cease to be of use to the Department of Health during the next few years. The portfolio
is highly varied in the opportunities the land and properties represent for their reuse and regeneration. It
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includes individual houses, leaseholder properties and minor parcels of land, as well as former hospital sites.
English Partnerships has a key role in determining the future use for each of the sites in line with the
Government’s policy to create sustainable communities and make best use of surplus public-sector land in
accordance with our own tight quality standards. English Partnerships believes that the programme has the
potential to deliver up to 14,000 new homes, of which up to half will be aVordable.

10. English Partnerships and English Heritage are co-operating on the hospital sites since the start of the
programme. It was agreed at the outset that a comprehensive review of the portfolio was necessary to ensure
that the historical and architectural significance of each site was understood and accommodated in
development plans.

11. This work provides English Partnerships with a more thorough understanding of key hospital sites.
In particular it assists with improving the quality of masterplannning, facilitate the planning process on
individual sites and reduce associated risks. Additionally it helps to minimise uncertainty and potential
delays in the development and planning process. The shared vision is that the historical and architectural
character of former hospital sites will help to create attractive new communities with a distinct sense of place.

Early engagement: Landscape characterisation

12. We are also progressing a Historic Landscape Characterisation Pilot Programme as a joint initiative
between English Partnerships and English Heritage. Historic Landscape Characterisation is a means of
mapping a site to gain an understanding of the inherent characteristics of a particular landscape and
identifying the elements that are of historical value. This is an important process to undertake at the early
stages of assessing a strategic site, prior to engaging in detailed masterplanning. The first joint Historic
Landscape Characterisation is due to get underway in February 2006 looking at the former Garylingwell
Hospital site in Chichester.

13. Another site where we have developed regeneration proposals from detailed heritage studies before
embarking on project investment is Chatterley Whitfield, Stoke on Trent which is part of EP’s National
Coalfields Program. This site includes 34 pithead buildings, all collectively designated as a scheduled ancient
monument. English Partnerships’ approach to Chatterley Whitfield is to seek improvements to the
environmental and infrastructure framework, and marketable “front door” of the Scheduled Ancient
Monument buildings, as a first phase. The full commitment of HLF and English Heritage to the first phase
works, in particular for the structures for which there is no viable alternative use, is vital to the success of
the project, together with funding from Europe and AWM. English Heritage is represented on the Steering
Board at Chairman level.

VAT

14. Many regeneration and heritage projects are complex development processes made more challenging
by finance, tax and regulations covering the refurbishment of buildings especially the liability for VAT.
English Partnerships is working with ODPM on options for tackling the VAT issue but it remains a costly
dilemma for a number of our projects such as the renewal and retention of abandoned housing in
Meden Valley, Bolsover, the Park Hill estate in SheYeld and the Housing Market Renewal plans for
Langworthy, Salford.

9 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Essex Society for Archaeology and History

1.1 The Society’s background

The Society was founded in 1852 with the primary object of promoting and encouraging the study of
archaeology and history in the historic county of Essex. During the 150 years of its existence the Society has
achieved these objectives in a variety of ways, and has made numerous significant contributions to the better
understanding of the county’s historic heritage. Amongst its other objectives, the Society has always aimed
to educate the wider community, as well as other bodies, on matters of mutual interest and concern, and it
is for this reason that this submission is being made. The last membership figures showed that the Society
had 410 individual members and 87 institutional members (principally universities and libraries).
Unfortunately the Society has only recently been made aware of this enquiry, so its observations will be
confined to what it considers to be certain key areas.
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1.2 Priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White paper

(a) Heritage Environment Record (formerly Sites and Monuments Record). It is the Society’s
view that there should be a statutory obligation to maintain the HER. It is an essential resource
which enables local authorities to make informed decisions on planning applications. Without
this information, there is no doubt that sites of major archaeological importance will be
overlooked and irreparably damaged by development. In Essex, the HER is maintained at
present by Essex County Council on behalf of local authorities throughout the county. One
unitary authority maintains its own HER, with, in our view, inadequate resources. The county
council HER has recently been threatened by severe spending cuts in the heritage budget, and
is surviving at present on short term contracts from local authorities. This is very
unsatisfactory for a service which is vital for the identification and protection of important
archaeological sites.

(b) Archive services. The Society believes that archive services, which are essential for a better
understanding of the historic environment, should also be made statutory. One result of the
heritage budget cut referred to in (a) above was a significant cut-back in the services provided
by the county record oYce, and the closure of one its branches. Unless this service is made
statutory, it will remain highly vulnerable to budget cuts.

In the Society’s view, both of these services are so essential for the protection and enhancement of the
county’s heritage that they should have statutory protection.

1.2 Balance between heritage and development

The Society’s view is that this is currently heavily weighted in favour of development, and that this balance
should be moved in favour of heritage. In recent years the attitude towards re-use of old buildings has
changed considerably, and this should perhaps be reflected in legislation. The fate of listed buildings is of
particular concern, and there have been many instances in this county of the deliberate neglect of structures
which are unwanted, or in the way of development plans. Local authorities are very reluctant to use their
existing powers of enforcement or compulsory purchase because of the very high costs involved. These costs
are not budgeted for, and are not usually recoverable. This results in a “developer’s charter” whereby a long
period of deliberate neglect is usually rewarded with a vacant site and no financial penalty.

This is extremely unsatisfactory and poses a constant threat to the heritage. One of the prime purposes
of listing buildings is undermined unless there is adequate protection in place to protect them from
unscrupulous or negligent owners. The Society believes that local authorities need to be funded adequately
to enforce existing legislation and encouraged to use it more eVectively.

1.3 Funding

(a) The Society has general concerns about this, and fears that heritage funding will be
increasingly threatened by the more glamorous demands of the 2012 Olympics. It is essential
that heritage funding should be clearly protected.

(b) The Society has a specific concern about VAT on historic building repairs. New buildings are
exempt, and this provides a perverse incentive in favour of development over conservation. It
also may encourage the neglect referred to in 1.2 above. In our view, all repairs to listed
buildings should be zero rated.

1.4 Adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills

The Society’s view is that the county council does an excellent job in providing professional expertise in
archaeology and historic buildings, as well as organising practical training courses for craftsmen involved
in historic building repair. However all of these have been severely threatened by the budgetary cuts already
referred to.

Until this year, professional advice on archaeology and historic buildings had been provided free of
charge to local authorities, and the county council had assembled a remarkable team with knowledge
ranging from the Bronze Age to World War II fortifications. As a result of the budget cuts, local authorities
were given the option of either providing these services themselves, or buying them from the county council.
Realistically, it would have been impossible for any local authorities to provide the necessary level of
expertise to make informed planning decisions, and it would have been diYcult, if not impossible, to obtain
the service commercially. Fortunately the majority of local authorities decided to buy in these services, albeit
on short term contracts.

The future remains very uncertain and it is this Society’s opinion that the specialist expertise that has been
available from the county council is essential to protect potentially rich (and often previously unknown)
archaeological sites, as well as historic buildings. This range of knowledge cannot be adequately provided
at local authority level.

11 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Film Archive Forum

The Film Archive Forum is the representative body for the UK’s public sector moving image archives.
Its members include the British Film Institute’s National Film and Television Archive, the Scottish Screen
Archive, the National Screen and Sound Archive of Wales, the Imperial War Museum Film and Video
Archive, and the eight film archives covering the English regions. The Forum represents the UK’s public
sector moving image archives in all archival aspects of the moving image, and acts as the advisory body on
national moving image archive policy.

This letter is to draw attention to the perilous position facing the public sector regional film archives of
England (RFAs) and to urge that the new Heritage White Paper acknowledges their value to the nation’s
heritage and recognises that these archives can only prosper if they can benefit from a new national film
archive policy and strategy. Our hope its that the White Paper will shape the process that will begin to use
new investment to unlock their immense cultural potential.

The collections of the RFAs contain nearly 300,000 items. They include regional television programmes,
news broadcasts, newsreels, industrial films, documentaries, advertising films, travelogues, artist’s film and
video, campaign films, educational films, and home movies, from the end of the nineteenth-century to the
present day. Over the past year, we estimate that over 30,000 people attended screenings presented by these
archives, over 1.4 million people attended exhibitions in museums and public spaces featuring moving
images from these collections, and thirty million people viewed footage from our collections in regional and
national television broadcasts.

As identified by Peter Boyden in his recent report devoted to an audiovisual archive strategy for the
Midlands, the moving image archive sector can deliver a range of benefits to the nation:

Cultural Benefit

The moving image provides a dynamic documentary record of social change, giving film archives the
capacity to educate and to build community identity. It provides a unique record of the changing nature of
our culture and of the role of creativity within it. Without a commitment to professional film archives that
serve as the stewards of this heritage and makes it accessible to the widest possible number of people, we,
as a nation, cannot make use and sense of this unique cultural history. This is especially true in an emerging
digital era.

Economic Benefit

Moving image archive material also makes a contemporary contribution to the creative industries that
drive large sections of the knowledge economy. It therefore has a continuing economic impact through the
very industries from which it draws much of its primary material. By making this material available for
commercial use, it strengthens its own capacity to function in a “mixed economy”. More importantly, it also
feeds back into a virtuous cycle in which the mainstream popularity of programmes featuring archive
material increases public engagement with the past and generates the education, community development
and cultural benefits outlined above and below.

Educational Benefit

Education (and lifelong learning) have become the integrating principle which links and drives the
cultural activity beneath the DCMS policy umbrella. The nature of moving image material gives it a unique
power to communicate across generations, engage emotions and inform understanding. It can represent the
reality of lived experience and therefore, in a very real sense, it has the ability to open a window on the past
through which we can better understand the present and make informed choices about the future.

Social Benefit

Developing coherent communities built on a sense of both collective and distinctive identities is a primary
concern of government. Film archives can play a major role in the “democratisation’ of historical studies
and archival resources, especially by the ability of these collections to represent the many histories of place,
region and nation. This has been recognised by the Archives Task Force’s report, Listening to the Past,
Speaking to the Future, which showcased community projects built around the digitisation and networking
of personal reminiscence, photographs, and other audio-visual resources. Diversity and social inclusion
agendas are thus directly and eVectively addressed.



3298812053 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 154 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Policy and Strategy

The national body with responsibilty for the regional film archives of England is the UK Film Council
(UKFC). Since its creation in 2000, and until recently, it expressed little interest in the preparation of either
policy or strategy of relevance to the development of this archive sector and undertook no eVective advocacy
on the sector’s behalf. (The CMS Committee’s report of 2003 on the British film industry drew attention to
our understanding of this very real problem.) As a result, these English archives have been financially
stranded at the margins of public policy. In the absence of a national strategy, there has been no coherent
pattern of regional investment and development and no sustained revenue support.

For 2005–06, the total annual revenue funding for all eight of these archives amounts to approximately
£260,000. This is the funding that flows from the UKFC through the regional screen agencies to the archives.
No other archive sector in the country receives such a small amount of state funding.

Through their public activities, the RFAs demonstrate very clearly their ability to deliver both key UK
Film Council and DCMS strategic objectives. However, these archives cannot continue to operate with such
low levels of revenue funding. Their sustainability is now at risk, as is their ability to seek additional, project-
based investment and to provide regional access to regional collections for a diverse range of audiences.

We estimate that £1.4 million per annum, distributed across the English regional film archives, would
revitalise and revolutionise these archives and enable them to create significant learning opportunities,
contribute to social well-being and fully participate in the digital age. This figure was contained within the
paper on the RFAs that we commissioned and sent to the DCMS in May 2005.

Since 2002, the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA) has been involved in supporting the
creation of a developmental strategy for the audiovisual archives sector in the UK. The first stage of this
work culminated in 2004 with the publication of Hidden Treasures: The UK Audiovisual Archive Strategic
Framework (the outcome of a consultancy funded by MLA) and the publication of the DCMS-
commissioned Archives Task Force’s report, Listening to the Past, Speaking to the Future. Researched by
MLA, the latter agrees with our own findings that “because of a lack of public policies designed to provide
a strategic framework for the development and sustainability of the audiovisual archive sector, it has not
benefitted from the same kind of public investment in its preservation, documentation and its availability
to the public”.

Following on from these MLA initiatives, the UKFC convened a Film Heritage Group in early 2004, to
begin to shape a relevant strategy and advocacy campaign to benefit the English regional film archives. Now
being chaired by the British Film Institute, itsMoving Image Heritage: National Strategy Paper (2005) does
oVer some hope. It proposes an integrated approach in which the bfi takes a national lead while committing
to an active partnership with the RFAs. The paper proposes a “twelve-month specification project” for the
creation of a new national digital archive network and acknowledges the financial threat that faces the
RFAs. A case is made for an additional £485k to be applied in the 2006–07 to “stabilise” the RFAs.

The case for new public investment for the RFAs that has been made by this new initiative and by the
archives themselves has not yet been accepted by government. Although the arguments have been
articulated repeatedly, the RFAs remain under-valued and under-resourced. The long-term confusion over
the nature and location of public responsibility for its national and regional funding remains an
overriding issue.

Our interest is in how these two strands of action (MLA and UKFC/bfi) can be brought together to
institute a positive and constructive dialogue on how best to build a sustainable future for the English
regional film archives.

Our belief is that this funding crisis cannot be resolved and new opportunities for the regional film archives
cannot be created until there is the recognition that:

— the work of the public sector moving image archives falls as much within the domain of national
heritage as within the creative industries;

— they need to be supported by national organisations that are committed to nurturing and
developing these archives for the benefit of the UK, its nations and regions;

— they should receive the same level of annual investment as found in similar heritage organisations
within the public sector.

Enclosed is our vision for the UK’s public sector moving image archives.

We also recommend that this Select Committee gives serious attention to the National Council on
Archives’ recent publication,Giving Value: Funding Priorities for UKArchives 2005–2010.The Film Archive
Forum fully subscribes to its emphasis on five key priority areas for public sector archive investment: Online
Access, Engaging New Audiences, Sustainable Development, Interpretation and Excellence and
Innovation.
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OUR VISION FOR THE UK PUBLIC SECTOR MOVING IMAGE ARCHIVES

The Vision

— a UK national moving image network becomes a reality—a secure and mutually-supportive
network for the long-term preservation and dissemination of the national moving image heritage,
with interlinked catalogues and associated digitised films and resources from these archives
available twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week;

— these public archives are recognised and valued for the role they successfully play in firing people’s
imagination, learning and curiosity;

— the collections of these archives are properly preserved and documented;

— the archives proactively package/curate their collections for on-line delivery in order to benefit
diVerent users and audiences (eg national curriculum, Higher and Further Education, life-long
learning, reminiscence, the young and communities);

— the existence of welcoming and well-serviced moving image archive visitor centres with viewing
copies, on-line access, reference materials and professional archive staV;

— creative/cultural and commercial partnerships routine and embedded, especially between these
archives and cinemas, museums, archives, libraries, state education, Higher and Further
Education, and the media industries;

— the English regional film archives are funded on a par with county record oYces in order to provide
stable, sustainable and responsive services.

What changes are required in order to realise this vision?

— a strategic understanding of the resourcing of moving image archive preservation and access;

— sustainable core funding for the English archives;

— new investment in preservation, digitisation, on-line services and access initiatives;

— a national framework of institutional provision which lays out national and regional
responsibilities and provides comprehensive coverage for moving image archive activity;

— these archives defined as centres of expertise and their collections are collectively defined as a
distributed national collection which is widely accessible to a diverse community of users;

— the regional and national moving image archives to share a compatible documentation system;

— the creation of the first national moving image catalogue.

17 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Goodison Review Group

I have the privilege to act as Chairman of a small group of lawyers and museum curators who have come
together in support of regional and national collections to help them preserve and acquire works of art and
culture of significance and to look at ways of making such items available to the public. A list of the members
of the group is attached.

I am today sending you by e-mail an introductory memorandum together with four papers produced by
the group—The Future of Conditional Exemption for Heritage Chattels, Possible Modifications to
Administrative Practice relating to negotiated sales of Objects to Institutions, Proposals for UK Tax Relief on
Donations of Cultural Property, and a paper summarising the Austrialian Cultural Gifts Programme
(not printed here).

Introductory Memorandum Relating to Papers Submitted by the Goodison Review Group

The Group, a voluntary group of specialists, made up of legal advisers, curators of public collections, and
others, was formed in 2004 following the Goodison Review to consider the recommendations and to
research and refine them so far as desirable and to put the recommendations as so refined to the Treasury.
The overriding objective is to suggest ways in which objects and works of art of importance to the national
heritage can best be preserved and retained in this country.
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1. Background

1. These papers are submitted in the context of the fifth and sixth issues in respect of which the Committee
has indicated that it is particularly interested in receiving evidence: funding, and the maintenance of the
nation’s heritage via oYcial, charitable and other organisations.

In this field longstanding Government policy has two basic objectives:

(i) To encourage the retention of such chattels in private ownership in this country.

This has been confirmed recently in the following terms:

“Successive governments have taken the view that, amongst other things, chattels of national,
artistic, historic or scientific interest form an integral and major part of the cultural life of this
country. Their view has been that this national heritage should be conserved and protected for the
benefit of the nation as a whole.

Their view has been that, so far as possible, property of this kind should remain in private
ownership and that those owners should be encouraged to retain and care for the property and
display it to the public.”30

(ii) To provide incentives to a disposing owner to do so in favour of a public . . . museum.

Policy in this respect has been stated as follows:

“. . . where this [retention in private ownership] is no longer possible the owners should be
encouraged to dispose of it to those bodies in this country which have been set up specifically to
hold such property in trust for the community.”31

2. In the past the relief accorded by conditional exemption from capital taxation on death and otherwise
has been seen as a prime means of meeting the first objective, with acceptance in lieu of tax and the private
treaty sale dispensation fulfilling a similar role in meeting the second. The existing reliefs are founded in the
distant past32. They are in need of wholesale reappraisal if they are to play any significant role in
contemporary conditions in stemming the outflow of heritage chattels from this country. This is against a
background of a dearth of funding from central government towards the acquisition of such works of art
by museums, and a reduction of Lottery support towards such acquisitions33.

3. The rundown of Lottery support is likely to be exacerbated in the continuing erosion of the principle
of additionality recently noted by the Committee34. It will certainly flow from the already announced
divesting from the Heritage Lottery Fund and other “good causes” over the period 2009–12 of an estimated
£410 million as part of the review of current Lottery licences35, and the establishment of the new Olympic
Lottery Game, designed to raise a further £750 million for the Olympics, thereby inevitably substantially
reducing the likely receipts from the existing Lottery games upon which the HLF is reliant for its income.36

2. The Encouragement of the Retention of Heritage Chattels in Private Ownership—the Group’s
Paper in Regard to Changes to Conditional Exemption (Paper A)

(This paper was submitted to the Chief Secretary to the Treasury on 6 October 2005, but no substantive
response has been received from the Treasury in regard to its contents.)

1. It will be seen from the Appendix to the Paper that a survey carried out by the Group in the Summer
of 2005 among solicitors known to advise owners of heritage chattels, shows that following the changes
made to conditional exemption under Finance Act 1998, the vast majority of those surveyed retain no
enthusiasm for the present exemption regime. This is in sharp contrast to their perceptions of the previous
exemption dispensation. Such evidence would seem to demonstrate that in its present form, conditional
exemption is unlikely to provide a meaningful alternative following a new death or other taxable event to
the disposal of heritage chattels in the open market, and the likelihood that many such items will be exported
following sale.

2. The paper underlines (see Part 1, paragraph 2) that such concerns arise not only in regard to existing
historic collections, but also in regard to new and emerging collections. It emphasises (see Part 1, paragraph
5.3) the strongly held perception of the Group that in its insistence on the qualitative criteria of “pre-
eminence” the current dispensation is elitist, in conflict with 21 Century requirements of diversity, and the

30 HMRC Inheritance Tax Manual paragraph 21048 under the head “Conditional Exemption”.
31 Capital Taxation and the National Heritage Board of Inland Revenue, December 1986, page 1 at paragraph 1.1.
32 Conditional exemption from tax for chattels was first introduced by Finance Act 1896 s20, acceptance in lieu of tax of chattels

by Finance Act 1953 s30, with the private treaty sale dispensation first appearing in Finance Act 1921 s44.
33 National Art Collections Fund paper The Acquisitions Problem July 2005, reports that the income of the HLF has declined

by some 41% since 1997, and that in 2004–05 only 0.46% of HLF expenditure went towards supporting museum acquisitions.
34 See the Committee’s ReportReform of the National Lottery 5th Report of Session 2003–04, HC 196–1, 25 March 2004, Vol 1,

paragraphs 157–165 at pages 53–54.
35 Ibid Vol 1, paragraph 132, and HLF The London Olympics 28 July 2005
36 Ibid Vol 1, paragraphs 131–2 and 137.
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need to have regard to the opinion of stakeholders. Finally (see Part 1, paragraph 5.4) it records the view
of the Group that current arrangements for ensuring public access to exempt chattels are unrealistic and
against the national interest.

3. In its recommendations the Group puts forward (Part II, para 2) modern qualitative criteria for
exemption, with new proposals to give “open access” (Part II, para 3), and “virtual access” (Part II, para
4) to the public to exempted items. Revised arrangements of the kind proposed are seen as likely to provide
both the public at large and cognoscenti with a better opportunity to appreciate and inspect exempt chattels
than under current arrangements. At the same time it is thought that the proposals would allay the
understandable concerns of owners and their advisers in regard to the current public access regime, thereby
securing renewed confidence in conditional exemption and with this, reinstatement of the arrangement as a
real defence against the dispersal abroad of heritage chattels following a death or other taxable event.

3. The Provision of Fiscal Incentives to a Disposing Owner of a Heritage Chattel to do so in

Favour of a Public Institution (Papers B)

(Papers B1 and B2 were submitted to the Permanent Secretary to the Treasury on 22 October 2004. Paper
B3 was submitted to the Permanent Secretary on 19 November 2004. No substantive response to the papers
has been received.)

1. The existing direct taxation incentives for acceptance in lieu of tax and private treaty sale are
administered by HMRC Capital Taxes. The relevant legislation oVers a bare framework for the operation
of these dispensations, and much is left to the exercise of discretion by Capital Taxes. Treasury instructions
to HMRC appear to be to exercise such discretions in a manner calculated to restrict the scope for completed
transactions.

2. The Group’s paper B1 was prepared to draw attention to areas where a “loosening up” of
administrative discretion would increase the flow of acceptance in lieu and of private treaty sale transactions
in regard to heritage chattels. To take one fairly graphic example (see paragraph D2 of the paper): it is
impossible for a “stranger” to oVer his heritage chattel in satisfaction of someone else’s capital taxation debt.
For example, if one of the executors of a will, having no interest in the estate as a beneficiary, is prepared
to oVer in satisfaction of the tax debt of the estate, his personally owned Rembrandt painting long coveted
by the National Gallery, Capital Taxes will not admit such an oVer to be competent. On the face of it, given
that the concluded acceptance in lieu of the painting would both settle the tax debt of the estate and at the
same time secure the Rembrandt for the National Gallery, such an attitude seems incomprehensible.

3. The current acceptance in lieu dispensation only enables inheritance tax or estate duty debts to be
settled by cession of heritage chattels to the nation. Paper B2 makes detailed recommendations for the
extension of such a facility to settle capital gains tax, income tax and corporation tax debts. Arrangements
of this kind exist in a number of countries, notably Australia, France and the United States. The Australian
arrangements (for details see Paper B3) have operated successfully for more than 25 years, and these and
the existing UK “gift aid” and related reliefs37 are seen by the Group as the basis of a system enabling capital
gains tax, income tax and corporation tax debts to be settled by cession of heritage chattels to the nation.
The desirability of extending “oVer in lieu” in this way into the realms of capital gains tax, income tax and
corporation tax, in the light of the diYculties faced by public museums in obtaining funding to make
acquisitions, is but one facet of the proposal. Another is simple logic. Since its introduction in regard to cash
gifts, “gift aid” has been expanded to embrace transfers of quoted securities38, land39 and certain gifts in
kind40. Thus no great quantum leap would seem to be required to embrace its extension in the tax code to
transfers of heritage chattels to public institutions.

4. Conclusion

1. The concerns of the Group are highlighted by the evidence of the continuing outflow of major heritage
chattels from this country contained in the most recent Report of the Reviewing Committee on the Export
of Works of Art. This records that over the year 2004–05 of the items before the Committee 65% in terms
of value (£30.2 millions worth) were exported, and only 12% (£5.6 millions worth) were “saved” by purchase
by a UK based public institution or private individual.41

37 “Gift aid” was introduced by Finance Act 1990 ss25–26.
38 For “share aid” see Income and Corporation Tax Act 1988 (“ICTA”) s587B, introduced by Finance Act 2000 s43.
39 For “land aid” see ibid.
40 For the relief for equipment given to educational establishments see ICTA s84, introduced by Finance Act 1991 s68 and for

gifts of trading stock and assets see ICTA s83A introduced by Finance Act 1999 s55.
41 ReviewingCommitteeReport for 2004–05, pages 2–4. The remaining 22% in terms of value (£10.4 millions worth) were retained

in the UK for the present, simply because the would be exporters withdrew their applications for a licence.
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2. The Treasury response to the Goodison Review42 in the area of direct taxation as explored by Sir
Nicholas and fleshed out in the Group’s papers has either been wholly negative43 or deafening in its silence.44

Given existing and anticipated diYculties for public museums in securing funding for the acquisition of
heritage chattels, the case for the urgent reappraisal of existing direct taxation incentives designed to
facilitate the retention of such chattels in this country would seem overwhelming.

3. None of the measures outlined in the attached papers call for direct funding.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Heritage Link

Introduction

Int.1 Heritage Link1 brings together 82 voluntary organisations2 concerned with the heritage in England.
Between them they represent some four million members from volunteers to owners, specialist advisers,
practitioners and managers to national funding bodies and local building preservation trusts.

Int.2 Most of the historic environment in England is owned, looked after and supported by these
organisations. Heritage Link therefore welcomes the Select Committee Inquiry on Heritage which gives the
voluntary sector an opportunity to comment on the value of heritage and the infrastructure and funding
that underpins it. Many members will be replying separately from their own standpoint. This Heritage Link
response seeks to assist the Committee by identifying the main areas of consensus across the voluntary sector
based on previous statements3 as well as members’ individual responses.

Int.3 Our deep concern is that while sport, museums and the arts have had financial recognition from
government, the appreciation of government of the historic environment is too shallow. We urge the
government to appreciate its importance and eVectiveness and its distinguishing feature—the very large part
played by non government voluntary organisations.

Int.4 Two key themes underlie this response—the need for:

— better and more widespread recognition across government of the benefits of heritage in
contemporary society, and

— improved support for the voluntary sector’s contribution

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

1.1 Heritage Link believes: “The nation’s historic environment is central to economic and social
regeneration, liveability, local quality of life and community cohesion. It should be at the heart and not the
periphery of public policy and political priorities as a positive force for change.”
Heritage Link Statement of Concern 2004

1.2 Heritage Link members were concerned at the relatively narrow focus of the DCMS policy statement
Better Places to Live which focussed primarily on iconic sites. The majority of the environment is made up
of the more vernacular elements that characterise the historic landscape and townscape. These form the
basis of many conservation areas and local identities. Modest local environments are valued as never before
and this localisation is a tremendous asset in keeping heritage activities democratic and providing a sense
of identity.
The White Paper should articulate the role of heritage in modern Britain and a wider understanding of what
the heritage is.

1.3 The voluntary sector welcomes the intention to deliver a simpler system but there must be no dilution
of the current level of statutory protection. There are continuing concerns over content and delivery: the
treatment of conservation areas, the value of local significance, the reform of class consents and the statutory
status of Historic Environment Records.
The White Paper should make a commitment to a simpler but eVective system to protect the assets on which
that role is based.

1.4 To implement the reforms successfully, additional resources must be made available to English
Heritage and Local Authorities if other services are not to be cut. Adequate resources will involve both an
increase in manpower and also improved training for existing staV, if a high quality service is to be provided

42 A report to the Treasury, Securing the Best for our Museums: Private Giving and Government Support, January 2004.
43 See Government response to the Culture, Media & Sport Select Committee, A Report on the Market for Art,HC414, Session

2004–05 CM6643 July 2005, page 4.
44 The sole direct taxation “change” arising from the Goodison Review (See Recommendation 39) is the publication of a new

page in its Business Income Manual by HMRC giving guidance on the treatment of the costs of maintaining and facilitating
public access to a business archive in computing taxable profits. (See BIM 42501—Specific deductions: administration: business
archives). This does little more than confirm the uncertainties of the law in this area.
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across the country. Support for Local Authorities and the voluntary sector will also be needed to develop
engagement skills to make community involvement meaningful.
Heritage Link calls for additional resources and training, including the provision of Conservation OYcers, in
every local authority as a central part of DCMS and ODPM delivering the Heritage Protection Review.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

2.1 DCMS as the single point where heritage interests come together in Government needs to champion
heritage more eVectively developing closer collaboration with Government Departments over policies,
programmes and funding.

DCMS should deliver a stronger message to other Government Departments and build a strong heritage
case for the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review.

2.2 Among the statutory bodies, the main representational task must fall to English Heritage, as the
Heritage Lottery Fund is primarily a funding organisation. Beyond central Government, English Heritage
needs to build on its newly restructured regional oYces in order to influence regional and local decision
makers to see the heritage as a key part of their agendas, whether in terms of planning, regeneration,
economic and social development, education and culture. As at national level, there is still a long way to go
to embed the benefits of heritage in contemporary agendas.

2.3 The heritage sector is characterised by the number of active voluntary bodies which should be seen
as an asset not a weakness, given the enormous experience and expertise which it uses for public benefit.
Heritage Link as the co-ordinating body since 2002 is under strong pressure from its members and other
stakeholders to develop and increase its activities.
Heritage Link wants to see support for building sector capacity to enable it to contribute fully to government
objectives, whether at local, regional or national level.

2.4 Members’ responses go into more detail about the role of owners, regional organisations and other
representative bodies.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

3.1 All too often the historic environment is portrayed not as an opportunity but as an obstacle to change.
Heritage Link questions the alleged conflict between preserving old and building new other than in specific
cases. Major property developers now recognise that working with existing historic fabric enhances their
projects financially as well as aesthetically.

3.2 Planning Policy Statement 1 states that planning should facilitate and promote sustainable
…development by “protecting an enhancing the natural and historic environment, the quality and character
of the countryside and existing communities”, but this is not yet evident in planning decisions. When
Planning Policy Guidance 15 and 16 are revised, the new Planning Policy Statement should reinforce the
principle set out in PPS1. It should a make a strong statement of the importance and benefits of conserving
the historic environment. yet endorse a flexible approach towards the economic re-use that is often the best
guarantee of a sustainable future.
Heritage Link calls for “heritage proofing” similar to rural proofing to be introduced in policy development and
decisions over land use planning, new development, regeneration, and transport infrastructure, and that
Ministers in each Department should report annually on progress.

3.3 At national, regional and local level, heritage provides a focus for discussion and engagement,
generating civic involvement through voluntary organisations, volunteering and most notably in planning
consultation and regeneration projects. Making Consultation Matter4 found that heritage groups believe
they can make a positive diVerence to the quality of local and regional planning outcomes but identified
barriers to eVective participation.
If Government wants to improve the planning process to deliver sustainable communities, it needs to develop
the skills, resources and capacity of local government and heritage groups to engage more eVectively.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

4.1 Heritage Link, with its 82 members representing some 4 million people, believes passionately that the
built and historic environment is an important part of the lives of all citizens, providing significant resources
for economic and social development on people’s very doorsteps. It is the most widely available free cultural
resource but its potential has yet to be fully tapped. Unlike some other cultural resources, heritage assets of
the highest quality are spread across the country, rather than being predominantly in big centres of
population. As well as the important major sites—castles, stately homes and cathedrals—there are rich
resources in streets and shops, parks and stations, school buildings and hospitals in every town and village.

4.2 The historic environment enjoys a high level of public support through members of heritage bodies,
civic and community groups, amateur groups, active volunteering and a range of formal and informal
educational opportunities far beyond visitor numbers at “heritage attractions”. Less formal engagement is
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diYcult to measure but exceeds that captured by a traditional turnstile approach. The MORI polls on
attitudes to the historic environment in 2000 and 2003 and citizens’ juries illustrate a more imaginative
approach to understanding the position of heritage as a cultural asset.

4.3 Everyone can enjoy finding a connection so heritage is uniquely placed to forge a sense of identity.
Recent projects have demonstrated the potential of heritage to engage new and diverse audiences. In the
voluntary sector, several of our members have undertaken ground breaking projects on minimal budgets.
Moreover, heritage on the doorstep oVers a rich learning resource but the ability of smaller organisations
to contribute fully to Government initiatives such as the Education out of Classroom Manifesto and the
EH/CABE initiative Engaging Places will be restricted by capacity.
Heritage Link advocates more resources to build the partnerships and support needed to realise the education
and outreach potential of heritage assets across the country.

4.4 Volunteers are the lifeblood of the heritage movement (Volunteers and the Historic Environment5),
but while they are essential, our understanding of the scale of volunteer involvement, the contribution they
make and the social and learning benefits they confer is relatively poor. Government interest tends towards
health and social care volunteering which are relatively well resourced.
An audit could help DCMS and others to understand the coverage and scale of voluntary sector activity relating
to heritage and to establish base line data.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

5.1 English Heritage

English Heritage Funding for English Heritage has declined in real terms over the last five years and no
new measures have been introduced to help build the capacity of the heritage sector as a whole.

Increased dedicated funding for the heritage through the Comprehensive Spending Review is now critical.
Such funding is needed for core/essential functions to maintain the heritage assets and to increase the
capacity of heritage organisations to exploit these for public benefit. It is particularly important at a time
when lottery funding for the heritage which obscured this reduction in state support is under threat.

5.2 Compared with other Lottery good causes, this stagnation is even more apparent. In the period from
2000–01 to 2005–06 the grant in aid to Sport England increased by 98.6% and overall spending by the DCMS
on sport by 143% but in the same period grant in aid to English Heritage increased by 3% and overall
spending by the DCMS on the historic environment increased by only 8%.

5.3 HLF

Lottery investment in the heritage has transformed communities up and down the country. But there
remains much to do to sustain the UK heritage and to ensure it fulfils its potential in contributing to a better
quality of life and community cohesion.
The outcome of the DCMS’ National Lottery consultation on allocations after 2009 must recognise this by
maintaining the heritage’s present share of funding as a minimum and by limiting the extent to which
Government directives will constrain the Distribution Body in developing new and innovative approaches to the
definition and support of heritage.

5.4 London Olympics 2012

While the London Olympics 2012 is a welcome opportunity to showcase UK heritage to the world, we
want to ensure a lasting cultural legacy for all parts of the country. In addition, the role of historic
environment in regenerating East London will be an example to all.
DCMSand theOlympicDeliveryAuthority should work with the sector to ensure that the heritage which played
a key role in winning the Olympics is part of the games legacy for both visitor and citizen.

5.5 Fiscal context

The higher rate of VAT on repairs compared to new build and alterations fails to meet the Government’s
sustainable development objectives. This is an issue of utmost concern to our members. An environmentally
responsible fiscal policy is essential, in particular a zero rate for VAT for building repairs and refurbishment
which recognises maintenance as the key in sustaining the historic environment as well as the essential role
of owners in maintenance, repair and restoration.
A package of new and improved heritage tax measures should be announced in the 2007 Budget to improve both
maintenance and repair of heritage assets
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6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

6.1 As this question makes clear there are a very large number of bodies concerned with the heritage,
whether as owner, funder, conservator, educator etc. The voluntary sector, including professional institutes,
owners, charitable trusts and foundations, has a significant role to play here alongside government bodies
and agencies. In general the present roles and responsibilities of the public sector bodies seem to be
suYciently clear and they work well together. Some, such as English Heritage, need a period of stability after
recent reforms but there is still confusion over the proposed restructuring of statutory heritage agencies and
a clear public statement would be welcome.

6.2 A long standing and vibrant voluntary heritage sector articulates public opinion, demonstrates
interest and promotes participation in civil society. With experience, expertise and manpower they makes
an essential contribution to the restoration and management of heritage assets. This should be appreciated
as a strength rather than a drawback. The number of organisations means a much more diverse means of
delivery than in some other sectors and Government relationships and funding patterns should take this into
account. While Heritage Link has worked since 2002 to build capacity and co-ordinate, there is still much
to be done.
A statement clarifying the Government’s intentions about reform/reorganisation of the public sector heritage
bodies would be welcome but for the rest, Heritage Link believes that with the right resources and fiscal
framework the present structures, which are predominately private and charitable, can deliver in partnership
the wide economic, social and cultural benefits which stem from a contemporary approach to heritage assets.

25 January 2006

Supplementary memorandum submitted by Heritage Link

VAT ON REPAIRS TO OLDER BUILDINGS

On behalf of Heritage Link, which represents 82 organisations actively involved in the conservation of
Britain’s unique historic heritage, I write to urge you to take advantage of the current opportunity for the
United Kingdom to apply to the EU Commission to exercise an option to introduce a reduced rate of VAT
on the labour input of renovation and repair work to private dwellings.

This application must be made by the end of this month, in accordance with the terms of the recent
agreement reached by EU Finance Ministers to maintain Annex K of the EU Sixth VAT Directive until the
end of 2010.

An application by the UK would not commit the Government to exercising the option to introduce a
reduced rate of VAT, but it would have the possibility to take it up at any time in the next five years.
However, a decision not to apply would close oV this option, possibly indefinitely if Annex K is not
renewed again.

Moreover, an application now would ensure that the decision on setting the rate of VAT remained with
the UK; not to apply would cede the decision to the EU by default.

Substantive Benefits

The substantive benefits of the UK taking a decision not only to apply but to introduce a reduction in
VAT, say to 5%, on the renovation and repairing of private dwellings, excluding materials which form a
significant part of the value of the supply, are several.

Such a reduction in VAT would remove the distortion that currently exists in the housing market in that
an additional cost is currently placed on renovation of existing buildings compared with new build; this adds
costs, overall, to the provision of additional housing to meet current and future need. Removing this
distortion would be consistent with the objective of reducing housing costs, an objective that was central to
the invitation to Kate Barker to produce her Report on Housing Supply.

The current anomaly, in which repairs incur a 17.5% rate of VAT, is a disincentive to timely maintenance,
which in the long term adds cost. It is also a brake on the re-use of vacant and under-used buildings.

Conversely a reduced rate would help the heritage sector to address the cumulative backlog of repairs
needed to historic buildings and equip itself to make a full contribution to the economic and cultural health
of the nation. The value of reducing the impact of VAT on listed places of worship has already been
recognised in the measures taken earlier by the Treasury. As the Olympics approach and the potential for
inward tourism to Britain—not only London—increases, this need to bring our heritage up to a good
standard will grow until it becomes central to the enduring success of the Olympics in this country.

Greater economic activity in repair and renovation will support employment and the retention of
conservation skills needed in the longer term. Greater activity also means higher income tax returns.
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Also important is the fillip that renovation of the built heritage often gives to local communities and to
regeneration. Building Preservation Trusts have a good record of initiating regeneration schemes with
heritage buildings at their core. However, their scope to do this is limited by the costs of such initiatives. A
reduction in VAT would enable them to take on more schemes, thus paving the way for accompanying
private sector investment in refurbishment of neighbouring housing.

The greater scope for these initiatives would counter the resistance that sometimes exists to the
preservation of historic buildings in the centre of potential regeneration projects. Historic buildings would
be much less likely to be seen as a block to regeneration on the grounds of its cost; and as a result more
projects will become possible.

For all these reasons Heritage Link urges you to take this opportunity, which would be a win-win for
heritage, regeneration and the wider national economy.

1. Ancient Monuments Society/Friends of 43. Historic Royal Palaces
Friendless Churches 44. Inland Waterways Association

2. Architectural Heritage Fund 45. Institute of Conservation
3. Association for Heritage Interpretation 46. Institute of Historic Buildings Conservation
4. Association for Industrial Archaeology 47. Institute of Field Archaeologists
5. Association of Diocesan & Cathedral 48. ICOMOS UK

Archaeologists 49. Jewish Heritage UK
6. Association of Gardens Trust 50. The Landmark Trust
7. Association of Independent Museums 51. The Leche Trust
8. Association of Preservation Trusts 52. Maintain our Heritage
9. Association of Small Historic Towns and 53. Museums Association

Villages in the UK 54. National Association of Decorative and Fine
10. Battlefields Trust Art Societies
11. Black Environment Network 55. National Trust
12. British Archaeological Association 56. Norfolk Archaeological Trust
13. British Institute of Organ Studies 57. North of England Civic Trust
14. BTCV (British Trust for Conservation 58. Open Spaces Society

Volunteers) 59. Oxford Preservation Trust
15. Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) 60. The Pilgrim Trust
16. Cathedral Architects Association 61. The Prince’s Regeneration Trust
17. Chapels Society 62. Queen Elizabeth Scholarship Trust
18. Churches Conservation Trust 63. Railway Heritage Committee
19. Church of England Archbishops Council, 64. Ramblers Association

Cathedrals & Buildings Divn 65. RESCUE: The British Archaeological Trust
20. Cinema Theatre Association 66. SAVE Britain’s Heritage
21. Civic Trust 67. The Scole Committee
22. Common Ground 68. Society for Medieval Archaeology
23. Conservation Course Directors’ Forum 69. Society of Antiquaries
24. Conservation Foundation 70. Society for the Protection of Ancient
25. Council for British Archaeology Buildings (SPAB)
26. Council for Independent Archaeology 71. Standing Conference of London Archaeology
27. Council for National Parks 72. The Theatres Trust
28. Country Land and Business Association 73. The Transport Trust
29. Ecclesiastical Architects and Surveyors 74. Twentieth Century Society
30. English Historic Towns Forum 75. Victorian Society
31. Gateway Gardens Trust 76. The Vivat Trust
32. The Garden History Society 77. War Memorials Trust
33. The Georgian Group 78. Waterways Trust
34. Greenspace 79. Wessex Archaeology
35. Heritage Afloat 80. The Woodlands Trust
36. Heritage of London Trust 81. World Monuments Fund in Britain
37. Heritage Railway Association 82. Youth Hostels Association
38. Historic Chapels Trust
39. Historic Churches Preservation Trust
40. Historic Farm Buildings Group — Influencing policy
41. Historic Houses Association — Underpinning advocacy
42. Historic Libraries Forum — Building Capacity

2 March 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Heritage Lottery Fund

Summary

Heritage is a powerful source of social capital, the physical fabric of many communities, and a source of
national and local identity and pride. The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), the UK’s leading funder of
heritage, invests lottery good causes money in the broadest spread of heritage, across the whole of the UK.
In doing so, it conserves a valuable national asset and realises the potential of heritage to improve quality
of life, extend opportunity and strengthen community cohesion. HLF is a key source of funding for the UK’s
national heritage, including museums, landscapes and historic buildings. HLF’s huge investment in the
UK’s world-class heritage, and its progressive approach, have brought about a major shift in the sector,
ensuring it is now reaching new audiences and developing new skills and ways of working. The outcomes
of the DCMS consultation on the future of the lottery good causes, of HLF’s own consultation on its future
strategic direction and of the Heritage White Paper will impact on the ability of HLF and the sector to
continue delivering change, conserving the nation’s heritage and harnessing its enormous potential.

Key Points

— Heritage is broader than just the historic built environment and includes museums, libraries and
archives; natural heritage; industrial, maritime and transport heritage; and the heritage of
language, dialect and cultural traditions. A more integrated approach from policy-makers would
improve the impact of heritage funding and policy.

— The Department for Culture, Media and Sport is currently consulting on the future shares of
lottery funding that each good cause—including heritage—will receive after 2009. Even if HLF
retains its current share of funding, a combination of other factors will reduce the amount that
HLF is able to award from around £330 million this year, to under £200 million from 2008.

— HLF’s present share of lottery funding has left vital tasks still undone: this fact must guide the
Government’s current thinking about the future allocation of lottery funding to heritage.

— Lottery funding cannot, and should not, be expected to meet all the needs of the heritage sector;
grant aid from English Heritage and the other agencies must be maintained at reasonable levels.

— HLF is currently consulting on strategic aims, and plans to further broaden public involvement
and interest in heritage, and simplify its application procedures.

— It is vital that the forthcoming Heritage White Paper maintains a robust system of statutory
protection to protect and complement HLF’s investment.

— The separate National Heritage Memorial Fund is one of the few sources of significant funding
for acquisitions in the UK. In 2004 the Goodison Report recommended raising the annual
government grant-in-aid to the NHMF from £5 million to £20 million. HM Treasury has
announced that from 2007–08 the annual grant will be increased to £10 million. NMHF is hopeful
that DCMS will be able to secure agreement from HMT that this increase will at the minimum be
preserved in the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review and urges the Government to accept Sir
Nicholas’s recommendation in full.

1. The Heritage Lottery Fund

HLF is the UK’s leading heritage funder, distributing the heritage share of National Lottery proceeds. It
is the only heritage organisation that both operates UK-wide, and funds all types of heritage—including
built heritage; museums, libraries and archives; natural heritage; industrial, maritime and transport
heritage; and the heritage of language, dialect and cultural traditions.

HLF currently distributes 16.66% of the money for good causes and since 1995 has committed £3.3 billion
in 18,000 awards to heritage projects.

— 40% of HLF funding has gone to projects in the 25% most deprived local authority areas.

— 70% of grants in 2004–05 were for sums of under £50,000.

— Up to 50% of all funding since 2002 has gone to community and voluntary sector organisations.

— HLF funding of £3.3 billion has attracted £2.6 billion in partnership funding.

— 58% of funding is now decided by locally-recruited committees in each of the nine English regions,
and Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales.

The aims of the Fund are to:

— conserve and enhance the UK’s diverse heritage;

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

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

— bring about a more equitable spread of its grants across the UK.
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National Heritage Memorial Fund

The parent body for HLF is the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF), set up by the National
Heritage Act 1980 with wide powers to fund heritage throughout the UK in memory of people who have
given their lives for the UK. The NHMF operates as a fund of last resort, saving items of national
importance that would otherwise be lost. In its 25 years it has awarded £220 million for more than 1,200
acquisitions.

The breadth of heritage

HLF does not define heritage, instead asking its applicants to identify what they view and value as their
heritage and wish to share with, and sustain for, future generations. This breadth of remit means that HLF
can take an integrated view, cutting across the traditional, but artificial, boundaries between, for example,
a museum and the park in which it may be sited, or the species and buildings hosted by a historical landscape.
This pioneering approach to conservation management planning means that the projects HLF funds deliver
wider benefits than a more piecemeal approach would.

HLF’s broad remit means that the NHMF is able to concentrate on funding the acquisition of the most
significant at-risk pieces of the nation’s heritage, often at short notice.

2. Investment and Access to Heritage

Heritage provides both the physical fabric—buildings, public parks, streetscapes—and the cultural
fabric—opportunities for learning, cultural participation and enjoyment, volunteering, a sense of identity—
of our rural and urban communities. Investment of HLF funds attempts to realise the potential for heritage
to play a role in community renewal and regeneration.

Investment outcomes

Research into the impact of HLF’s £3.3 billion funding since 1995 shows that it has brought about:

— Long-term economic benefit through:

— recreational and tourism spend: heritage attractions play a critical role in the UK’s tourism
and visitor industry, and HLF has funded eight of the top ten of the UK’s most visited
museums, six of the top ten most popular visitor attractions in the UK and all of the top ten
free heritage attractions.

— creating new demand for hundreds of local businesses specialising in building crafts and skills:
repairs to historic buildings are more likely to generate local employment and use local
materials than new construction.

— the positive impact on local business environments of better public spaces, refurbishment and
reuse of redundant buildings and new cultural facilities.

— Benefits to the local area and the environment: heritage projects improve the profile and reputation
of an area, lead to a safer and improved environment, reduce anti-social behaviour and improve
leisure opportunities.

— Community benefits: heritage projects help communities by creating greater public spirit, mutual
understanding and pride in the local area, particularly where they celebrate and commemorate the
history of ordinary people.

— Benefits to individuals: taking part in heritage projects improves the learning experience and helps
people to enhance their knowledge, skills and confidence.

This is backed up by quantitative research into people’s views on heritage places and activities:

— 85% of the population say that the quality of public space and the built environment has a direct
impact on their lives and the way they feel.

— 82% of people think it is important for their local town or city to have its own museum or art
gallery.

— More people visit museums, cathedrals, historic buildings and parks than go to live sporting events
or zoos and theme parks.

— There are over one billion day visits to the countryside each year.
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Access to heritage—HLF’s approach

The scale of HLF’s investment in the UK’s heritage has been matched only by the changes that this has
brought about. Driven by the nature of lottery funding, HLF has encouraged the heritage sector to move
towards a more inclusive and democratic vision, that takes into account people as well as objects. The think
tank Demos says that the single greatest achievement of HLF has been:

“To shift the idea of the value and importance of heritage away from being something that is
exclusively determined by experts on behalf of society, to one that recognises the importance of
widespread participation in identifying and caring for what is valued collectively”.

This radical approach to heritage has enabled a major shift in the heritage sector, ensuring it is now
reaching new audiences and developing new skills and ways of working. Greatly increased visitor numbers at
national museums are not simply the product of free entry, but also of the inspiring programmes of renewal,
redevelopment, access and education encouraged and funded by HLF. Many public parks funded by HLF
now have dedicated and active friends groups as a result of the community consultation that forms part of
the HLF application process. Every single local authority area in the UK has received HLF funding,
enabling communities to engage with their own heritage, irrespective of whether or not they have a heritage
institution on their doorstep.

— 11,000 young people have been involved in heritage projects through HLF-funded Young Roots
projects, 95% shaped and developed by the young participants themselves.

— HLF funding criteria have led institutions to put learning at the heart of what they do, creating
over 600 learning posts and 290 spaces for learning.

— HLF projects are noted for bringing together parts of communities which would not normally mix:
86% of participants surveyed have noted participation from people “who do not normally join in”.

— 95% of HLF projects report better physical and intellectual access.

HLF also insists on economic sustainability and applicants must demonstrate demand and use for their
projects as well as sound financial planning. As a result, no HLF project has failed in the history of the Fund.

Recognising a growing lack of specialist heritage skilled workers, HLF launched a Training Bursary
Scheme in 2004 which has to date awarded £7 million to ten partnerships running traditional training
apprenticeships. In addition to this, HLF funds training elements in grant applications, encourages stand-
alone training projects for volunteers; and requires all projects over £1 million to have a training plan.

3. Future Challenges

Need and remits

HLF has begun the task of reversing the legacy of decades of under-investment in the nation’s heritage
infrastructure but remaining need is immense (see Appendix).

It would not be possible or appropriate for HLF to meet all of this need. Some will be in private ownership
(a low priority for HLF funding), some will be better addressed by fiscal incentives or better management,
some needs dealing with through the operation of statutory controls and some is the responsibility of
statutory agencies.

Lottery funding cannot and should not substitute for the support of the statutory agencies which have
diVerent remits and responsibilities, such as English Heritage’s statutory responsibility for Historic
Environment sector policy.

Lottery good causes funding

The DCMS is currently consulting on future shares of lottery funding.

The Department has confirmed that heritage will remain one of the National Lottery Good Causes after
2009. The share that heritage receives (currently one sixth of the funding for good causes) is currently subject
to consultation and will be announced in early summer 2006.

A number of other factors will also have an impact on the amount HLF will be able to award in new grants
during the lifetime of its next Strategic Plan 2008–2013:

London Olympics 2012

HLF was one of the cultural bodies supporting the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Bid. It was
always known that a successful bid would be partly financed from the National Lottery. According to
DCMS estimates, for HLF this means £75 million less in ticket sales and up to £68 million less as a result
of changes in the allocation of Lottery proceeds, a total “loss” of income of up to £138 million, mostly in
the three years leading up to 2012. Afterwards, HLF expects to go back to receiving a 16.66% share of
Lottery proceeds.
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National Lottery Bill

The National Lottery Bill, currently proceeding through Parliament, would change the way that interest
earned by Lottery Distributors on their balances is distributed. The National Audit OYce estimated that in
2003–04 this clause would have cost HLF £15.7 million.

HLF’s approach to over-commitment

Since the start of the National Lottery HLF has committed more funds in new awards each year than it
has received in income—on the basis that there would inevitably be a time lag between money being received,
awarded to projects and drawn down by grant recipients. During 2005–06 HLF plans to award around £330
million, nearly £100 million more than it expects to receive in income. But it is reaching the point where it
cannot continue to over-commit. From 2008, it will only be able to distribute the amount it receives in
income each year—around £200 million.

Even with all of these income reductions, HLF will still be by far the largest UK funder for heritage. But
even if it retains its current share of good causes income, this drop in the amount it can distribute each year
will mean extremely hard choices. Demonstrably, heritage’s present share of funding has left vital tasks still
undone: this fact must guide government thinking about the future allocation to heritage.

National Heritage Memorial Fund

The National Heritage Memorial Fund is one of the few sources of funding for major acquisitions in the
UK, standing alongside the National Art Collection Fund, and a small number of foundations and
private donors.

National support for local museum purchases (now the MLA Purchase Funds) has fallen by almost one-
third in cash terms since 1980–81, from £1.75 million to £1.32 million in 2004–05. In that time, the NHMF
has awarded grants totalling £220 million. However, the Fund’s resources are limited and it cannot meet all
the demands placed on it.

Support for heritage should be a partnership between the public (through the National Lottery), private
donors (the National Arts Collection Fund, foundations and individuals) and the Government, through
fiscal arrangements and a properly funded NHMF.

This was recognised by Sir Nicholas Goodison’s report of January 2004, Securing the Best for our
Museums: Private Giving and Government Support, which recommended raising the annual grant to the
National Heritage Memorial Fund to at least £20 million a year, from its present £5million, to allow it to
function more eVectively as a national acquisition fund.

HM Treasury has announced that from 2007–08 the annual grant would be increased to £10 million.
NMHF is hopeful that DCMS will be able to secure agreement from HMT that this increase will at the
minimum be preserved in the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review and urges the Government to accept
Sir Nicholas’s recommendation in full.

4. HLF Strategic Direction

HLF’s present Strategic Plan runs until 2008 and the Fund is currently consulting on its direction after
this. Whilst it proposes to continue with its current successful strategic approach, it also proposes to deliver
more opportunities for young people to learn about who they are and where they have come from; to
increase opportunities for volunteering in heritage, particularly for young people and under-represented
groups; and to equip more people to care for the culture, places and knowledge that they have inherited.

HLF already involves the public in individual projects and in evaluating its work. It is also consulting on
a range of innovative options for increasing public involvement.

HLF has already simplified procedures to speed up the way that lottery money reaches projects, especially
for small grants, and its annual customer care survey shows a long-term improvement in applicants’ and
grantees’ views of HLF’s performance.

Complex heritage schemes are demanding and diYcult to do well but applying to HLF needs to be as easy
as possible, consistent with getting good value for lottery players’ money. HLF plans a shorter application
process, clearer and more concise application and monitoring materials, and easy-to-use electronic
communication routes. In particular, it will review its small grants programmes (funding up to £50,000) to
make applying even easier.

5. Roles and Responsibilities

Heritage was chosen as one of the original good causes for the Lottery in 1994 because it had so much
potential and so little financial support. Only the National Heritage Memorial Fund covered the whole of
heritage for the whole of the UK, so it became the parent body for HLF. In delivering funding to the UK’s
heritage, HLF works alongside agencies that are responsible for the natural environment (including
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biodiversity and the countryside), the historic environment, and museums, libraries and archives. HLF
works in close cooperation with these agencies to ensure that lottery funding fits national strategies for
heritage and provides the capital infrastructure on which other initiatives, such as Renaissance in the
Regions, have depended. But the very nature of lottery funding means that HLF has developed a distinctive
people-focussed approach, requiring projects funded to deliver a wide range of benefits, above and beyond
conservation objectives.

The diversity of organisations with a heritage role adds strength and value to the sector. HLF’s unique
breadth of remit across the whole sector and across the UK has enabled it to play a role in bringing heritage
sector players together, sharing best practice and developing the voluntary sector. HLF is the only major
source of funding for heritage projects beyond the remit or priority of the agencies, including notably
regenerating public parks, the transport sector (including historic ships) and language, dialect and cultural
traditions.

6. Heritage White Paper

Realising the potential of the UK’s heritage is about more than money and HLF funding can only
complement a functioning statutory system. The forthcoming Heritage White Paper oVers the opportunity
to put in place a robust system of statutory protection.

— HLF invests for the future and local authorities are the guardians of that investment. It is vital that
local planning authorities have the skills to deliver conservation objectives.

— The current system was initially a balance of incentives and compulsion, but many of the
incentives, such as grants for private owners, have now almost totally gone. HLF funding should
not replace them and the Heritage White Paper should address this issue.

— HLF research and experience has shown the value and benefits of involving communities in
decisions about places; any new system should create a genuine role for communities in caring for
their heritage

7. Balance Between Heritage and Development

The view that heritage conservation acts as a brake on the economy is now outdated. There are many
examples of the economic impact of regeneration projects and evidence that pound for pound, heritage
projects put more back into the local economy through using local labour and materials than new
construction.

Funding for heritage cannot, in isolation from other measures, reverse endemic economic problems but
can be a catalyst for changing perceptions of an area. The repair of historic buildings makes a positive
contribution to urban regeneration by contributing to the quality and distinctiveness of local areas.
Repairing historic buildings also addresses a principal source of public concern about their local areas.
HLF’s strategic programmes for Places of Worship—run in partnership with English Heritage in England—
have benefited more than 2,000 places of worship throughout the UK, while its Townscape Heritage
Initiative, on which EH is an adviser, has revitalised over 450 run-down areas. But the contribution that
heritage can make to regeneration goes beyond historic buildings—parks and other green spaces are vital,
as are works to the public realm and waterways and canals.

There is a delicate relationship between any regeneration funding and the operation of the local property
market. Initial investment may change perceptions of an area which can then create a speculative property
market where properties are bought up and left empty in the hope of a rising market. Local authorities can
break this cycle by using their statutory and legal powers.

Conclusion

HLF is the UK’s biggest heritage funder and since 1995 has invested over £3.3billion into heritage, in
every local authority area of the country. This flow of money into local communities has been matched by
major reform of the heritage sector, opening up the UK’s heritage and its institutions to a far broader
audience than ever before, and giving the public a greater say in the care, management and future of their
heritage. At the same time, NHMF has acted as an acquisition fund of last resort, saving many treasures
for the nation. Their legacy ranges from the British Museum’s Great Court to Hadrian’s Wall, to thousands
of small heritage projects run by people representing the country’s true diversity.

But there is still a huge job to be done—and DCMS’s consultation on the future funding of good causes,
HLF’s review of its strategic direction and the Heritage Protection Review will aVect whether or not the
needs of the UK’s heritage continue to be met.
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In particular, HLF would like to see a more integrated approach from policy-makers towards heritage
funding and policy; a recognition of the continuing needs of the heritage sector in the Government’s current
thinking about the future allocation of lottery funding to heritage; an increase in NHMF’s current grant-in-
aid from its current £5million to the £20million recommended by Sir Nicholas Goodison; the maintenance of
grant aid to English Heritage and the other agencies at least at current levels; and a robust system of
statutory protection.

19 January 2006

Annex

A full inventory of Britain’s heritage would need to range far and wide to capture diVerent groups’ and
communities’ views on what should be saved for the future. Organisations who classify the UK’s heritage
have identified and quantified some of the main risks to and pressures on the UK’s heritage today, and their
conclusions should inform all heritage sector activity.

The Scale of the UK’s Heritage

In the UK there are around:

— 450,000 listed buildings, 10,000 conservation areas and 25 World Heritage Sites;

— 1,200 designated ships and over 7,000 historic locomotives and items of rolling stock;

— 60 preserved railways and 3,200 kilometres of canals and inland waterways;

— around 2,500 parks of historic value;

— 3,500 historic cemeteries, of which only 114 are registered;

— 21% of buildings pre-date 1919; less than 5% of the UK building stock is listed;

— 391 species and 45 habitats with biodiversity action plans;

— over 4,000 Sites of Special Scientific Interest in England, over half of which (by area) are
internationally important;

— 41 AONBs in England and Wales; 9 AONBS in Northern Ireland and 40 National Scenic Areas
in Scotland; 14 national parks in the UK;

— 2,500 registered museums that look after 170 million objects;

— 2,000 archives and 12,000 libraries; and

— assets such as language or oral history which can never be quantified, but are a vital part of our
heritage.

Heritage at Risk

— Around 20,000 listed buildings across the UK are “at risk”.

— One in 10 parish churches has been closed since 1969.

— 38% of habitats and 25% of species are in decline; nearly half of all SSSIs in England are in
unfavourable condition.

— 20% of our most important large historic ships are at risk.

— Nearly half of all rural vernacular buildings in Northern Ireland have been lost since 1909.

— Nearly half of our historic parkland has disappeared in the last 75 years, and in some areas it is as
much as 70%. Golf developments, the break-up of country estates and changing patterns of
agriculture have all contributed to this loss.

— One in 10 archives in England is in a building that is not fit for purpose.

— One archaeological site of interest been lost every day since 1945 in England alone.

— The National Trust has identified around 500 archaeological sites, 38 parks and gardens and
600km of coastline in their ownership that will be vulnerable to sea level rise.

— There are still 800km of derelict inland waterways.

Sustainable Development—Resource Use

— The largest producer of waste in the UK is demolition and construction which produces 24% of
the annual 434 million tonnes.

— For every inhabitant in the UK, six tonnes of building materials are used every year.

— It takes the energy equivalent of a gallon of petrol to manufacture six bricks. The embodied energy
in the bricks of a typical Victorian terraced house would drive a car more than ten times around
the world. Reusing historic buildings can significantly reduce energy consumption.



3298812058 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 169

Lack of Maintenance

— There are few incentives to maintain heritage; lower VAT on new construction means that it can
be cheaper to build a new building than repair an old one.

— Local authority park maintenance budgets have fallen by 20% since 1980.

— Half of historic buses are kept in the open air; without covered storage, buses, planes, boats and
trains deteriorate rapidly.

— Traditional local materials such as stone or iron are increasingly diYcult to source.

— Many historic cemeteries are havens for wildlife, and are important to local communities, yet their
management does not take full account of their heritage values.

Shortage of Skills

— The craft skills needed to care for our heritage are important not just to the heritage but to the
economy as a whole. Nearly half of the UK’s £56 billion construction industry involves the repair
and refurbishment of existing buildings (4% GDP).

— Fewer than 40,000 people are skilled in traditional crafts, yet on current trends the contribution
of crafts to the rural economy could exceed that of farming within 10-15 years.

— An estimated 6,590 additional skilled craftspeople are needed to meet shortages in the built
heritage sector.

— There is a shortage of building craftspeople between 30 and 45.

Information and Data About Heritage

— Archaeologists estimate that less than 5% of the historic environment is recorded and 60% of
heritage records do not meet benchmark standards.

— Biologists lack data about around a third of species.

— The Sensory Trust found that after physical access diYculties, lack of information was the most
important barrier to people visiting green spaces. A MORI survey (2003) commissioned by English
Heritage found that people from ethnic minorities in particular felt that ‘more information’ would
encourage them to visit historic sites more often.

Volunteering and Participation

— Around 157,000 people give their time to over 100 voluntary bodies in England, contributing
around £25 million in unpaid work to the historic environment.

— Without volunteers there would be almost no functioning preserved railways or historic canals;
voluntary transport groups have over 12,000 members.

— None of the 1,000 plus wildlife and countryside projects organised by the BCTV, the National
Trust or the Wildlife Trusts would take place without volunteers.

— More churches and places of worship would remain locked without at least 6,280 volunteers who
maintain buildings, welcome visitors, and provide access and security; this does not include the
many thousands of others who are legally responsible for parish church buildings and yet
remain unpaid.

— Without volunteers we would know little about garden history, industrial archaeology or the
archaeology of the Second World War—all subjects that originated through the eVorts of
committed volunteers.

— Around 50 buildings a year would be lost without the eVorts of voluntary buildings preservation
trusts; more would be lost without the Civic Trusts and amenity groups who act as guardians of
the heritage.

— Most historic attractions would close—around two-thirds of all staV are volunteers and the
National Trust would need to find £1.175 million a year to pay for the work currently done by
volunteers.

— The only source of core-funding for voluntary heritage organisations in England is heavily over-
subscribed.

— The voluntary sector is ageing—52% of the National Trust’s volunteers are over 65 while 4% are
under 35.
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Education

— 98% of people think that heritage is an important means of teaching children about the past, and
the public sees spending on education as a high priority for heritage organisations.

— The Attingham Trust surveyed 400 historic sites; half spent less than £1,000 a year on educational
resources.

— Only 15 local record oYces out of 121 in England and Wales employ an education oYcer.

— Teachers value hands-on access to collections but almost 2,000 schools in England still do not have
opportunities to take part in education programmes in museums and galleries.

Inclusion

— Over a third of people surveyed by MORI said reduced costs, better transport, more information,
parking facilities, and better facilities for children would encourage them to visit historic sites more
frequently.

— 72% of people say that more should be done to recognise the contribution of diVerent communities
to our heritage.

— Less than 1% of archaeological organisations are Black or Asian; the parks workforce is
predominantly white men over the age of 40; the successful Museums Association Diversify
programme can only oVer six placements each year.

Resources Needed

Addressing all of these issues costs money:

— £5.6 billion needs to be found from public and private sources to bring Buildings at Risk back
into use.

— £1.2 billion would be needed to meet the backlog of work and ongoing repairs needs of 12,200
listed Anglican places of worship in England; this does not include the needs of places of worship
of other Christian denominations and other faiths.

— Around £3 billion is needed to regenerate our historic parks.

— £10 million would create digital access to archives across the country

— Canals and inland waterways need around £700 million to repair them.

— £1.05 billion is needed to bring historic cemeteries into good condition.

— In one English region alone (the North East), the regional agency identified a need for £40 million
to expand museum, library and archive storage and modernise services.

These figures do not include any costs for attracting new audiences to the heritage, involving more people,
nor the increased costs associated with climate change.

Memorandum submitted by Heritage Railway Association

Introduction

The Heritage Railway Association (HRA) is the co-ordinating body for heritage railways and tramways,
railway museums and steam centres in the United Kingdom and Eire and has 245 member organisations.
In 2004, our members in the UK attracted almost six million visitors who spent around £50 million. Heritage
railways have over 400 miles of track with 302 stations and operated around 4.2 million passenger train
miles. HRA members directly employed 1,330 staV and engaged the eVorts of over 13,550 volunteers.

HRA actively encourages the attainment of high standards across the sector through the publication of
“Standards and Guidance Notes”, the holding of seminars and the organisation of competitions and award
schemes to promote excellence in all areas of the sector. HRA is a founder member of Fedecrail (The
European Federation of Museum and Tourist Railways) which has members in 25 countries in Europe.
Fedecrail, at its 2005 conference at Lyon, France, in May adopted the Riga Charter (copy attached as an
Appendix to this submission) which seeks to encourage high standards of preservation, conservation and
operation of Heritage Railways. HRA encourages its members to sign up to the Riga Charter and
incorporate its standards into their operations.

HRA is a Company Limited by Guarantee and is staVed entirely by volunteers. This response has been
prepared by HRA Heritage Committee.
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1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

The fundamental needs are:

1.1 Better and more widespread recognition across government of the value of heritage.

1.2 Better recognition of the voluntary sector’s contribution.

1.3 Proper funding of English Heritage and local authorities to allow the successful delivery of their new
responsibilities.

1.4 EVective financial support for and liaison with Museums Libraries and Archives Council (MLA)
especially in enhancing the eVectiveness of MLA’s Renaissance in the Regions initiative.

1.5 To be alert to unexpected consequences in the Heritage sector arising from legislation targeted
elsewhere.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

2.1 DCMS eVectiveness: DCMS should raise the profile of heritage and its contribution to national life
across Government. It should also ensure that the heritage policy and policies which aVect the heritage are
co-ordinated across Government departments. (See paragraph 1.5 above)

2.2 Role of English Heritage: Several HRA member railways are responsible for Listed structures and
welcome the continuing support of EH Field OYcers to ensure that such structures are properly maintained
and, where work is necessary, can be grant-aided by EH.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

3.1 “Heritage proofing” is needed in policy development and decisions over land use planning, new
development, regeneration, and transport infrastructure. Ministers in each Department should report
regularly, and at least annually, on progress.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

4.1 Continue to emphasise the economic, social, educative, community and regenerative impacts which
heritage projects can deliver.

4.2 Facilitate the recruitment and engagement of volunteers in the sector. HRA members make extensive
use of volunteers, from a wide range of social groupings, to operate their Railways, to welcome and care for
visitors, and to engage with the communities in which the Railways are located. Heritage Railways are text
book examples of voluntary community activity, providing learning and development opportunities which
increase quality of life for the volunteers themselves and the public who enjoy the heritage opportunities
they create and operate. Cost analysis, using for instance the HLF formula for calculating the value of
volunteer input as partnership funding, shows that volunteers contribute many £ thousands to the local
economy within which a Heritage Railway operates.

4.3 Emphasise the importance of local significance. Items may have a particular local significance or
prominence that should allow them to “punch above their weight” when being assessed.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

5.1 It has become blatantly obvious that English Heritage is grossly under funded, particularly in the light
of its recently increased responsibilities and nil budget increase.

5.2 The restriction on available funding for heritage because of money being transferred to Olympics
2012 is also alarming particularly since the Government’s statement on the “important place of culture in
the whole Olympic 2012 project” was made at a meeting at which heritage representation was notable by
its absence. Not for the first time DCMS and the government seem to have interpreted Culture to virtually
exclude heritage. It seems to be accepted that the Heritage of Great Britain and Ireland is one of the main
attractions for inbound tourism and it is likely that this will apply even more so to visitors around 2012,
yet the Government reduces support for heritage whilst at the same time increasing massively its support
for Sport.
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5.3 The role of HLF is now fundamental, particularly to the Industrial & Transport Heritage sector. The
National Lottery Consultation and the HLF consultation on the 3rd Strategic Plan are therefore critical.

5.4 It appears that the principle of additionality is compromised by HLF augmenting funds which should
properly resourced by central Government.

5.5 VAT on repair and restoration as against new build distorts choice and increases the threats to
heritage.

5.6 The funding of Government-managed National Museums is directly from DCMS. It is over-stretched
and should be strengthened to help those museums and, particularly, to encourage the National Museums
to support museums, galleries and heritage suppliers in the Regions more eVectively than their present
funding allows.

5.7 Accredited National Museums which are independent of Government funding (such as National
Tramway Museum, National Motor Museum) and all other recognised heritage providers can be supported
from DCMS via MLA and the Regional MLAs through Renaissance in the Regions. DCMS should ensure
that this initiative spreads resources beyond the Hub museums to really benefit non-Hub museums,
including the large numbers of Accredited independent museums/galleries and heritage providers like HRA
members.

5.8 MLA Partnership is a forum bringing together all the Regional MLACs—including SMC, CyMal
and Northern Ireland—and this forum and the MLA—funded Special Subject Networks must support the
independent, charitable and volunteer run heritage providers like HRA Members to ensure equitable
funding, a coherent vision and consistency.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

6.1 The main role of government, in all its forms, should be to support the eVorts of its citizens to improve
their heritage. This means removing unnecessary restrictions, paperwork and “red tape” as well as providing
support and funds for heritage projects that enhance the overall public heritage.

6.2 Many heritage projects involve the use of “vintage” machinery and otherwise outdated skills.
Encouragement to train in such skills and for the few existing practitioners to pass on their knowledge
should be encouraged. Whilst regulatory powers need to be controlled and related to the risks peculiar to
an individual heritage sector it is suggested that there needs to be more recognition and acceptance of the
fact that old does not automatically mean unsafe and that use of heritage skills and equipment is not
automatically dangerous to both practitioner and the public at large. A good example of such an acceptance
of the use of old machinery and equipment is contained within Section H of the Railway Safety Principles
and Guidance series which deals with heritage railways.

6.3 Like all worthwhile interests, preserving and restoring heritage involves a certain amount of risk. An
assessment of such risks is plain common sense but oYcial guidance on making risk assessments should,
when they are considered necessary, be prepared by persons who have a good knowledge of the heritage
sector involved and who are prepared to seek advice where necessary. Procedures should be in place to
ensure that those responsible for policing a particular heritage sector are trained to have a good
understanding of what is involved.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councilors and the general public

7.1 The general level of skills in conservation and heritage in planning departments. and local councillors
appears to be low. Expertise within the general public is more widely spread but is often concentrated in the
older sectors. There is still a greater need for training and skills development. Most heritage railways have
training programmes although these are often informal and driven by the needs of the particular railway.
Several railways have taken on apprentices in an eVort to pass on special skills to a younger generation
however there is still a danger that specific skills may be lost—eg boiler work. HRA is working towards more
consistent training standards but there is still a considerable way to go and problems to be solved,
particularly where railways are operated either entirely or mainly by volunteers.

12 January 2006
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Annex

FEDECRAIL

THE RIGA CHARTER

Adopted by unanimous vote of FEDECRAIL members at their Annual Meeting held at Anse near Lyon
on 16 April 2005 having been first proposed in Riga, capital of Latvia.

Introduction

This charter has been created to guide decisions that will result in Heritage Railways being able to be
enjoyed by future generations.

Heritage Railways have been very successful in rescuing, restoring, preserving and operating historic
equipment.

We hope that this charter will help everyone involved to see opportunities for making wise decisions.

It has been created to accompany the several other charters relating to Heritage Conservation.

Purpose

The Riga Charter is a statement of principles which guide the conservation, restoration, maintenance and
repair and use of historic railway equipment, which is being operated. It is hoped that this will help our
members make wise decisions.

Definitions

Heritage Railways referred to in this Charter, may also include historic or preserved railways, museum
railways and tramways, working railway and tram museums and tourist railways, and may extend to
heritage trains operating on the national network and other railways.

Railway Equipment referred to in this Charter may include buildings or infrastructure which form part
of the railway ensemble.

Preservation is the process of keeping an object safe from harm and decomposition, by maintaining it
properly so that its condition, quality and memory is retained.

Conservation is the process of stabilising the condition of an object without compromising the historical
or material evidence in any way.

Restoration is the process of repairing or replacing missing parts in an attempt to regain an earlier state
of the object. The restoration may increase the strength of the object before work started, and may generally
go further than conservation. It should neither be invisible or glaringly obvious.

Repair is the process of adjustment or replacement of the components. The specified standard of
mechanical condition is achieved irrespective of the historic integrity of parts that may be altered or
discarded.

Article 1

Scientific and technical skills, together with the facilities needed to preserve and operate historic railway
equipment, within a culture of safety, should be used to safeguard railway heritage.

Article 2

The aim of preserving and restoring historic railway items and associated working practices is to
safeguard them, whether they are significant technological artefacts, evidence for transport history or a
means of perpetuating traditional skills.

Article 3

Maintenance of all aspects of their equipment, and operation on a regular basis is essential for the survival
of heritage railways. Operating historic and valuable railway equipment with traditional operating
procedures, and presenting it to the public, is an important means of interpreting that material.
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Article 4

Identifying socially useful purposes for historic railway items will help facilitate their preservation, but
such use should involve the minimum change necessary, and such changes should be fully reversible.

Article 5

A heritage railway should reflect not only the importance of its own role as a transport system, but also
when appropriate, its own historic origins and its impact on the community.

Article 6

The process of restoration is a highly specialised operation. Its aim is to preserve and reveal the aesthetic,
functional and historic value of traditional railway equipment. It should be based on respect and an
understanding wherever possible of the original designs and specifications.

Article 7

The original or historically correct materials and techniques should be used in the conservation of historic
railway items, unless they can no longer be adopted for reasons of safety, legislation or availability. In such
cases appropriate contemporary substitutes for such materials or techniques should be used.

Article 8

The restoration of a piece of historic railway equipment does not require that it must be restored to its
original as built state. Some equipment acquires its historic importance later on in its working life.
Restoration to any period should be executed only after thorough consideration of historic records, and
available documentation covering the chosen period, after which a restoration plan should be written and
adopted. Material that is replaced with new should be readily identified as such with a simple permanent
marking system.

Article 9

Added mandatory safety equipment should if possible blend harmoniously with the conserved or restored
item but the fact that it is an addition or alteration to the original make-up of the item should be clearly
indicated.

Article 10

Any other necessary later modifications to the item that are introduced for whatever reason should be as
sympathetic as possible to the make-up and appearance of the original item. Ideally any such modification
should be reversible and any significant original parts removed should be retained for possible future re-use.

Article 11

Every stage in the conservation or restoration work on an historic railway item should be systematically
planned and recorded. The resultant record of these processes retained for a minimum of the life of the item.

Article 12

All bodies involved in the repair, restoration, maintenance, conservation and operation of heritage
railways and railway equipment, must make proper arrangements for the conservation of their records
and archives.

Memorandum submitted by the Historic Chapels Trust

The Historic Chapels Trust was formed in 1993 to take into ownership redundant chapels of outstanding
quality in England ie of grade I or II* quality, and to preserve, repair and maintain them for public benefit
and for posterity. HCT’s remit embraces mainly Nonconformist chapels and RC churches but also extends
to synagogues and buildings of other faiths with the exception of former parish churches which are eligible
for vesting in the Churches Conservation Trust.

HCT so far has 17 chapels in its ownership. These are listed in our Appendix with notes on the benefits
of our acquisition, repair, regeneration and access programmes. All chapels are open to the public at any
reasonable time. HCT has a good record of introducing disabled access to its buildings.
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Ten of HCT’s chapels have been repaired and fully regenerated. Schemes are in preparation for all the
others. HCT is considering additional acquisitions provided the buildings meet our criteria of being of
outstanding quality and genuinely redundant for regular worship.

From the outset, HCT always felt strongly that chapels should continue to be used for a range of suitable
community activities such as concerts, exhibitions, conferences, lectures etc and other events compatible
with their conservation, as well as for occasional services of worship which are important for promoting
understanding of their history. This policy preceded the inception of the Heritage Lottery Fund and many
current government initiatives encouraging the reuse and regeneration of redundant historic buildings. HCT
has been a pioneer in this field.

HCT has always been willing to take on “diYcult” and “problem” buildings including semi-derelict but
important chapels at risk, such as Salem Chapel, Devon, and the Dissenters’ Chapel in Kensal Green
Cemetery, London.

HCT has tackled chapels in remote rural locations and chapels oV the beaten track eg Biddlestone RC
Chapel in Northumberland National Park, Farfield Friends Meeting House, West Yorkshire and Penrose
Methodist Chapel in Cornwall.

HCT has acquired several very large chapels including Bethesda Methodist Chapel in Stoke on Trent
which was featured in the BBC 2 Restoration series, Todmorden Unitarian Church in West Yorkshire—the
size of a cathedral with a lodge and two extensive burial grounds, Umberslade Baptist Church in
Warwickshire and the Votive Shrine of Our Lady of Lourdes in Blackpool.

HCT owns several chapels in rundown/reviving urban areas such as St George’s German Lutheran
Church in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets and Wallasey Memorial Unitarian Church on
Merseyside. Many of its chapels have precious but inflexible interiors which need to be kept intact because
that is the primary reason for retaining the building. This has not deterred us in our determination to
regenerate these buildings.

Whenever HCT acquires a chapel, it calls a public meeting, open to all, to discuss plans for the building
and to form a local group of volunteers who will be able to organise suitable events and occasional services
of worship. These arrangements have worked extremely well. Our very successful committee for Walpole
Old Chapel, in rural north SuVolk, celebrates its 10th Anniversary this year as will our committee for
Todmorden Unitarian Church.

In addition, HCT hires out its buildings on a one oV basis for private receptions, commercial book
launches, AGM’s etc but also has a number of tenancy/leasehold arrangements for the more permanent use
of some chapels and their ancillary accommodation. As examples, the church hall at Wallasey Memorial
Unitarian Church is occupied by Wallasey School of Ballet and the Friends of Kensal Green Cemetery use
the Dissenters’ Chapel and its adjacent exhibition space for a range of activities.

HCT’s repair and conservation programmes are all-embracing and include ancillary buildings, burial
grounds, planting, monuments and all chapel contents. Into this latter category fall memorials, organs,
paintings, embroideries, clocks and other precious items. All are repaired where this is necessary to the
highest modern conservation standards, as of course are the chapels and churches themselves.

Wherever it is possible and appropriate to extend the public enjoyment and use of our chapels, we install
modern heating and lighting systems along with kitchens and lavatories. HCT’s activities were reviewed very
satisfactorily by English Heritage in 2002.

When HCT was formed its funding was expected to be similar to that of the Churches Conservation Trust
which receives 70% funding from DCMS, 30% from the Church of England and appeals for donations in
addition.

Right from the start however, HCT’s funding arrangements were very diVerent. In broad terms, over 13
years, HCT has raised one third of its funding from English Heritage, one third from the Heritage Lottery
Fund (since its foundation) and has raised one third itself—a total of £4.5 m. HCT has been in receipt of
fourteen Heritage Lottery grants.

HCT has no funds of its own and raises its share of finance from grant giving trusts, private individuals,
regular subscribers, local authorities, the Landfill Site Tax Credit Scheme, the Listed Places of Worship
Grant Scheme and regeneration bodies such as City Challenge. HCT has to fund acquisition costs, insurance
premiums, security costs and maintenance costs in addition to repairs, upgrading and its oYce overheads.

HCT feels it has made a praiseworthy eVort in tackling the problem of redundant chapels of the highest
quality at reasonable cost while employing a tiny staV. It has enabled large numbers of people—beyond the
reach of any denomination—to enjoy its chapels by attending events or simply by paying visits. HCT has
preserved the historic architecture and character of all its chapels without removing historic features and
without resorting to heavy going “conversion” schemes. Over 13 years HCT has won 10 architectural
awards for its buildings including a Europa Nostra Award for the Dissenters’ Chapel in 1997.

All in all HCT has paid its way and its chapels, once put into a good state of repair, usually generate
suYcient money from events and donations to pay for basic future maintenance plus some “improvements”.
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HCT has developed good relations with all its funding organisations over the years and occasionally
received unsolicited oVers of help. Without the funds we receive from English Heritage and the Heritage
Lottery Fund, it would not be possible to operate with the speed or on the scale we now can or plan with
any confidence about the future. Therefore we are anxious that both bodies flourish.

Without HCT’s intervention, it is clear that many historic chapels of great significance would have
suVered demolition, inappropriate conversion, drastic alteration or the removal of important fittings and
fixtures. HCT has worked hard to reverse this trend in the wake of shocking losses of buildings of great
architectural and historic significance which occurred up until the early 1990’s. HCT has found widespread
support for its activities, from national bodies and at the grassroots. In addition, on many occasions it has
acted as a catalyst for other organisations to retain and regenerate redundant chapels in a sympathetic
manner. Several trusts have been formed on the model of HCT including those in Scotland and Wales.

It is against this background that HCT oVers its comments to the Select Committee on the Heritage. We
would be happy to give oral evidence if that would assist the committee and will welcome committee
members either as a group or individually to visit some of our chapels. St George’s near Liverpool Street
station and the Dissenters’ Chapel close to Kensal Green tube station would be convenient in London.
Please contact us if we can help in this way.

Priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

— HCT is generally supportive of the conclusions of the Heritage Protection Review (subject to its
previous submissions to DCMS etc.)

— HCT requests that adequate funding be made available to English Heritage and the Heritage
Lottery Fund for the repair of Heritage which has been identified as being “at risk”’, without
imposing unduly onerous obligations to meet other criteria in detail before funds can be agreed.
Such obligations can cause delay and add to cost and can be left to later stages. It is doubtful
whether the repair of the Dissenters’ Chapel in Kensal Green Cemetery would ever have met
current criteria for repair and upgrading schemes but its revival has been a resounding success,
beyond anyone’s wildest dreams.

— The current percentage funding of Lottery income allocated to the Heritage Lottery Fund should
be retained. As many recent surveys show, heritage is a popular cause among all groups and the
need for and demand for funding remains strong, especially for churches and chapels and other
places of worship.

— Cooperation across Government departments should be built-in to all policies aVecting the
historic environment. Assessing the eVect on the Heritage of new programmes must be a key
element. There has to be proper recognition of the role that “heritage” initiatives can play in many
Government schemes.

— HCT supports the proposed revision of the listing and scheduling procedures for historic
buildings. This will be welcomed provided the process does not become bureaucratic and that the
suggested lengthy “statements of significance” do not become counterproductive and expensive in
staV time. The issue of the underlisting and undergrading of historic chapels must become a
priority for review and “group value” in chapels should be adequately recognised. The best of the
present-day protections must not be lost in the redrafting exercise and the proposed simplification
of procedures. HCT will welcome worthwhile suggestions for the rationalisation of piecemeal
elements in the current system.

— There should be an increased level of protection for buildings in conservation areas where historic
chapels and churches are often located. HCT seeks clarification of the wording in various Acts and
associated guidance which appears to promote redevelopment, as opposed to conservation, and
results in the steady erosion of features that contribute to the character of many conservation
areas.

— Local authorities should be encouraged to make far greater use of Urgent Works Notices, Repairs
Notices etc (although HCT appreciates these are rarely used in connection with religious
organisations that own places of worship).

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS

— HCT is pleased to note that a number of DCMS staV now specifically cover aspects of the heritage
and are familiarising themselves with the issues. The recent DCMS lunch with Minister David
Lammy on the Ecclesiastical Heritage was a welcome initiative and provided the opportunity for
a genuine airing of views.

— HCT would like heritage issues to be aired frequently in this way and for the DCMS to give
heritage a higher profile for its own sake without heritage policy been seen as an adjunct to other
government initiatives.
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— HCT is concerned that Heritage seems to be subject to constant investigation at oYcial level, as
it there was “something wrong with it”. The flow of consultation documents and initiatives has
been very marked over the last few years. We feel that Heritage should been seen as part and parcel
of oYcial aims in the field of education, urban and rural regeneration, employment, tourism etc.
Often this is not reflected in the general government stance. The profile of heritage reflected in
current oYcial funding levels is low.

The remit and eVectiveness of English Heritage

— English Heritage is currently hampered by the decline in its year on year grant in aid from
government, both in terms of its own self-confidence and capacity and the loss of its professional
staV. Although HCT has been fortunate in raising substantial sums outside English Heritage, its
has no doubt that English Heritage’s core funding of HCT has helped to build HCT as a credible
organisation in the eyes of others.

— It is arguable that government support for “building capacity” among voluntary groups and
others is being nullified by serious reductions in English Heritage’s grant and technical support.
Moreover English Heritage grants and other assistance can benefit all types of owners, not just the
voluntary, non-profit or charitable bodies with which the Heritage Lottery Fund is involved.

— English Heritage was instituted as a pro-active, research orientated, policy-making organisation.
It can be enterprising and experimental but in recent years it appears to have been more and more
forced to lose its independence and to follow established government credos. It should be allowed
greater independence once again. Government should step back and stop trying to shoehorn
English Heritage into other agendas.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

— There has been an underlying assumption in government policy over several decades, to a greater
or lesser degree, that the road to progress and prosperity lies in redevelopment, not in the retention,
repair and regeneration of worthwhile historic structures. Yet there is no real evidence that
redevelopment is automatically more economically advantageous or socially desirable. Often
redevelopment is costly in financial terms, disruptive overall, and a cause of blight—often years
of blight—and controversy. Repair and regeneration is usually possible if its protagonists are given
a chance. Often commercial developers display a woeful poverty of imagination in identifying new
uses for historic buildings and lack the right skills and knowledge, although they have the means
to acquire them and advice (often free) is readily available. The government through its agencies,
especially regional development authorities, should promote the value of heritage and heritage-
orientated development more strenuously and be seen to lose its current love aVair with, for
example, “tall buildings” for the sake of them. Ill considered commercial and other types of
development have often caused redundancies and disuse among historic churches and chapels
which HCT is attempting to remedy.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural aspect in the community

— HCT’s chapels are open to the public at reasonable times on application to its local keyholders.
Experimentally, two chapels are left unlocked and open. This experiment is proving successful,
subject to frequent spot checks. Our burial grounds are open to visitors at all times and can
provide, along with the chapels themselves, an educational tool for all age groups and people of
all backgrounds. Our chapels are situated in rural and urban locations including poor inner city
areas. HCT has always found that its eVorts have been welcomed locally and we have had little
diYculty in identifying volunteers, keyholders and others to watch over our chapels and to
contribute to their regeneration.

— By providing visitor access, histories and guides to our chapels and suitable events, HCT feels it
is oVering to local communities a good return on the tax payers’ money received from English
Heritage and players money received through the HLF. Once our projects are complete, we have
never received any criticism—except that it all takes so long! By way of example, hundreds of
people pass through the Dissenters’ Chapel in Kensal Green Cemetery every year and the recent
carol concert at Walpole Old Chapel in SuVolk attracted 180 people—the maximum the chapel
will hold. HCT can oVer many examples of this type of popularity.

Funding for English Heritage

— HCT is deeply concerned about the continuing reduction in government funding for English
Heritage. This is drastically reducing English Heritage’s capacity for grant making across all
buildings etc. in its remit. In turn this increases pressure on HLF resources. HCT is constantly
shocked by the appalling condition of some of the highly graded historic chapels, which it takes
into ownership. Our experience underlines the need for adequate funding for English Heritage in
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addition to the welcome introduction of the Listed Places of Worship Grant Scheme from which
HCT benefits. Even medium-size chapels frequently require half to three quarters of a million
pounds to be spent on them. It is an arduous lengthy enterprise to garner the funds during which
time chapels deteriorate and repair costs rise. English Heritage’s pump priming money is
absolutely vital in this exercise.

The 2012 Olympics in London

— There is a general concern, shared by all heritage bodies, that the high spending required to mount
the Olympic Games to be met out of the budget of the very small DCMS, will have a detrimental
eVect on the general level of funding available to the heritage. This cannot be allowed to happen.
It should be remembered that many people who visit the Olympic Games will also be travelling
around the country to view its historic places. It is absolutely vital that a sensible amount of money
is made available to English Heritage and continues to be available to the Heritage Lottery Fund
to repair and upgrade the historic physical assets of the country in all their multiplicity. A glance
at the “buildings at risk” list, produced by English Heritage, indicates the scale of the problem but
there is a general concern about under-repair and lack of maintenance. Much of this cannot be
met by owners because of the high costs of looking after an historic structure.

The Heritage Lottery Fund

— There is an equal anxiety that proposals about the future of the Heritage Lottery Fund may result
in a reduction of resources available to HLF to disperse. HCT deplores this as the need for funding
is well demonstrated and the cause is popular. Moreover HLF is under pressure from applicants
who would formerly have received a higher percentage of grant aid from English Heritage. HCT
is responding in detail to HLF’s current consultation exercise.

— On the specific issue of balances, it should be emphasised that historic projects take an inordinate
length of time to mature and for funding to be drawn down. It is not easy for purely voluntary
bodies, with which HLF deals exclusively, to identify match funding and assemble professional
packages quickly. Even a professional body such as HCT took several years to use up the initial
grant oVered for Todmorden Unitarian Church, but we completed the work in the end. If HCT’s
balance had been redirected elsewhere, then the building would still be unusable!

The roles and responsibilities of English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund

— HCT is broadly happy with the statutory roles and responsibilities of English Heritage and the
Heritage Lottery Fund, although it feels that English Heritage would benefit from less direction
by government and more freedom to address issues as it sees fit. English Heritage could at the same
time improve its public profile and examine its reputation for being “diYcult” and pedantic. HLF
might examine its record in supporting what many people consider to be tangential, questionable
projects in its eVorts to reach the grassroots. It can be overbureaucratic in its procedures and
sometimes takes its eye oV its main reason for supporting heritage projects.

The roles and responsibilities of local authorities

— Local authorities play a central role in dealing with applications for works and grants to grade II
buildings and over the designation and regulation of works within conservation areas.
Regrettably, much of this work is demonstrably underfunded and conservation work does not
enjoy a suYciently high status in some places. Many local authorities achieve good levels of care
but others are weak and vacillating. Several recent reports have examined this problem in detail
including —Conservation Provision in England produced by Oxford Brookes University.

The roles and responsibilities of charities

— Many charities undertake extensive good work in various aspects of the heritage and it would be
helpful if further reliefs could be oVered by the government to charitable giving in general. HCT
is dependent for 1/3 of its funding from the private, voluntary sector. Specifically it would help
owners of churches and chapels if the Listed Places of Worship Scheme could be extended to
churchyards and that the scheme could be extended in perpetuity, perhaps extended to other types
of listed buildings or owners. There is a current campaign in Europe to bring this into eVect.
Heritage Link and Europa Nostra are co-ordinating these eVorts. The vexed question of VAT
imposed on all charities should be the subject of a government review. Consideration should be
given to a system of “flat VAT” equalising the burden on repairs and new build/alterations.
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— HCT, along with a few other organisations, benefits from a provision in the Charities Act which
allows it to acquire its chapels “for less than full consideration”. We have found this provision to
be very helpful as denominations are often willing to oVer their buildings to an organisation such
as HCT whereas in other cases, they might have to market a property openly and sell to less
attractive new owners. Perhaps this provision could be extended more widely?

The inadequate supply of professionals

— As a body which actively repairs historic buildings it is quite obvious that there is inadequate
supply of all professionals with conservation skills ranging from conservation architects to
monument restorers, heating engineers and needlework experts. This means that many jobs have
to wait and that costs increase over time. It is often very diYcult to budget when work will take
place over an enormous period. At the same time it is clear that many young people would like to
come into the field but opportunities to train seem to be limited and expensive. The field also suVers
from relatively low levels of pay. Conservation expertise can be spread by conferences, seminars
and courses. More of these should be aimed at property developers and others. Nevertheless, some
aspects of building conservation are very technical and need intensive study and know-how.

— It will be essential to train many new conservation oYcers to implement the new Heritage
Protection procedures.

Annex

HCT CHAPELS

Bethesda Methodist Church, Stoke-on-Trent (grade II*)

Huge 19th-century chapel in gross disrepair with famous oval tiered gallery. Located in Cultural Quarter
to be regenerated along lines set out in HCT’s Audience Development Plan and Business Plan. Commences
February 2006 featured in BBC 2 Restoration programme. £2.5 million scheme.

Biddlestone RC Chapel, Northumberland (grade II*)

Remote chapel in Northumberland National Park, formerly attached to long demolished Biddlestone
Hall and sited over pele tower. Regenerated for range of activities including pre and post Reformation
services of worship, concerts, outdoor barbecues; hosts Duke of Edinburgh Award students. Popular with
walkers, visitors. Portable lighting and heating.

Coanwood Friends Meetinghouse, Northumberland (grade II*)

Remote 18th-century chapel in Moorland, south of Hadrian’s Wall. Left open. Popular with walkers.
Activities on Heritage Open Days. Portable lighting. Small scale repairs completed.

Cote Baptist Chapel, Oxfordshire (grade II*)

Example of rural regeneration of 18th-century chapels. Upgraded for concerts, conferences, AGM’s,
weddings etc. Kitchens with servery, heating, new electrics. Outbuilding for separate hire. £250,000 scheme.

Dissenters’ Chapel, Kensal Green Cemetery, London (grade II*)

Formerly derelict early 19th-century chapel now repaired and regenerated. Used week in week out for
exhibitions, conferences, AGM’s, meetings, lectures, play readings etc. Hired frequently. Tenancy
agreement with lively Friends of Kensal Green Cemetery. New exhibition gallery. £0.5 million! scheme
including City Challenge grant.

Farfield Friends Meetinghouse, West Yorkshire (grade II*)

Intact 17th-century meetinghouse. Unsuitable for modern services. HCT introduced water supply only.
Left open for visitors along Dalesway, which HCT re-routed to cross least land adjoining Farfield burial
ground. Lively Open Days.

Longworth RC Chapel, Bartestree, Herefordshire (grade II*)

Repair programme in preparation for vandalised medieval chapel, relocated to adjoin former convent in
19th-century. To be linked to events connected with nearby hospice and new residence in convent buildings.



3298812060 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 180 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Penrose Methodist Chapel, Cornwall (grade II*)

Tiny rural 19th-century chapel regenerated for use in village which lacks community space. Modern
electrics, heating, introduced. £55,000 scheme.

Shrine of Our Lady of Lourdes, Blackpool (grade II*)

Former convent chapel of 1957 designed by distinguished architect, F X Velarde, to be repaired and
upgraded for concerts and other community activities. Scheme agreed, fundraising for £650,000, to include
improvements to landscape setting.

St Benet’s RC Chapel & Presbytery, Netherton, Merseyside (grade II*)

Early post-Reformation Catholic chapel of 1793. All repaired externally. Presbytery repaired internally
to form new residential accommodation. Interior of chapel to be repaired in 2006. Community uses,
weddings etc in prospect. £150,000 spent to date.

St George’s German Lutheran Church, Tower Hamlets, London (grade II*)

£900,000 repair and upgrading programme to church of 1762. HCT oYce is now in vestry. Huge range of
concerts, AGMs. Commemorative services, lectures and visits held including Centenary of birth of Dietrich
BonhoeVer in February 2006. Re-opened by HRH Duke of Gloucester in 2004.

Salem Chapel, East Budleigh, Devon (grade II*)

Chapel of 1719 rescued from brink of dereliction, together with former schoolroom for community
activities in both buildings. New services introduced. Facilities much needed in this big village. £560,000
scheme.

Todmorden Unitarian Church, West Yorkshire (grade I)

Cathedral-size church by John Gibson, architect. Church, listed lodge, large wooded burial ground and
additional burial ground repaired and regenerated over 10 years. New uses based on Audience Development
Plan. Retrieval of designed landscape achieved through Landscape Plan. £750,000 spent thus far. Lodge
houses caretaker.

Umberslade Baptist Church, Warwickshire, (grade II*)

Repair and upgrading scheme for large 19th-century estate chapel on fringe of Birmingham but “oV

beaten track” and hidden in wooded burial ground. Should commence Spring 2006. Outbuilding let to local
voluntary body. £

Wainsgate Baptist Cburch, West Yorkshire (grade II*)

Large mid-19th ıcentury complex of chapel and ancillary buildings plus extensive burial ground.
Feasibility Study commissioned to identify partners to use accommodation. Keen potential users already
in view. Outbuilding let as garage. Locality lacks community space. Chapel suitable for concerts etc.

Wallasey Memorial Unitarian Church, Merseyside, (grade II*)

Arts and Crafts “gem”, repaired and regenerated with new facilities in less-well-oV neighbourhood.
Integral hall tenanted by ballet school. Disabled lift. £

Walpole Old Chapel, SuVolk (grade II*)

17th-century chapel, intact with galleries. Repaired and upgraded with new facilities block. Regenerated
over 10 years in sparsely populated rural north SuVolk. Hirings to outside bodies. Planning to reinstate
historic paint scheme, 2006. £

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Historic Churches Preservation Trust

The Historic Churches Preservation Trust (HCPT) is the country’s leading non-denominational charity
providing funding for repairs to places of worship. Our comments on the various issues listed in the briefing
note are:

— Places of worship represent 45% of Grade I and 29% of Grade II* listed buildings. They are
clearly the single most important priority, as a class of building, for the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper.



3298812061 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 181

Under current trends in patterns of worship, Churches are finding it increasingly diYcult to
manage and fund their buildings. Furthermore, the primary role of Churches is that of mission,
not the upkeep of historic building.
It is urgent, therefore, that new ways be found to supplement the managing and funding these
buildings.

— The DCMS and English Heritage are currently ill equipped. They are under-resourced in both staV

and financial terms and as a result their role is essentially re-active.
A particular weakness is their lack of adequate up to date information about the 15,000 or so listed
places of worship.

— Local communities should be encouraged to take their own decisions about development of their
church buildings.
Churches are not museums. They should be allowed to evolve without excessive constraint by
funders.

— All studies show that church buildings represent important cultural assets for the entire
community. They should not be considered reserved only for those that use them for worship. The
HCPT encourages churches to kept open.

— The joint EH / HLF repair scheme distributes £25 million annually. The HLF also provide money
for places of worship that fulfil tourist or educational criteria.
£8 million of VAT on church repairs is also recovered annually under the LPOW scheme.
The HLF has, over its 10 years of existence, distributed around 10% of its giving (around £300
million) to places of worship but this proportion is declining.
Needs are unknown but may be of the order of £150 million annually.
Current funding for places of worship in Britain is substantially lower than that provided either
by the state or via taxation in other European countries. It has also been declining in real terms.
It needs to be increased substantially. Spending needs to be better allocated with greater priority
being given to essential maintenance.

— The roles of the various actors in managing historic places of worship must be made to evolve.
While many church buildings are well managed, others are not. Ways need to be found to identify
churches that need management assistance and then to provide support.
Ways also need to be found to build up a reliable national database of information about church
buildings.
English Heritage and the HLF have key roles to play here, as do non-governmental organisations
such as ourselves. However, the long-term future of these buildings also requires the commitment
of the local non-church going community and structured use of outside volunteer resources. How
these are to be obtained is not clear.

— The management of historic buildings such as churches requires technical competence. In the
Church of England this is provided by the church architect, the quinquennial and DAC review.
The principle weakness of the current system is not the shortage of professional advice; it is the
lack of resources to carry out the ensuing recommendations.
We are not in a position to judge the adequacy of supply of professional conservationists, but are
concerned by the number of projects being delayed due to lack of skilled contractors.

26 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Historic Houses Association

Overview

1. The Historic Houses Association’s (HHA) locus in this inquiry is that the 1,500 member houses, parks
and gardens in membership contribute significantly to the cultural and economic life to the nation, as
demonstrated in this submission below. Over 500 of these houses are open to the public, more than those
in the stewardship of the National Trust, English Heritage and their equivalents throughout the UK,
combined. In 2004 these houses welcomed almost 15 million visitors. If the 1999 calculation of the British
Tourist Authority that 96% of tourism spend is outside the house entrance charge itself still holds true, then
these houses are responsible for generating upwards of £1.6 billion into the local and national economy.

2. The inquiry is timely. In her essay, “Better places to live”, published in 2005, Culture, Media and Sport
Secretary Tessa Jowell began with the words:

“Britain’s historic landscape, urban and rural is recognised by those who live here and those who
visit as one of its greatest cultural assets. We should be proud of it, and we should cherish it, and
it is the duty of Government, whether in London, Edinburgh or CardiV to protect it and promote
it for every one.”
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3. And yet the future of our heritage is under threat. There is an enormous backlog of repairs, within the
sector of privately owned castles, houses and gardens, estimated in 2002 at £490 million (HHA figures based
on its own survey work) and elsewhere in the heritage sector. At the same time the grant support available
for restoration from English Heritage and its equivalents in Wales and Scotland is “flat-lined” (falling in
terms of what it can buy) and the flexibility for estates to plan their expenditure in the One Estate Election,
which was ended in 2001, has yet to be replaced. Add to that the demands that the Olympics will place on
the use of total Lottery receipts, let alone the ever present pressure on Government finances, and the
prospects for Britain’s heritage managers look depressing.

4. Ironically, this coincides with wider and better understanding of the value of our heritage, as shown
by the following findings:

— 40% of employment in tourism depends on a high quality environment, including the historic
environment; 60-70% in rural areas (National Trust 2001);

— 96% of the public believe that heritage is important to teach us about our past and 76% agree that
their lives are richer for having the opportunity to experience this country’s heritage (2002
MORI Poll).

5. There is also the intrinsic value of our heritage—in the words of one HHA member: “our built heritage
is beautiful, unique, fragile and very easily destroyed”.

6. The inquiry coincides with an important conference in January 2006 on identifying this value, both the
intrinsic value of heritage and the indirect but substantial benefits to the economy and society.

7. So this is a highly appropriate time to review whether current policies can support the conservation of
our heritage for this and future generations and what changes may be needed to enable such conservation.

8. Our submission is founded on our members’ practical experience. We believe that:

— the intrinsic value of heritage—this goes beyond its economic, educational and social benefits—
should be recognised. Much is irreplaceable, lost for ever once it is gone. This heritage comprises
not only buildings, but in the case of historic houses the landscapes that surround them and the
works of art and the furnishings that they contain—the entity. Throughout this submission, where
we refer to historic houses, we imply the inclusion of that critical entity;

— understanding of heritage supports our understanding of individual and common identity, our
place in history and our vision for the future. It is a prerequisite for a healthy modern society;

— conserving buildings and landscapes from our past helps meet not just government objectives for
culture and tourism, but also health, education, urban and rural regeneration and employment;

— public and charitable ownership of our heritage is important but the major part of our built and
natural environment is still maintained by private owners. Should current owners, many of whom
open their houses to the public, cease to be able to maintain this heritage, the risk is that properties
and their contents, under diVerent ownership, might well become less accessible to the public—
that would be an own goal for public policy;

— the public policy framework should enable owners and heritage managers to make their valuable
contribution. Policies for taxation, tourism, licensing, lottery funding, grant support, coastal
management and EU policies, including succession law, are all relevant. In all this, it is important
that heritage is adequately valued in the Treasury Green Book, which focuses on environmental
value.

9. This HHA submission responds to the specific points set out in the inquiry, but in so doing seeks to
make concrete proposals for action, to be taken by Government, its agencies, local authorities and the
private owners of heritage properties. We propose that:

(i) the budget for English Heritage (EH) grant support should be increased in the 2007 Spending
Review, to start to reverse years of real terms cuts, in time to improve the state of England’s
heritage before the expected tourist inflow in advance of the 2012 Olympics and 2012 Diamond
Jubilee; this would bring long term economic benefits (Q1, 2, 5 and 6);

(ii) there should be a new limited fiscal relief for the maintenance of historic buildings, because the
revenue for most houses is insuYcient to fund maintenance and repairs, grant support from EH
is now inadequate to fill anything more than a small part of this gap, and Heritage Lottery Fund
(HLF) support is not generally available for this purpose, in relation to the two-thirds of heritage
property that is owned and managed in the private sector (Q1 and 5).

10. We also propose that:

(iii) The Spending Review in 2007 (SR 07) should also support the DCMS’s PSA target to increase
public access to and understanding of our heritage with funding to enable EH to support ongoing
learning and access projects, with additional sponsorship funding from the private sector if
necessary (Q4). These initiatives are also needed to better involve local communities in the care of
their local heritage (Q7);
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(iv) the share of Lottery funds available to the HLF should be at least maintained, and DCMS should
monitor closely the overall revenue from lottery games available to lottery funds, in case the new
game to support the Olympics draws revenue from the existing games (Q1, 5 & 6);

(v) support is needed for the retention of conservation skills essential to the maintenance and
restoration of heritage property, through sector skills councils and the England Rural
Development Programme (ERDP) of the EU Rural Development Regulation (Q1 and 7);

(vi) conservation of traditional farm and estate buildings should also receive a share of support under
Axis II, “natural resources”, of the ERDP (Q5);

(vii) the implementation of the Heritage Protection Review should be accompanied with resources to
assure eVective local delivery (Q1);

(viii) a clearer demarcation is needed of EH’s roles, with separate ring fenced budgets for EH’s
guardianship and advisory roles (Q2);

(ix) a National Heritage Forum should be established in Government to focus discussion in and
outside government and advice to Ministers (Q2);

(x) there should be an enhanced career structure for Conservation OYcers in the public sector (mainly
local authorities), involving sub-regional teams and mentoring from the better resourced bodies,
including national park authorities to oYcers elsewhere (Q7);

(xi) planning policy should encourage development to embrace and support successful heritage
conservation. Enabling development should, in principle, be facilitated (Q3);

(xii) charitable organisations, museums and galleries and the private sector should co-operate more
closely, including at the regional and local level, to enable the best use of conservation skills and
specialist knowledge and to better project the value and accessibility of the historic environment
to the public (Q6).

Q.1. What the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

11. The White Paper should be founded on the principle that the maintenance and understanding of
heritage is a prerequisite for a healthy and modern society and economy. The continued ownership and
conservation of heritage in the private sector, in trust for the future, should be recognised as the most cost
eVective option for the delivering heritage benefits to the public as a whole. Heritage should be embraced
as a means to fulfil a number of Government objectives, on health, education, urban and rural regeneration
and employment as well as culture and tourism.

12. The specific priorities should be:

A. formulation and implementation of policies for the tax treatment of heritage assets, funding
support, planning, tourism and regeneration that enable heritage owners and managers to
maximise the benefits from these assets. These policies are covered in the response to Question 5
below;

B. policies to ensure that maintenance of heritage is accorded priority so as to complement the 2012
Olympics and the 2012 Diamond Jubilee, in order to maximise the benefits of potential tourism in
the UK as a whole as well as in London. More generally, heritage is a key contributor to tourism
revenue and should be recognised as such.

The Olympics and the Diamond Jubilee in 2012 are an excellent opportunity to attract many more
visitors to the UK, not just London, in the years leading up to and following 2012 as the profile
of the UK and London is further raised. For these visits to be successful and to lead to a sustained
upsurge in tourism post 2012 England’s heritage must be seen to be in a good state of conservation
and maintenance. Otherwise the showcase of these flagship events could be counterproductive.
The need for decisions and action on Stonehenge provides a vivid example. Positive cooperation
between VisitBritain, Visit Scotland and regional tourism authorities in the promotion of Britain
will also be essential.

C. Support for skills, both via domestic policies, including sector skills councils and the EU Rural
Development Regulation—also covered in Question 7 below.

Long term conservation cannot happen unless the necessary skills are retained. The danger is that
heritage skills will be given insuYcient priority.

D. A programme of implementation of the Heritage Protection Review.

This should include implementation of the recommendations from the June 2004 “The Way
Forward” document, in particular on combining the designation lists, the introduction of
statements of significance and of an appeals mechanism in relation to new designations. The
biggest obstacle to success for the Review will be the lack of resources to train and employ
Conservation OYcers capable of working constructively with owners. Providing suYcient
resources and enhancing the career structure of Conservation OYcers is therefore a priority—this
is covered in greater detail in response to Question 7 below.
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Q.2 The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage, and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

DCMS

13. The sector needs a strong Government champion to promote the enormous public value of our
cultural heritage across Government and outside and support the growth of the sector. DCMS should be
that champion and should put heritage at the heart of its cultural policy.

14. The historic environment must be seen as a positive force for change. Its central role in economic and
social regeneration, liveability, local quality of life and community cohesion needs to be recognised and
supported.

15. HHA supports Heritage Link’s (representing 80 heritage groups from national organisations to
small, specialised groups) call on government, through its “Statement of Concern”, to:

— publish a policy statement putting heritage centre stage in the development of cultural policy in
the Department for Culture, Media and Sport;

— introduce “heritage proofing” in policy development and decisions over land use planning, new
development, regeneration, and transport infrastructure, and require the Ministers in each
Department to report annually on progress.

16. DCMS has a small budget and profile and should present the heritage case within and outside
Whitehall with vigour and understanding. The focus on sport and media within DCMS has diverted
attention away from heritage. DCMS should raise the profile of heritage and its contribution to national
life across Government. SR 07 will be a test of DCMS eVectiveness. It will be necessary for DCMS to present
a clear strategy for delivery, including support for strengthening the sector’s capacity and building a strong
heritage case in advance of decisions relating to the SR.

17. The HHA believes that there is a compelling case for a National Heritage Forum chaired the
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, the purpose of which would be to provide a focus for
discussion and the provision of policy advice to Ministers on all aspects of the historic environment.

18. DCMS alone cannot be the sole mouthpiece for heritage in Government. ODPM and DEFRA—as
well as the DTI, DfES, DWP, HMT and HMRC—all have a strong stake in heritage as indeed do the GoRs,
RDAs and local authorities. The inclusion of heritage within the brief of Green Ministers is a positive step
but needs to result in positive action. The historic environment should be recognised as an integral and
essential component of sustainable development, weighed critically in planning for a sustainable future and
used creatively as a social and economic driver. Robust cross-governmental support is needed for those
responsible for the stewardship of the historic environment, through advice, targeted grant aid and fiscal
incentives.

English Heritage

19. English Heritage has an essential role to play as independent statutory adviser, national heritage
champion and funder. It needs to be properly resourced to do this.

20. English Heritage needs to be reinvigorated and reinforced and given a stable and guaranteed future,
giving it a vital period of organisational stability.

21. However, there needs to be a much clearer demarcation of EH’s guardianship and advisory roles with
clear ring fenced budgets.

22. The separation of the Historic Properties function from the advisory/statutory roles within EH is
welcome. Its joint role as guardian and sector champion has the capacity to create tensions at a time of tight
budgets, and so it is critical that budgets for EH properties and wider grant support are separated, and
transparently so.

Voluntary sector

23. Although the delivery of tourism is often fragmented and heritage supported in practice by thousands
of individual owners and small organisations, such as preservation trusts, in recent years the heritage sector
has come together to share skills and expertise, promote policy on core issues and make common cause to
Government. The role of Heritage Link is extremely positive in promoting the central role of the voluntary
sector in the stewardship of the historic environment.
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Regional Development Agencies (RDAs)

24. The recognition by RDAs that the historic environment is a positive element in economic growth, but
also needs to be conserved in order to survive to fulfil this role, is patchy. Understanding of the cultural
contribution of heritage is also patchy. The role, eVectiveness and influence of the Cultural Consortia and
the Historic Environment Fora should be challenged and the experience and expertise of their members
examined and enhanced.

Q.3. Balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

25. ODPM should aim, in consultation with DCMS, Defra and EH, to develop planning policy that
encourages development to embrace successful heritage conservation. In practical terms, this will have to
involve the following approaches:

26. Planning policy should encourage development to embrace and support successful heritage
conservation. In brief:

A. There should be recognition in EH and Local Planning Authority (LPA) polices that non
residential listed buildings need an underlying economic use to secure their future. Sympathetic
conversion is a much better outcome than a descent into dereliction. The 2005 Heritage Counts
report is to be commended for its recognition of this reality, in particular in relation to the
conversion of farm buildings.

The review of the Class Consents Order for ancient monuments should also look to viable
management of land around monuments, including with the support of Stewardship, as the best
guarantor of the condition of the monuments.

B. LPAs should be guided to view heritage buildings and conservation areas as positive contributors,
wherever possible, to economic regeneration and the quality of life within their areas. This does
not mean a blanket ban on new development or modern buildings in town centres; rather a focus
on conserving good design, whatever the vintage. Also, dogmatic adherence to protection in
planning policies can lead to buildings deteriorating or falling down and LPAs should be guided
that allowing an economic use for heritage buildings is often the best way to secure their future.

C. Where there are unavoidable conflicts between development and conservation imaginative
solutions will be needed. A comprehensive resolution of the conservation and access problems for
Stonehenge may look expensive now, but stands to produce a legacy that will bring benefit in
the future.

D. World Heritage designations, when used as a positive brand and when backed with financial
resources, can assist in the enhancement of heritage, the visitor experience and the local economy.
The financial commitments entailed in interpretation, access management and maintenance must
be met with funding to go with the designation. At the same time any new constraints imposed on
owners must be in proportion to the distinctiveness of the site and be practical to follow.

E. Enabling development. LPAs should start with a presumption of looking favourably, within the
existing terms of Local Development Framework planning policy, on applications for
development that serve to financially support the conservation of heritage assets.

Q.4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

27. Managers and stewards of the historic environment need help and support to look after it for future
generations in order to continue to help realise its potential and unlock the full promise of historic assets.

28. HHA seeks a redefinition and broadening of the public’s understanding of heritage and its
contribution to everyday life, the economy, quality of life and our happiness. There is a growing recognition
of the untapped potential of the historic and natural environment as an economic, educational, community
and social resource and the contribution is makes to identity. A high quality historic environment is vital
in terms of its huge contribution to the economy and quality of life, creating jobs, stimulating urban and
rural regeneration, supporting education and lifelong learning and helping rural businesses. Visiting, living,
working and enjoying our most beautiful places enriches people’s lives and provides spiritual replenishment.
Our heritage may also underpin the sense of place and identity for those who live close to it—those who
raised £1.5 million for the restoration of a church in a Northumberland village demonstrated this particular
value of heritage, one which can now be enjoyed by the villagers’ successors in future.

29. The National Trust’s Valuing our Environment research (2001) demonstrated the economic
importance of the natural and historic environment, showing that some 40% of employment in tourism
depends directly on a high quality environment—including beautiful houses and their estates. This figure
rises to between 60% and 70% in a rural context.

30. There is a burgeoning public interest in history and heritage—recent MORI polls have found that
96% think heritage is important to teach us about our past and 76% agree their lives are richer for having
the opportunity to experience this country’s heritage. In the last decade there has been a growing interest in
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local distinctiveness and local history in particular, and take up of the HLF/Countryside Agency Local
Heritage Initiative and high viewing figures for TV history programmes suggest that this is both a local and
a national phenomenon.

31. However, it is vital that heritage policy makers and practitioners take the long view and recognise the
intrinsic importance of heritage—its existence value.

32. There is some recognition within Government of the inherent value of heritage and within her essay,
“Better Places to Life: Government, Identity and the Value of the Historic and Built Environment 2005”,
Culture Secretary Tessa Jowell articulates the value of heritage in terms other than economic, education and
social policy benefits.

33. There is a need for an access champion for the sector which is funded and supported to act across
the sector.

34. The DCMS’s current PSA target to reach out to new audiences for the historic environment is
demanding and the sector cannot be achieved without support, including the provision of advice to heritage
managers, education authorities and communities. At present, there is no ongoing support—everything is
done on a project basis, which means initiatives can flare and die and opportunities are not maximised. The
PSA target has come without any additional funding to achieve it; this is placing intolerable burdens on
those charged to deliver it. The failure of Heritage Link’s recent outreach bid to the Treasury’s Invest to
Save bid was highly revealing in that the project was not seen as “additional” and yet there is no other
support available to deliver it. A service is needed which is similar to those which the MLA provides for
museums, libraries and archives in developing capacity within the sector and promoting innovation and
change.

35. Guaranteed funding is needed for skilled interlocutors, such as that provided by the Black
Environment Network.

36. The development of new and creative connections between people and places, connections which can
be grown and sustained, needs to undertaken carefully, thoughtfully and sensitively. If attempted hurriedly
or carelessly with insuYcient understanding, opportunities can be lost for ever and communitites turned
away.

37. Essentially, the asset on which all of this is dependent must be protected, conserved and sustained.

38. Heritage mangers are struggling to achieve the objectives of providing access and a learning resource,
as well as contributing to regeneration and economic growth, when set against the need for essential
maintenance of the asset itself. At one major house in Lincolnshire, for example, the owners have spent
£900,000 out of income generated by the estate, on maintenance and conservation of the house and its
surroundings over 30 years. Without that work, a recent learning and access project, supported by the
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), would not have been possible. Current work to measure the public value
generated by our heritage needs to be coupled with wider understanding of the need for eVective
stewardship, protection and the support to do this.

Q.5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums
and galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and
forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes;

39. No assessment of the adequacy of funding from English Heritage or other sources is complete without
an assessment of the capacity of private owners, who manage the majority of heritage assets, to fund
conservation themselves. This inevitably brings in the issue of the taxation regime as it aVects conservation
of privately owned heritage. This submission makes recommendations on EH grant provision, on fiscal relief
for maintenance of historic properties and comments on other taxation matters, including the Conditional
Exemption arrangements (ie in relation to Inheritance Tax) and VAT.

40. If the Government is serious about heritage and its contribution to a modern, outward looking
economy, then it should begin a programme of reversing the real terms decrease in EH grant support in the
SR 07. We also propose that the 2007 Budget should be used to introduce a limited fiscal relief for the
maintenance of historic buildings, not only to enable owners to fund conservation work, but also to bring
more of our heritage into public accessibility.

41. English Heritage’s budget for all restoration work is broadly on the same level as that available to
that of the MLA. However, a significant part of EH’s budget is committed to a relatively small number of
major, national projects, leaving individual regions small sums—some less than £1m—for all the grant
funding in the region.

42. In recent years this EH budget has been declining in real terms, even though the costs of conservation,
which include a relatively high labour and skills content, have been rising. According to EH figures, in real
terms, its grant in aid over the five years has fallen by a total of almost £10 million. Over the three years
2005–06 to 2007–08 EH calculates that a further £14 million shortfall will have accumulated.

43. Alongside a reversal of this decrease in EH grant support, a limited Historic Property Maintenance
Relief would enable owners to fund more conservation work themselves.



3298812062 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 187

44. The relief would enable owners of historic properties to oVset income against the costs of
maintenance, with a ceiling on the amount of relief claimed and subject to the provision of agreed public
access. Larger, more diversified houses, which were capable of securing treatment under Schedule D, Case
1, would not be eligible for this relief.

45. There are two main reasons why such a relief should be supported. The first is that public policy to
conserve the built heritage would become more eVective, because the cost-eVectiveness of private ownership
would be more directly enlisted than through complete reliance on a grants-based approach. Owners would
be able to carry out conservation work on a timetable and scale that matched their circumstances. By
undertaking work over a sustained period, the “stitch in time” approach, and by shopping around for skills
at reasonable prices, owners can often carry out conservation work at a lower cost than if it were all to be
publicly supported. The second reason is that at current or even improved levels of grant funding, the need
for conservation will outstrip the capacity to fund it. If current owners cannot fund this work, then
properties will decay and some at least will cease to find opening to the public worthwhile. This loss of access
would directly undermine the basic objectives of Government policy to broaden access to our heritage. This
specific proposal would not preclude consideration of proposals from other for relief in the case of gifts of
art to the nation during the lifetime of the donor. It is also noted in passing that the Government has yet to
respond to the Goodison Report of 2004 in relation to encouraging the donation of art.

46. There are several other broader reasons why support for the maintenance of historic houses and
gardens is a sound investment.

47. These properties make a positive contribution to the economy that is disproportionate to the scale of
their individual operations. In 1999 BTA estimated that 96% of heritage tourism expenditure was outside
the house entrance gate. A similar pattern now would indicate a contribution by historic houses and gardens
in the realm of £1.6 to £2 billion. Against that background it is not surprising that the Duchess of
Northumberland, creator of the Alnwick Garden, which has received public financial support and which
has helped to reinvigorate the Alnwick area, was recently invited to speak alongside the Prime Minister on
the subject of North East Regeneration. Money spent on conserving this heritage is well spent. Without
maintenance of the fabric of Alnwick Castle, the garden would lose its spectacular backdrop.

48. Maintenance expenditure supports traditional skills, such as stonemasons, carpenters, joiners,
thatchers, woodturners, gardeners and others. These skills are then available for smaller projects and
maintaining publicly owned buildings.

49. An HHA survey in 2005 year revealed that for 70 important houses the backlog of urgent repairs was
£20 million, compared to English Heritage restoration grant oVers of £1.8 million, and a similar broader
survey in 2002 indicated a backlog of all work across all privately owned historic houses close to £500
million.

50. The pressure on Government to ensure that the 2012 Olympics will be adequately funded increases
the likelihood of further diversion of grant support funding from EH to sport based expenditure within the
Government’s priorities, even though the potential for heritage tourism BEFORE, during and AFTER the
Olympics will only be fulfilled if England’s heritage is in a well conserved state. This is a once in a lifetime
opportunity to showcase British heritage and to leave a real legacy of community pride with all the
concomitant benefits, where the role of Government and its agencies can be one of “investors” rather than
simply of funders.

51. Funding of heritage support is not only a matter for EH. The support necessary for retaining and
improving conservation skills will need to come mainly through sector skills councils, and possibly through
Axis III of the England Rural Development Programme (ERDP) of the EU Rural Development Regulation;
support for conservation of traditional farm buildings should be accommodated in Axis II of the ERDP;
an enhanced career structure for Conservation OYcers in local authorities needs support from county
councils and national park authorities as well as EH.

The impact of the 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for heritage projects

52. Confirmation is needed from DCMS that it will (a) monitor closely the eVect of the creation of a new
lottery game to raise money for the Olympics on the revenue available for the existing lottery funds and (b)
that if such revenue declines as a result of the introduction of a new Olympic lottery game, Government will
revise upwards the share of lottery funds being made available to the Heritage Lottery Fund.

53. There are already significant limitations on the use of Lottery funding for heritage projects. The
Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) has an established policy that support may not be given which contributes
to “private gain”, except where that is small and significantly outweighed by public benefit. In practice HLF
interprets this policy to reject applications for support on privately owned property, except in limited
circumstances: (a) where there is “non-beneficial use” of the heritage asset in question, such as follies or
monuments; (b) for projects to increase learning and access opportunities, and here it is made clear that the
funding (including matching funding) only covers the costs of the project, with no gain to the owner, and
(c) some support for area based landscape and biodiversity projects that may happen to include some
privately owned property.
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54. Therefore, the HLF cannot be seen as in any way the “saviour” for restoration and maintenance of
the two-thirds of the national heritage that is owned and managed in private hands. And, therefore, the
commendable eVorts of the HLF in general cannot be cited as consolation for the repeated cuts in the real
terms budget of EH. The overall budget for support for restoration and maintenance still suVers, whatever
may happen to the available funds for the HLF.

55. There is, nevertheless, an important role for the HLF to play, not only in relation to community led
projects, but also in relation to the limited categories at (a) to (c) above.

56. In broader terms, funding distributed by the HLF has had a huge impact on the historic and natural
environment and has brought great benefit to local economics and communities in places which are often
lacking other support. As well as bringing direct benefits for the identified good causes, funding has helped
to generate investment within places and presented opportunities for regeneration and community growth.
In this respect the HHA supports the analogy of HLF as “investors” rather than “funders” and has observed
that investment can have an eVect hugely greater than the funds invested, particularly when it involves
other funders.

57. The danger is that the need to create an attractive new lottery game to raise money for the Olympics
will draw income away from the existing lottery games, and as a result the funds available to the HLF will
further decline. The areas of support most likely to suVer as a result are exactly those regarded as marginal
by the HLF, namely (a) to (c) above, the only sources of HLF support for heritage in private ownership and
management.

The forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes.

58. HHA is urging DCMS to at least maintain the current share of lottery revenues going to the HLF,
via the current DCMS and HLF consultations.

59. Recent decisions have already served to reduce the annual expenditure budget for grant support from
about £330 million to about £200 million per year. Compared to the sums available to EH, this sounds a lot
of money, but for the reasons given in paragraph 53 above it can be seen that HLF funding is limited in its
reach as far as the privately owned and managed heritage sector is concerned, and HLF should not be seen
as compensation for successive real terms cuts in EH support budgets

60. The economic, social, educational, community, regenerative etc impacts which heritage projects can
deliver for people should be recognised.

61. There will be a growing need for help for landscape and biodiversity support from the lottery if the
existing means of support—principally the Rural Development Regulation of the EU’s CAP—becomes
constrained as a result of the EU Budget settlement for 2007-13. It is not yet clear whether even existing
levels of Stewardship can be maintained within this Budget, let alone increases or suYcient support in
upland areas, support for the conservation of traditional farm buildings or for the retention of heritage
conservation skills

62. Smaller organisations find it diYcult to access funds for learning and access projects under the HLF.
The case for enabling some of the costs of putting together small projects to be included in the lottery grant
should be revisited. For this to be possible, and for the reasons above, the current HLF share of lottery funds
must at least be maintained.

The current arrangements for Conditional Exemption from Inheritance Tax

63. In the 1998 Budget the Government announced its intention to review the terms of existing
agreements between the Inland Revenue and individual owners of works of art, under which such property
was conditionally exempt from Inheritance Tax in return for a certain level of access being granted to the
public, normally by appointment. The quality standards required for such chattels to qualify for exemption
in their own right and the access requirements for future cases were redrawn.

64. The new arrangements were not welcomed, partly because of their retrospective nature and partly
because of the fear that they would not be practical. The aims of conservation in the house where works of
art have their historical context and open access can be very diYcult to reconcile. In addition demand for
open access may be small in comparison to the costs of providing it. Following these changes there was a
sharp decline in the number of new applications. For some owners the new requirements on public access
are not practically possible, eg for security reasons, creating a real or potential liability for Inheritance Tax.
The alternative of payment of the tax reduces the resources available for maintenance.

65. HHA has encouraged individual members to explore with the Capital Taxes OYce (CTO) the
possibility of using Heritage Open Days as the means to provide open access, but the CTO is still in the
process of reviewing existing arrangements. It is too early to see whether this will work and in the meantime
the number of new applications has slowed to a trickle. As time goes by fewer works of art will be available
for public inspection than in the past and because of the need to meet IHT liabilities there are is likely to be
greater sales of works of art and the end of the association between particular works and particular houses.
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VAT on the maintenance and repair of listed buildings

66. HHA supports a proposal put by the UK EU Presidency in December, but yet to be discussed by
Finance Ministers, for an optional reduction by member states in the rate of VAT applied in respect of the
labour input to the maintenance and repair of buildings more than five years old. This proposal would
ameliorate the current anomaly under which new build and alterations are VAT free but repairs are taxed
at 17.5%. HHA hopes that the Austrian Presidency will either bring the proposal to the EU Finance
Ministers Council on 24 January or to a subsequent Council soon. Clearly, HHA would wish the UK
Government to implement the optional reduction in this country. Such a reduction would also encourage
the revival and greater availability of key conservation skills.

Q.6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

The Independent Sector

67. Private owners, who own and manage two thirds of the nation’s built heritage, should be publicly
recognised as the most economical and eYcient stewards. And this recognition should be put into practical
terms in the heritage policies of central government, English Heritage, regional government bodies and
agencies and grant givers, so private owners can eVectively fulfil their stewardship role.

68. The HHA has a particular role, as the representative interest of privately owned houses in the UK.
Government and HHA should work together to explore fair and imaginative solutions to the resource crisis.

English Heritage

69. English Heritage needs to be eVectively funded to fulfil its role as champion of heritage, sector leader,
policy and research developer, advocate, Government monitor and trainer and adviser for the local
authorities and the wider sector—see Questions 2,4 and 5 for details. In essence:

— EH’s role as lead body for the historic environment sector at national, regional and local levels is
strongly supported. EH are regarded as an essential partner by the HHA at all levels and one of
the few agencies able to fund the repair and maintenance of privately-owned historic buildings and
landscapes;

— There should be a programme of reversing the real terms decrease in EH grant support in the
SR 07;

— There needs to be a much clearer demarcation of EH’s guardianship and advisory roles with clear
ring fenced budgets;

— EH should be resourced to fulfil its role of access and learning champion for the sector.

Heritage Lottery Fund

70. The HLF’s share of Lottery funds should be preserved at its current percentage at the very least.

71. HLF should have a responsibility, consistent with the underlying objectives for all Lottery funds, to
support a balanced portfolio of heritage projects throughout the country. Whilst this means it cannot
support private benefit, it should look favourably on projects in the independent sector that advance its
underlying objectives—see Question 5 above.

Charitable Organisations

72. Charitable organisations, such as the National Trust, have a key role to channel the public’s support
into practical conservation, with access, in a way that works alongside the work of private owners. This
relationship is generally a very positive one but more co-operation, co-ordination and partnership is to be
encouraged particularly where specific skills and roles could benefit the wider sector.

Museums and galleries

73. Museums and galleries also have a role to work with private owners of heritage collections, works of
art or historic items wherever possible and we can report positive and helpful co-operation in the HHA’s
regions. The help provided by county archives such as in Hampshire is but one example. There are
opportunities to share experiences and resources, particular through the regional hubs which embrace
concepts of developing skills and a knowledge base together with mentoring and support networks at often
isolated sites.
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Q.7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public

Support is needed for the retention of conservation skills essential to the maintenance and restoration of
heritage property, through sector skills councils and the England Rural Development Programme (ERDP)
of the EU Rural Development Regulation.

74. The shortage of craft skills is most marked in rural areas and this was one of the key findings of
Heritage Counts 2005. According to the Campaign to Protect Rural England and National Farmers’
Union, more than two-thirds of farmers said that there were no skilled builders or thatchers within ten miles’
distance of their farms (and this in itself is a persuasive argument for lower rate VAT on labour-intensive
services). The HHA’s experiences indicate shortages of expert skills, in particular conservation architects.
However, it should also be noted that owners and managers of heritage properties are taking an active role in
assisting the retention of skills and expertise through their conservation work. If more work could be funded
through the measures recommended elsewhere in this submission the benefits in terms of support for skills
would also be increased.

Ensuring the new system of heritage protection can be implemented successfully requires a considerable
increase in capacity building and education in local authorities. There needs to be a conservation service
which is properly resourced and structured.

75. Charitable organisations, museums and galleries and the private sector should co-operate more
closely, including at the regional and local level, to enable the best use of conservation skills and specialist
knowledge and to better project the value and accessibility of the historic environment to the public. This
is the point in our submission to note that HHA set up a charity itself in the mid 1980s, the Heritage
Conservation Trust, to support the restoration of notable works of art in historic houses. The Trust is
currently engaged in a three year programme to help restore works in 12 houses.

76. Local authorities play a fundamental role in caring for and managing change in England’s historic
environment, yet local policy and service delivery varies widely in range and quality. The resultant lack of
consistency both within LAs and across the country leads to users of the service feeling frustrated and let
down.

77. The Review of Heritage Protection highlighted corresponding concerns within local authorities,
principally lack of staV, expertise, experience and resources. The front line role of Conservation OYcers is
hampered by low pay, lack of career structure, and low status. Ideally a career structure which would allow
movement within the local authority into other disciplines would have positive benefits. This is a problem
that also aZicts the provision of curators in locally authority run galleries in the provinces

78. At present, only about 70% of planning authorities have a designated Conservation OYcer. Even
where they are appointed, individuals may not have specialist qualifications or their knowledge may be
limited to one specific period. This means that assessment and decision are made on local experience only,
which, while important, can be without reference to the national context.

79. The HHA welcomes the current research project examining diVerent approaches to delivering historic
environment services in planning for a successful transfer to the new system by 2010.

80. There needs to be an enhanced career structure for Conservation OYcers in the public sector (mainly
local authorities), involving sub-regional teams and mentoring from the better resourced bodies, including
national park authorities to oYcers elsewhere.

81. Because of the paucity of expertise within certain local authorities, sharing of resources could reap
positive rewards. A regional or sub-regional team, as suggested in the Designations Review, could be better
equipped to assist their respective authorities in developing policy and advice, providing guidance on best
practice, giving specialist advice and providing a more consistent service.

82. To facilitate these improvements teams might be best administered by county council or equivalent
agencies such as National Parks.

Support for learning and access projects of the type described in response to Question 4 above could be
used to increase understanding of the potential of heritage to create a sense of identity and pride for a
community

83. Communities need skills to participate in and engage with understanding and caring for their local
historic environment. Statements of Significance, the development of which are widely supported, are
notoriously hard to write and to involve communitites in a meaningful way.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by Historic Royal Palaces

Historic Royal Palaces is the independent charity that looks after the Tower of London, Hampton Court
Palace, the Banqueting House, Kensington Palace and Kew Palace. We help everyone explore the story of how
monarchs and people have shaped society, in some of the greatest palaces ever built.

The five palaces are owned by The Queen on behalf of the nation, and managed by us for the Secretary
of State for Culture, Media and Sport, under a contract set up in 1998

We receive no funding from the government or the Crown, so we depend entirely on the support of our
visitors, members, donors, volunteers and sponsors. We welcome nearly three million visitors annually,
giving them a great day out and helping them to learn about the stories of the Palaces. We care for the
buildings and landscapes, provide education and outreach programmes, stage great events and help others
to put on their own events in the Palaces. Some significant recent achievements have been:

— Creation of an important new public space and facilities on Tower Hill, funded in partnership with
HLF, the late Sir Paul Getty and the Pool of London Partnership, together with a new
Education Centre.

— Restoration of the Long Water Avenue at Hampton Court, originally created by Charles II—
restored with 544 mature lime trees, with the generous support of the Gosling Foundation.

— Public access to HRH Princess Margaret’s former apartment at Kensington Palace for the first
time.

— Kew Palace will be fully restored and re-presented, and will open to the public again after 10 years’
closure in Spring 2006.

— At Hampton Court, we are constructing the new Clore Learning Centre, with the support of the
Clore DuYeld Foundation. This, the first new building at Hampton Court for over a century will
open in early 2007.

We welcome the Select Committee’s Inquiry, which demonstrates the priority the Committee gives to
heritage and are pleased to provide this written submission. In summary, we wish to drawn the Committee’s
attention to the following key points:

— Demonstrable social, educational and economic benefits spring from well-conserved and
accessible heritage. There has been great progress in the last 20 years.

— DCMS should give priority in its future policy to raising the profile of heritage

— Whilst the Heritage Lottery Fund has been the most important factor in the recent redevelopment
of the nation’s heritage, the ongoing guardianship and conservation work of heritage
organisations is not generally fundable by them—DCMS needs to recognise that there is a
potentially serious decline in the historic fabric in the absence of adequate funding.

— There is a tension between preserving old buildings and building new—our recent experience is
that current policy is increasingly downplaying the value of the historic environment in favour of
new development.

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

We hope that the Heritage White Paper will recognise the fundamental role heritage has in defining the
idea of the public realm. It should set out the legislation necessary to deliver heritage protection reform.
However, beyond that, we hope that this will be an opportunity to review the benefits heritage brings to
society in the 21st century, to celebrate the achievements of the many organisations across the country that
have made enormous progress during the last 25 years and to promote new ways of supporting their work
in the future. A priority for DCMS must include a commitment to analyse, determine and seek a funding
mix that will address the long- term conservation of Britain’s historic fabric. This is not to minimise the focus
on contemporary access, interpretation and enjoyment of heritage—this is extremely important—but it is
recognition of the potentially serious decline in historic fabric itself that is a stewardship obligation we hold
for future generations.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

Heritage has hitherto been less prominent in DCMS’ priorities than arts, museums or sport. This apparent
lack of attention is not consistent with the nation’s interest in engaging with the heritage through visiting,
learning, watching, joining or taking part in active conservation work.

DCMS should give priority in its future policy to raising the profile of heritage. It should balance
recognition of the value of heritage in the economy, education, social cohesion and national identity—
instrumental values—with the need to continue to invest in guardianship and conservation to ensure that
long term responsibilities are fulfilled and the legacy is protected.
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3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

We recognise the tension between preserving old and building new which frequently characterises
planning applications for new developments, especially in London. However, our recent experience is that
the balance has tended to fall against conservation and that current policy is increasingly downplaying the
value of the historic environment in favour of new development. In a crowded urban environment like the
City of London, this has particular impact on places like the Tower of London, a World Heritage Site, where
the setting of the Tower and views from inside and outside are increasingly being compromised by new tall
buildings in close proximity to the site. Greater weight needs to be given to planning policy that protects
the fragile nature of the setting of historic places.

A more persistent use of s106 could be applied to benefit the historic environment. Environmental
Assessments should carry a public realm obligation.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

There is now much greater consensus about the value of heritage as a cultural asset for communities.
Demonstrable social, educational and economic benefits spring from well-conserved and accessible heritage.
For instance, Historic Royal Palaces together with the Royal Armouries devised a Local Schools week
oVering targeted curriculum-related workshops three times a year to children from some of the most
deprived boroughs in London. The outstanding success of this initiative resulted in around 15,000 young
people visiting not only the Tower of London but also many partnership attractions such as St Paul’s
Cathedral, HMS Belfast etc and also local companies. Historic Royal Palaces has a continuing programme
of work with local community organisations.

Volunteering has been described as the lifeblood of the sector. Volunteering provides great opportunities
for people to contribute to and engage with their heritage. Government policy should continue to seek new
ways to promote volunteering further.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

The Heritage Lottery Fund has arguably been the single most important factor in the development of the
nation’s heritage during the last decade. Many extraordinary projects have happened which would
otherwise have been quite impossible. The HLF has generally shown imagination and vision in developing
and applying its funding policies. Issues remain, however:

(a) The ongoing guardianship and conservation work of heritage organisations is not generally
fundable by HLF, nor does it seem to be regarded as important by politicians or policy makers.
The more recent refocus of HLF priorities away from protection and repair of fabric has not been
positive. The balance of funding for the “extraordinary projects“” has been coming from the
charitable sector and private individuals (and the public in many cases). Many of these categories
are deeply committed to the conservation and stewardship of the fabric, but it could be argued
that the abrogation of public responsibility for the fabric challenges their continued support. For
example, Historic Royal Palaces is responsible for many iconic buildings including one of
England’s earliest and finest—the White Tower at the Tower of London. Urgent conservation and
cleaning of this structure—a national cultural asset—is a priority and of a scale too great for our
self-generated income. Historic Royal Palaces is unable to secure HLF or indeed any government
funding for this work.

(b) All the indications are that HLF is likely to have its share of funds reduced in forthcoming changes
to the overall Lottery arrangements and as the Olympics becomes a national priority project. This
will aVect adversely the nation’s ability to sustain the same level of improvement to the care of
access to its heritage over the next decade.

(c) Among possible fiscal measures, specific benefit could be achieved across the country by reducing
the VAT level on conservation and repair work to that of new building work. At the same time, the
Treasury should recognise the adverse impact of recent changes to Gift Aid and work with heritage
organisations to discover new ways to support their work through this kind of measure. Any
further tax incentives to encourage lifetime giving would be welcome

(d) At a single organisational level, we wish to draw the Committee’s attention to the funding
arrangements for Historic Royal Palaces. Since 1998, when we became a charity, our conservation
and education work in and for five of the greatest palaces ever built, has been entirely self-funded.
Compared with the substantial annual public funding provided to English Heritage, The Royal
Parks and all the national museums and galleries, this now seems to be anomalous and makes us
unique in a national and European context. In 1998, with visitors to HRP palaces approaching 3.4
million per annum, this was an appropriate solution in which Historic Royal Palaces retained
surplus income from admissions to carry out developments and build reserves. However, even at
that time, it was recognised that significant events impacting on the level of income generated could
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make this mode of operation unsustainable. As it has transpired, the many events since 2001
aVecting London’s tourism economy—from 9/11 through free entry to national museums to 7/7—
have put severe pressure on visitors, our main income stream. The need for a commercial charging
and income generation regime has sharpened us organisationally and has enabled the nation to
get the best possible value from our organisation. At the same time, our conservation programmes
are not driven by the buildings’ needs or the nation’s responsibilities but the (non-)availability of
surplus funds and access for all to these national sites can be deterred by commercial pricing levels.
We have raised this specific issue with the DCMS and need to find a solution to protect and provide
wide access to these assets for the future, which at the same time preserves Historic Royal Palaces’
independent charitable status.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

There is real value in the current range and diversity of organisations at national, regional and local level,
especially if there is an overall policy framework which includes appropriate levels of government funding
and support to achieve its aims. We value working together with associated organisations more closely but
can see no benefit in considering organisational amalgamation.

Historic Royal Palaces’ specific function—helping everyone explore the story of how monarchs and
people have shaped society, in five of the greatest palaces ever built -has potential to be extended to other
sites whose stories fit with this overall ambition.

There is one key diVerence between the heritage and museums/galleries sectors which should be borne in
mind. Museums and galleries have an umbrella body in the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council
(MLA) to speak on their behalf. In having such a body, they have also been successful in securing grant-
giving programmes with charitable foundations which are solely for that sector. The Heritage sector does
not benefit from the same level of independent advocacy. The functions of English Heritage include speaking
for the sector and some responsibility for grant giving. At the same time, however, EH also has its own
demanding operational and statutory planning control responsibilities.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

There is indeed a need to sustain a stream of suitably trained and qualified people with both professional
expertise (curating, conservation, architecture, surveying etc) and also conservation craft skills. Historic
Royal Palaces is able to obtain the skills it needs because of the size of our programme, its high profile and
the use of framework agreements make it attractive to professionals and craftsmen alike. Not everyone
shares this advantage and there is a need for a sustained initiative to bring more people with the right skills
into the sector.

The question implies, however, that the primary skills in demand are solely conservation ones. There is
a further range of professional skills in the specific areas of education, interpretation and story-telling as
they relate to heritage sites, which are often overlooked. It is not always easy to find people with creative
abilities in these fields. Thirdly, in the area of professional development, the current concerns about
leadership and management in the cultural sector apply equally to the heritage part of this sector. High
quality leadership will be critical in the next generation if we are to sustain the progress of the last 20 years.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Institution of Civil Engineers

Institution of Civil Engineers

1. The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) is a UK-based international organisation with over 75,000
members ranging from professional civil engineers to students. It is an educational and qualifying body and
has charitable status under UK law. Founded in 1818, the ICE has become recognised worldwide for its
excellence as a centre of learning, as a qualifying body and as a public voice for the profession.

2. Civil engineering requires a broad understanding of scientific principles, knowledge of materials and
the art of analysis and synthesis. It also requires research, team-working, leadership and business skills. For
any civil engineer to practise these skills fully, an understanding of the national heritage of historical
engineering works is essential. This understanding is now an integral requirement for the education of future
civil engineers. The professional accrediting body, the Joint Board of Moderators, supported by, inter alia,
ICE requires that an awareness of historic technology is an outcome of all undergraduate courses.
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3. The history of civil engineering is dealt with by two panels within the ICE. The Archives Panel provides
advice on the preservation of records of the Institution and civil engineering, promoting awareness of the
history of the profession through exhibitions and similar events based around the collections. The mission
of the ICE’s Panel for Historical Engineering Works (PHEW) is to identify, record and promote knowledge
of works illustrative of the history and development of civil engineering and to encourage excellence in the
conservation of significant examples.

4. PHEW conducts the following activities on behalf of the ICE:

(a) Recording and updating records of significant civil engineering works.

(b) Establishing and supporting regional historical groups.

(c) Establishing and supporting sub-panels providing specialist advice including the assessment and
grading of the merits of comparable examples of civil engineering works.

(d) Liaising with kindred organisations and oYcial bodies to ensure the best of our civil engineering
heritage is recognised and appropriately conserved.

(e) Encouraging best practice in conservation through the annual Historic Bridge and
Infrastructure Awards.

(f) Publishing the Civil Engineering Heritage series and local tourist trails as regional guides
promoting civil engineering.

(g) Liaising with appropriate stakeholders in primary, secondary and tertiary education to ensure that
appropriate material on the history of civil engineering and conservation is available for all levels
of the curriculum.

(h) Makes records available through the Internet and other media.

(i) Maintaining a register to provide lecturers, experts and spokespeople on issues relating to the
history and heritage of civil engineering.

Q1. What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper

5. The ICE’s main concern is the uneven treatment of civil engineering within the heritage priorities of
the bodies funded by DCMS. Formal recognition of the role of civil engineering as part of the heritage
infrastructure has diminished. Recent re-organisations of government-supported museums have reduced
the significance of subject-centred curatorship and resulted in the ceasing of collecting examples of artefacts
associated with civil engineering to the detriment of both historic awareness and future conservation.

6. Paradoxically, the reduction in the government-supported orderly collation of historic information
coincides with its increasing economic value. Over half of the construction expenditure in Britain is now
concerned in some way with existing construction. The re-development of existing sites requires knowledge
of former construction techniques in addition to the engineering histories of each site.

7. Heritage issues which include engineering works should be treated as a major part of the nation’s
historic infrastructure. Ways should be investigated of ensuring that artefacts associated with civil
engineering are understood and collected to assist in the conservation of engineering works. ICE wishes to
participate in the completion of the components of “industrial monuments” in English Heritage’s
Monuments Protection Programme, which are closest to its members’ interests such as bridges and the
infrastructure for the electricity, water and sewage industries.

Q2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

8. ICE is aware that useful research has been and continues to be carried out by English Heritage and
kindred bodies into the industrial heritage. Funding issues have meant that some programmes such as the
Monuments Protection Programme (MPP) of English Heritage remain incomplete and other results are
often unpublished. Scientific research carried out at Fort Cumberland and elsewhere should also be more
widely known. There is a case for such research to be included in the DTI’s Knowledge Transfer Network
(KTN) for the built environment. The outcomes of this research should be made more available to those
responsible for the built environment.

Q3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

9. Re-development takes many forms. These include the regeneration of existing urban areas by replacing
buildings, the re-use of old industrial sites known as “brownfield” sites, the upgrading of transport facilities
and the adapting of old buildings for new uses. The latter is of particular interest for this investigation as
the British public has begun to recognise the importance of retaining the historic environment as part of
sustainable urban regeneration. There is increasing concern that “brownfield” development results in rapid
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demolition of familiar built-environments without consideration of either their value to communities or
economic worth. Knowledge and understanding of the original construction is essential for the retention of
historic buildings and infrastructure.

10. Development which aVects historical engineering works (HEWs) should be referred for comment to
ICE as routine general consultation, preferably as a statutory consultee or, at least, a recommended non-
statutory consultee. The criteria for the wide variety of man-made structures to be treated as HEWs must
include all those already identified as such in the ICE’s publicly-available database of HEWs and preferably
any similar works to be agreed by liaison with the regional ICE representative.

Q4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

11. The anniversaries of two births: 200 years for Isambard Kingdom Brunel this year and 250 years for
Thomas Telford next year are beginning to catch the public’s imagination. However ICE is concerned about
the marginalisation of most historical engineering works by government-supported heritage bodies, such as
the architectural and environmental division of the DCMS. The latter has assigned them as “Utilities” and
relates their heritage merit to their level of architectural or visual interest. There is often little recognition
of technological significance and special engineering interest, and hence less oYcial support for the re-use
of engineering structures. Changes discussed for the present heritage protection systems such as integrating
Scheduling and Listing systems, a unified heritage consent procedure and the statutory status of Historic
Environmental Records imply greater need for the objective evaluation of the civil engineering heritage
of sites.

12. ICE’s interest in historical engineering works extends beyond the normal definition of “Utilities”, to
include heritage features associated with a much wider range of activities, such as: commerce (eg
warehouses), communications (eg broadcasting towers), culture and recreation (eg seaside piers), industry
(eg mills and factories), navigation and marine works (eg breakwaters and dry docks), transport (including
more “fragile” features such as street furniture, eg signposts, as well as more robust items, eg bridges of
various materials, such as masonry, cast-iron, and early reinforced and pre-stressed concrete, tunnels,
stations and aircraft hangars).

13. ICE would like it understood that the appearance of a man-made structures, both their intrinsic
architectural merit and any group value, should not be the only consideration in judging heritage merit. The
special interest of an engineering structure will not always be reflected in obvious visual quality. Engineering
works or buildings, which are important for reasons of technological innovation, or as illustrating particular
aspects of social or economic history, may well have little external visual quality. Whatever the aesthetic
merit of a building, account also needs to be taken of any special engineering interest in terms of structures,
materials and construction techniques when considered in association with reference to original innovation,
relative age, size and rarity of other similar surviving examples.

Q5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums
and galleries, the impact of the London 2012Olympics onLottery funding for heritage projects and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

14. There is concern that the initial prioritisation of budgets, including funds made available from the
Lottery (HLF) does not include suYcient sites, which require more specialised historic knowledge. ICE is
only contacted occasionally by government-supported organisations and is not included in routine
consultations. ICE’s PHEW supported by its well-distributed regional members could oVer valuable advice
about items of special engineering interest when either statutory procedures or conservation proposals are
being considered.

Q6. What roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

15. Government-supported organisations have commissioned a number of computer visualisations of
historical engineering works, notably of the Iron Bridge in Coalbrookdale and for the Ditherington Flax
Mill, the first iron-framed building, which are of great value to students of engineering. However there is
no equivalent to the widespread geographic coverage of students carrying out paid recording of historical
engineering works, such as that by Historic American Engineering Record administered by the National
Park Service in the United States.

16. ICE is concerned about the archive material relating to former nationalised industries, which has
limited operational value to the present owners. This material often relates to historical engineering works
and is at risk of being lost altogether for want of organised conservation and accessible storage. This
situation contrasts with the achievement of the Motorway Archive Trust, which has an established website
providing information relating to each Region. This encourages the use of the records of the development
of the motorway network located in appropriate public archives throughout the UK. Sub-panels within ICE
are assembling some of these at-risk data on, for example, water towers and land drainage records. Reliable
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archive material ensures that sustainable options for the re-use of existing buildings and infrastructure can
be considered. Reliable and complete records also reduce the dangers associated with demolition or removal
of existing construction.

17. Ways should be investigated of ensuring that artefacts associated with civil engineering are
understood and collected to assist in the conservation of engineering works.

18. A scheme should be established to enable students to be paid to record historical engineering works.

19. Archival materials from the former nationalised industries should be recognised as part of the
national heritage and eVort made to ensure their survival.

Q7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public

20. ICE was also instrumental in establishing a conservation accreditation register for engineers (CARE)
to identify British engineers skilled in the conservation of historical works and sites. It was established partly
in response to requests by potential clients and their sponsors and partly to encourage excellence in this
increasingly important topic. Registered members must have an appreciation of disciplines and interests well
beyond their core professional training. One of the competencies which must be demonstrated includes the
ability to identify and assess the cultural, historical and social significance of the structure and site to be
conserved. The initiative to establish a conservation accreditation register for engineers (CARE) should be
supported by all government-supported organisations.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Institute of Conservation (ICON)

Icon is the lead voice for the conservation of cultural heritage in the UK. Icon’s membership embraces
the entire conservation community as well as members of the public who are keen to learn more or show
their support for conservation work. Icon welcomes the Select Committee’s inquiry into protecting,
preserving and making accessible our nation’s heritage.

1 What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

(i) Clarification of the long term view of the commitment the state is prepared to make through its
various agencies to protecting, preserving and making accessible our nation’s heritage.
Identification of the aspects of heritage work which are to be publicly funded and which aspects
are to be left to private and voluntary initiative. Identifying sustainable sources of funding for all
organisations charged with the responsibility of caring for the nation’s heritage.

(ii) Implementation of the proposals identified in the recent Heritage Protection Review.

(iii) VAT reform on repairs/maintenance. The current regime is prejudicial to heritage protection since
new build has more favourable VAT treatment than repair and restoration. Reform should benefit
historic buildings (including the significant number in private ownership), monuments and places
of worship.

(iv) A review of the UK’s tax regime to encourage greater charitable giving to museums, galleries,
archives and charitable activities promoting access to, understanding of and preservation of our
cultural heritage.

(v) Consideration of the need for a statutory duty of care for local authorities in respect of the Historic
Environment.

(vi) Consideration of a statutory responsibility towards provision of museums similar to the existing
provision for libraries.

2 The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

(i) There is significant duplication in the sector. DCMS has devolved certain activities to
organisations including English Heritage and MLA but there are currently both overlaps in what
they do, and gaps filled by neither. There is now a need to clarify each organisation’s roles and
responsibilities (including that of DCMS) inside and outside Government.

(ii) Greater and more open collaboration should be encouraged between the National Statutory
bodies (English Heritage, Historic Scotland, CADW and DOENI) to maximise resources and
improve eVectiveness in dealing with heritage issues across the UK.
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(iii) DCMS sponsored bodies should be encouraged to refocus on the heritage assets under their care
as well as on core collections activities such as preservation and conservation which are critical in
enabling access and community engagement through exhibitions, loans and outreach. DCMS
should be more aware of and supportive of conservation and conservation science as key activities
of its sponsored bodies (eg English Heritage, MLA, national museums, galleries, libraries and
archives).

(iv) DCMS should act as a stronger advocate for conservation and heritage issues to other
Government departments, in particular: DTI, OYce of Science and Technology, DfES, ODPM,
English Nature and DEFRA. There is a need for the value of heritage to be recognised by
Government departments (and NGOs) other than DCMS, and for heritage issues to be integrated
in all appropriate policies regardless of the department through which they are generated.

(v) DCMS and English Heritage should explore ways to ensure wider dissemination of the results of
Heritage Counts—the state of the historic environment reports, both within government and to
the private sector. These reports should also be extended to include data collection across the UK.

(vi) MLA needs to play a more active role in advocating higher standards of conservation and
preservation eg through supporting the used of accredited professionals and the use of
“Benchmarks in Collections Care”.

(vii) Since the restructuring of regional agencies there is a lack of identified funding for conservation
and smaller institutions no longer have an obvious place to turn for advice and support. Sources
of funding need to be clearly identified with greater emphasis placed on front line resources.

3 The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

(i) A balance needs to be agreed between heritage and development needs in planning policy.
Regeneration is often a pressing priority in certain areas. It can benefit the heritage if it helps
economic and social revival, leading to an increased sense of pride in one’s town or area and hence
encouraging people to take a greater interest in their heritage. It can also open the way to
increasing the number of visitors who will come from outside the area to visit places of heritage
interest. Equally, good investment in heritage can form a core part of a successful regeneration
initiative, as the transformation of the Bankside power station into Tate Modern or the role of the
Baltic Mill in the revival of Gateshead both illustrate. The balance is best assured sometimes by
preserving historic buildings and environments as they are, while at other times by adapting them
to innovative uses. We advocate the view that the heritage dimension needs to be considered as part
of forward-looking regeneration plans, and not seen as an obstacle to them. Certainly heritage
significance needs to be assessed at a very early stage in regeneration proposals according to agreed
standards and methodology (ie well before the “Conservation Plan” methodology used by
organisations such as English Heritage and the HLF).

(ii) Professional accredited conservators should be involved early in the planning of projects to help
with specification and adequate budget allocation to conservation processes (of buildings and
artefacts). Planning oYcers and architects in particular need to be aware of professional
conservators as a resource.

(iii) Planning and development policy needs to be supported by practical and helpful guidance in
relation to heritage issues (such as the English Heritage interim guidance on Part I of the Building
Regulations). Good practice case studies need to be more widely published and promoted and
there needs to be a clearly-identified body with responsibility for this.

(iv) There is a need to revise PPGs which govern planning and archaeological investigations to improve
the public benefit.

(v) SuYcient resources must be separately identified in developer’s budgets for the post-excavation
care of archaeological finds—this is an area in which there is a great temptation to cut costs,
particularly during the process of competitive tendering. Advice notes should include proposals
for at least a minimum level of investigative conservation. If the funding of post-excavation finds
is not to be met by developers, alternative sources must be identified.

4 Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

(i) The HLF has been of real benefit to the heritage sector. The benefits have not only been in the
form of capital and buildings projects, but in the greater community involvement with heritage
and increased access to heritage for a more diverse audience. The “Your Heritage” and “Local
Heritage Initiative” schemes have been particularly good at broadening access to heritage and
reinforcing the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community. Heritage can help to create
a sense of identity in a diverse society, and again the HLF has contributed to this debate through
the “Who do we think we are?” and “Who do we want to be?” conferences. The work of the HLF
and others in this field should be supported.
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(ii) Icon is committed to supporting diversity and inclusive access to our heritage, but we believe it is
important to be sensitive to context and recognise that some institutions will find it much more
diYcult to reach access and inclusion goals than others. In particular, Government and funding
agencies need to recognise that it can be diYcult for small organisations in rural locations to meet
diversity targets. This should not undermine access to funding or distract from the good work
carried out by such organisations and their volunteers.

(iii) People find conservation fascinating, and the more they see of it the more their interest grows.
Museums which have made some of their conservation work visible to the public have found that
this can add significant value to their museum experience. Conservation also enriches our means
of revealing and interpreting information—as demonstrated by recent increased media interest in
heritage (such as Restoration and Time Team). Exciting opportunities are also oVered by scientific
techniques and digital technologies eg the award winning “Turning the Pages” project developed
by the British Library. Conservation and access are not mutually exclusive; indeed conservation
provides access to collections and buildings and this message needs to be reinforced. Conservation
both makes access possible and enhances the quality of that access, for instance by unlocking the
stories within objects.

5 Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

(i) Heritage contributes to people’s quality of life and is an important tool in economic activity,
regeneration and tourism. Heritage and culture formed a significant part of the attraction of
London as the winning city for the 2012 Olympics. A programme of conservation and maintenance
is needed in advance of the Olympics to ensure that Britain can maximise this opportunity to
proudly showcase the wealth of its heritage and enhance the visitor experience with the additional
benefit of generating future tourism. Well maintained and presented heritage sends a strong
message of good governance and a confident society.

(ii) HLF funding has been extremely beneficial to collections and must be protected. Heritage lottery
funding should not be cut to subsidise sport funding, particularly given the role of heritage in
enhancing the visitor experience in 2012.

(iii) It is probable that new project funding through organisations such as HLF or the MLA
Renaissance programme is negated through cuts in LA funding of core activities and posts;
medium-sized and small museums are particularly vulnerable to cuts in LA funding. The project
culture has achieved much but there is a problem of sustainability, of continuity of know-how and
of inadequate budgets to maintain things once a project is over. It is not clear where continued
funding for stewardship will come from.

(iv) It is important to maintain English Heritage’s budget in real terms. This has been cut in successive
years despite the expectations placed on the organisation to deliver increased outputs and
eYciency. There is a need for clarification as to its funding remit. English Heritage must be able
to continue to allocate grant-aid funding for conservation, both independently and in partnership
with other funding sources (eg HLF) as they are best placed to ensure the highest standards of work
while maintaining an objective position towards value-for-money. The English Heritage research
strategy 2005–10 proposes focusing more resources on socio-economic research. This should not
be at the expense of the valuable contribution English Heritage research makes to the fields of
conservation science and conservation techniques.

(v) Recent years have seen an increase in funding directed towards social inclusion and diversity; this
is very a good thing but there should also be sustained funding for the low profile collections care
activities which support collections and are required to underpin sustainable inclusion and
diversity activities.

(vi) The accountability of public funding is very important, but the application processes to secure
funding from eg HLF are still often extremely time-consuming and complicated. While the HLF
has made significant progress in simplifying the application process for certain small grants, there
is still a significant disincentive for small voluntary organisations and local groups to make
applications. If there is a desire to broaden access to our heritage and understanding of it, to build
community participation and involve the widest range of stakeholders in our heritage, it is
important that these procedures be reviewed and made as simple and as accessible as is consistent
with robust accountability

6 What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

(i) In general, we are concerned that the number of organisations which set out to “develop a
strategy”, “lead initiatives” and “broker partnerships” continues to proliferate, while resources for
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front-line collections care and preservation work is always hard to course and sustain. The recent
shift of resources towards strategic approaches in the MLA and the regional agencies has resulted
in a lack of practical support, funding and advice.

(ii) The role of professional institutes in the sector has historically been undervalued, eg in the setting
and maintaining of standards and in the provision of expertise to aid decision making.

(iii) Churches, their contents and churchyards form a significant part of the nation’s heritage but, other
than recent significant HLF funding, are severely under-resourced with few dedicated funding
streams. The Council for the Care of Churches is a significant provider of conservation advice for
the Church of England but there needs to be wider recognition of, and support for, their work.
The relationship between English Nature/DEFRA and DCMS/English Heritage when responding
to the issue of bats in churches is an example of the importance for the need for eVective cross-
departmental working in providing a balance between nature and historic conservation.

(iv) A large proportion of national heritage is in private ownership—both buildings and collections.
Private owners need access to sources of advice and/or funding to assist in the stewardship of this
heritage, to help them improve the extent and the quality of public access. For example, there is
an expectation to maintain grade II private buildings (of which there is a significant number) but
there is little obvious help available to owners.

7 Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

(i) Britain has an excellent reputation for the education and training of conservators and other
historic environment experts. Conservation requires a high intensity of training but suVers from
long term prospects of low levels of pay combined with poor and uneven opportunities for
progression. These factors all discourage access to the profession in general and the evolution of
a more diverse workforce in particular.

(ii) Icon operates the PACR (Professional Accreditation of Conservator-Restorers) scheme which
enables planning oYcers, curators and the general public to identify highly qualified and
experienced conservators. Icon champions high standards in conservation and strongly
encourages organisations to use accredited conservators (ACRs) and build requirements for the
use of accredited conservators into guidance documents associated with the commissioning of
conservation work and grant funded conservation projects.

(iii) To make conservation skills accessible to planning oYcers, fellow professionals and the public,
Icon also operates the Conservation Register which provides access to information businesses with
accredited professionals. There is no charge to the public for running searches on the Conservation
Register and the bulk of the costs of managing it are borne by the profession. 18,000 searches for
conservators were carried out on the Conservation Register in the last year.

(iv) The important role played by the private sector in the provision of conservation expertise should
be recognised. In some highly specialised disciplines small business may be the only source of
advice and expertise.

(v) Our heritage is not static—it is ever growing, and the objects, artefacts and buildings we wish to
preserve today require expertise which was much less called for in previous decades. One example
is in conservation of natural history collections in museums. Another is the conservation of 20th
century machinery and technology, such as World War 2 aircraft. As the lead body for
conservation in the UK, Icon is committed to ensuring that these emerging areas of needs are
identified and that appropriate education and training are developed to meet them.

(vi) The skilled and professionally accredited conservation workforce is both relatively small and, in
many respects, highly specialised. This means that entire areas of conservation are dependent on
a very small group of people. If these people retire, die or move away from front-line conservation
into managerial roles, there is a complete absence of skills to fill the gap. Icon is currently
developing workforce profiles which will serve to highlight these weaknesses and areas of acute
need, but present initiatives in education and training, either by Icon or by other parties, are not
suYcient to replace lost capacity in many fields.

(vii) Major national institutions such as English Heritage, The National Trust and our leading
museums galleries and archives are both the incubators and developers of conservation skills and
the major customers for them. It is important that they recognise this dual role and commit to
developing the conservation skills which they will expect to call on in the future. The move to
outsourcing conservation services in recent years has meant that there are fewer in-house training
opportunities than before. For the present, institutions are able to buy in the conservation skills
which they often developed in-house in previous decades before downsizing and outsourcing
changed their workforce profile. Icon expects that significant shortages of skills professionals
across conservation generally will appear in 10–15 years time as an entire generation of
conservators reaches retirement age. While there are many examples of eVective commitment to
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training and professional development of conservators in our institutions, we believe that overall,
an eVective balance between the short-term financial benefits of outsourcing conservation work
and the longer-term cost benefits of having well trained and aVordable conservators available to
undertake required work has not yet been found. Major national institutions need to make a
renewed commitment to training new generations of conservators, and to the professional
development and accreditation of those who continue to work for them.

(viii) Future requirements for conservation skills will be demand-led, and largely dependent on the
commitment made by major national institutions to preservation of their collections and
buildings. Given the significant investment of time and resources required to train an expert
conservator, the long-term commitment of large organisations which commission conservation
work is the key determinant of the size and profile of the future conservation workforce. At the
moment we face the prospect of a serious mismatch between supply and demand for conservation
skills in coming years.

(ix) There are already areas of significant skills shortage and Icon is committed to improved data
gathering and workforce profiling to guard against future crises of skills shortage. The need for
conservation skills relevant to collections of objects and documents should not be a lower priority
than the skills relevant to the built environment. Current areas of skills shortage include: books,
ceramics, industrial and transport collections, modern materials and stained glass. There is also a
shortage of archaeological conservators to address the work necessary for archaeological archives
and collections. Icon will be running an HLF bursary scheme to address the shortage of work-
based training in the conservation profession. This is a significant development, but funding is only
for four years and the provision of skills is more than a four year problem. Again, sustainability
is crucial.

(x) Money for heritage conservation and preservation is usually only available in small quantities on
a project basis and is often hard to track down. Accessing information about available resources
is often as much of a problem as the level of resource provision itself. Icon, the MLA, MDA and
the NPO are working to establish a Collections Link service which will act as a gateway for
information on funding and other forms of support for the MLA sector. There is a need to
integrate sources of advice on conservation through this and similar initiatives.

(xi) An assessment of the condition of the nation’s collections would be extremely beneficial as it could
inform forward planning and allowing the prioritisation of scarce funding. Some of this
information already exists in various formats and there would be a significant benefit in drawing
it all together.

(xii) The Portable Antiquities Scheme would benefit from the incorporation of a full conservation
remit. This will ensure that metal detectorists have proper access to conservation knowledge and
that finds liaison oYcers can advise them correctly. A conservation remit will help promote access
to conservation and conservation science within the community and promote the long term
preservation of metal detected finds in private or public collections.

Memorandum submitted by the Institute of Field Archaeologists

The Institute of Field Archaeologists (IFA) is pleased to contribute to your timely inquiry. The IFA is
the professional body for archaeologists. It promotes best practice in archaeology and has c 2,050 members
across the UK and abroad. Archaeologists who are members of the IFA work in all branches of the
discipline: heritage management, excavation, finds and environmental study, buildings recording,
underwater and aerial archaeology, museums, conservation, survey, research and development, teaching,
and liaison with the community, industry and the commercial and financial sectors.

Q1. What DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

The IFA believes that the main focus of the White Paper should be Heritage Protection Reform (HPR).
We fully support the aims of this ambitious programme, especially:

— the proposed reforms of designation and consents procedures, including a unified list of heritage
assets; and

— the option for owners, local authorities and English Heritage to enter into tripartite voluntary
management agreements as an alternative to potentially time-consuming and bureaucratic
individual consents.

For the proposed new regime to work, however, the White Paper must also seriously address the urgent
questions of

— adequate resources (including training of professional practitioners) for its implementation;
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— recognition of accredited skills in historic environment practice—systems are being developed and
it will be necessary and “reasonable” for local authorities, registered museums and heritage
agencies to require accredited practitioners for some work;

— ensuring that local authorities are made to take proper responsibility for the historic environment,
most importantly a statutory requirement for all of them to have access to an adequately resourced
and scoped HER service; and

— revision of the Planning Policy Guidance notes (PPGs) as a matter of urgency (and not contingent
on waiting out any delays in finding parliamentary time for HPR) to ensure;

— greater public benefit through requirements to store, conserve and display artefacts recovered
during fieldwork; to involve the public in excavations in their neighbourhood; and to open
sites for visitors to analyse, research and publish excavation results in forms accessible by the
archaeological community and the wider public—although possible, it is extremely diYcult
to synthesise on a national scale results of countless developer-funded excavations: those
advising on, studying and interpreting the historic environment need to do so in the
confidence that they have accessed the best available knowledge and understanding. An
eminent prehistorian recently said “everything written about British and Irish prehistory
without using the grey literature [unpublished client reports] of the last 20 years is wrong”;

— greater quality of work, through encouragement of planning authorities to specify that
archaeological work must be carried out in accordance with IFA standards and by accredited
organisations or individuals;

— better protection of threatened sites by specifically including palaeoenvironmental deposits
and artefact scatters within the scope of the guidance; and

— better management of historic buildings through a requirement for investigation and
recording of buildings damaged or destroyed in development, including archiving and
publication of the results;

— reform of Scheduled Monument class consents to prevent continuing damage (eg ploughing) of
scheduled sites being permitted on the basis that it has been allowed before;

— reform of the legislation relating to the marine historic environment bringing it as far as possible
into the terrestrial system with a consistent approach to designation, removal of marine heritage
assets from the salvage regime, and scope for protecting underwater heritage assets other than
shipwrecks;

— a more consistent approach to the underwater heritage in diYcult cases including those beyond
UK territorial waters (eg the exemplary approach to the Titanic compared with that for the
Sussex);

— VAT reform, and more general fiscal incentives for conservation and heritage; and

— maintenance of a ring-fenced share of lottery money for HLF, recognising that committed funds
are not an underspend; and encouragement of HLF and archaeologists together to develop
fieldwork opportunities where members of the public can participate in research, develop new
skills and acquire a vocational qualification in archaeological practice.

The IFA believes that the development of HPR and its implementation, including reforms of the
approach to maritime heritage, will require much greater involvement of local government and professional
institutes.

The institutes have a major role to play in guiding and assisting their members—whether working for or
with colleagues in local government and the private sector—to prepare for day-to-day delivery of the new
regime; and their role in self-regulation of the sector does not seem to be fully recognised. A lack of
recognition of the value of accredited professionals, through government agency grants and permissions and
through the planning process, severely compromises the ability of the institutes to regulate quality and
deliver better services to the public.

Q2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside government

The IFA believes that English Heritage performs essential functions that need to continue, but must be
better resourced. Transfer of responsibility for maritime heritage to English Heritage has been a welcome
development, but with so few staV responsible for an area almost as large as terrestrial Britain the resource
allocation is inadequate, and as result the good progress being made has not been as rapid as the sector
would have liked. English Heritage has made great strides through its modernisation programme, but its
performance has been compromised significantly as a result of the real-term cuts it has undergone.

DCMS is developing a positive and constructive relationship with the IFA. We welcome this development
and look forward to fruitful cooperation.
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There is a need for a body to oversee and guide historic environment policy, building on the initial
foundations provided by HEREC but more representative and communicating well with the sector, in
particular private practices, independent bodies and local authorities. There is reason to feel that
government, its agencies and appointed representatives of the sector do not recognise the diverse ways in
which archaeology is delivered, and how closely organisations work together. We calculate that in 2003–04
developers, working with local authority planning departments and archaeological contractors (public and
private sector, commercial and charitable), carried out c £144 million of archaeological research; local
government paid for an additional £28 million; other charitable foundations supported £23 million. Central
government and the EU paid for £18 million—essential resources, but only part of a wider picture.
Interestingly, it is in the areas outside the purview of central government that many of the most important
innovations have been made.

Q3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

Perhaps the most important thing to say here is that the IFA, in common with other heritage bodies,
believes that there is a need for a balance, and that good development benefits from reconciling old and new.
With a sensible approach conflict is usually avoided. IFA is preparing with IHBC and ALGAO a Standard
and guidance for stewardship of the historic environment, which will advise how—and require IFA and
IHBC members—to act reasonably on behalf of the historic environment and thus to minimise scope for
conflict.

On the whole that balance is found where well-informed planning and conservation policies have been
developed and local authority oYcers and members—especially when informed by English Heritage’s
commendable “Historic Environment Local Management” (HELM) programme—are properly informed.
Then we achieve synergies not conflict. Occasionally the democratic processes of planning produce results
that the heritage sector does not like, but chances are reduced where there is informed debate.

The biggest problems arise in regeneration or renewal areas where normal planning controls are shortcut,
where sensible environmental assessment and controls are treated as red-tape blocking desirable economic
development. There are also problems in the marine zone, where developers have been slow to take
responsibility for submerged heritage seriously. Many developers lack understanding about responsibilities
and appropriate actions, compounded by a lack of clarity over who is responsible for development control
in in the marine environment generally, and in intertidal and nearshore zones: some local authorities take
an active role in the curation of maritime heritage, others do not have the available funding or specialised
personnel to be able to do so.

As stated above, there is a need to revise planning guidance to produce improved public benefit.

We also believe that it is important to encourage the use of heritage as a driver for regeneration in towns,
villages and suburbs, not just in major cities. The programme of informing the decision-makers must go on,
and be adequately resourced.

Q4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The IFA maintains that community engagement is vital if archaeology is to be justified and deliver the
benefits that society needs. We commend to the committee the recent publication by The Archaeology
Forum Archaeology enriches us all for an exploration of the potential for archaeology to help people explore
and celebrate Britishness.

Local authorities, contracting organisations and CBA’s Young Archaeologists Clubs have done excellent
work in bringing the results of archaeology to a wider public, but again the flaws in planning guidance have
limited what can be seen as a “reasonable” charge on development. Some of the best work has been done
in tandem with other initiatives—the example of local authority “garbology oYcers” teaching young people
both about archaeology and waste and recycling illustrates how archaeology can contribute to a wide range
of curriculum topics and generic skills.

Further obstacles are presented by the lack of suitable permanent and accessible repositories for
archaeological archives—while there are flagship examples like the London Archaeological Archive
Research Centre, in many parts of the country there are no organisations capable of accepting
archaeological materials, let alone facilitating public enjoyment of them. There is no national museum for
maritime archaeology, the National Maritime Museum’s archaeological collections have been dispersed,
and archaeological archives are not accessible. Maritime archaeology is especially popular, but
opportunities for access to the submerged heritage are few for non-diving members of the public.
Fortunately, a number of new initiatives are helping to bring the heritage “to the surface”, but there is much
to be done.

A statutory requirement for local authorities to have access to a Historic Environment Record service is
essential: as we are currently seeing in Northamptonshire and elsewhere, discretionary services will always
be cut when hard budgetary decisions are being made.
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Q5. Funding with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for EH and for museums and galleries,
the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming decisions
on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

The 2012 Olympics are a wonderful opportunity to showcase the UK’s (multi-)cultural heritage, and we
need to invest in that opportunity to deliver on this element of the successful bid.

As mentioned above, English Heritage funding has had real-term cuts year on year. The organisation is
not given enough to carry out adequately all the functions that fall to it—in spite of having delivered the
reforms asked of it. We are particularly concerned about the erosion of resources for the grant-giving
Historic Environment Enabling Programme, which has been very significant in funding strategic
development of the sector that cannot be successfully resourced through the planning process. We view with
some concern the relatively low status in EH research and funding priorities of strategic development of the
sector compared to individual conservation and research projects. All are valuable uses of limited funds, but
more strategic investment would develop the sector and reduce the future need to pay for activities more
properly the responsibility of owners, local authorities and the private sector.

Extra funds will need to be found for the significant training investment required to produce a profession
(in local authorities and working with them) suYciently skilled to deliver the HPR agenda.

The HLF share of lottery funding must be ringfenced, maintained at least present level and not subjected
to clawbacks on the grounds of spuriously identified underspends.

Q6. What roles and responsibilities should be for EH, the HLF, local authorities, museums and galleries,
charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage

We do not look on major restructuring and reassignment of responsibilities between governmental and
other state-funded bodies with any enthusiasm. Suggestions floated in the last couple of years have been
either unworkable or highly unlikely to produce savings and improvements. What the sector needs now is
structured development and investment, not cavalier reorganistion.

HPR will increase the role of local authorities. Ideally we would look for ring-fenced resources, but
recognising that is not possible the only eVective safeguard will be to make statutory local authority
responsibilities to the historic environment.

The HLF needs to be protected and maintained.

The provision for the archiving, acquisition and curation of maritime collections should be included in
all future policy. Consideration should be given to the establishment of a national museum for Maritime
Archaeology that could house a specialist unit of advisors and have the responsibility for the curation and
display of the nation’s marine and seafaring heritage.

As mentioned above, the role of the professional institutes tends to be overlooked—especially their self-
regulatory work in setting and policing standards, for public benefit and consumer protection. Reform of
planning guidance and support of accreditation requirements could help the institutes fulfil their
responsibilities. For a sector like this to self-regulate to best eVect government must use its influence through
the work of its agencies and through the planning system.

Q7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and the means of making conservation expertise more accessible to
planning oYcers, councillors and the general public

Rather than address just conservation skills, we suggest that the committee consider skills needs across
the historic environment sector.

The IFA believes that local authorities are badly under-resourced in terms of conservation oYcers and
archaeologists. To deliver HPR the sector will need to look at a range of solutions (not just improved
investment, which is essential), including pooling or sharing of expertise between authorities.

We have already remarked on the success of HELM in raising awareness in local authorities and in
encouraging the identification of heritage champions.

In archaeology, the IFA in partnership with others is gradually evolving a career structure for
archaeologists. Occupational and functional mapping has allowed the definition of National Occupational
Standards for archaeological practice, and we are in the process of introducing a vocational qualification.
Working with the advice of Creative and Cultural Skills, we are fostering the development of skills through
programmes of secondment—generously funded by archaeological employers, English Heritage and the
HLF—but much more is needed. UK archaeological skills are the envy of the world: they are frequently
exported, and students from around the globe come to study at our universities. Yet they are little
respected here.

It is no easy task, but by linking roles, skills, training and qualifications to professional recognition and
remuneration we hope to overcome not only the appalling problems of low pay in the profession (cogently
described in the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group’s report), but also the eVect that poor pay and
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slow career progression have on our ability to recruit a diverse workforce. Once again, we need help to ensure
that professionalism is recognised and required so that there are real incentives for all archaeologists to
adopt professional and ethical standards—for the benefit the discipline, its practitioners and the public
we serve.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Institute of Historic Building Conservation

1. Summary

1.1 Background

1.1.1 This is the evidence of The Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC) to the Culture Media
and Sport Committee Inquiry onProtecting, Preserving andMaking Accessible OurNation’sHeritage, 2006.
It has been prepared specifically for the Committee.

1.1.2 The IHBC would welcome the opportunity to appear before the Committee.

1.2 Summary

1.2.1 Historic places are those places that are valued by people for the way they embody our culture, both
today and for the future.

1.2.2 The forthcoming Heritage White Paper must establish historic places as sustainable resources at the
heart of our communities. The White Paper is expected to concentrate on reforms in the identification and
management of our historic places, in line with proposals identified under Heritage Protection Review/
Reform (HPR).

1.2.3 The IHBC enthusiastically welcomes the thinking underpinning proposed reforms and strategies,
especially:

— devolving more responsibilities for historic places to local people;

— understanding that our historic places are part of a seamless whole, and

— recognising that the future of historic places must be supported by local government services that
are secure, properly resourced and fit-for-purpose.

1.2.4 The strategies expected in the Heritage White Paper provide a real opportunity to re-invigorate
local community support for conservation through the planning process. At the same time they should
secure significant overall savings when examined across the range of government priorities, including
economic, environmental and social interests.

1.2.5 Yet the IHBC is extremely concerned that local authority services supporting our historic places
are already under huge pressures. Without significant additional support they will not have the capacity to
deliver under the proposals.

1.2.6 So the White Paper must underpin local management of historic places by securing both delivery
and capacity at the heart of local government. Its priorities must be:

Legislation: introducing obligations for local planning authorities to identify and care for their
historic places, and provide specified core services for their conservation, and

Investment: providing new and dedicated investment, in the fashion of the Planning Delivery
Grant, to support services and duties.

1.2.7 Legislation and resources must be balanced by performance measures that will ensure that delivery
is eVective and eYcient, and in line with central government targets.

1.2.8 The IHBC’s close involvement with the development the Heritage White Paper’s proposals has
encouraged us to produce recommendations that are no less challenging than those expected in the White
Paper. Our proposals will help provide a coherent strategy for government to secure sustainable
communities and conservation strategies for the 21st century.

2. The Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC)

2.1 The Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC) is the UK’s professional body for the
conservation of historic buildings and places. Our multi-disciplinary membership is active across the public,
private and voluntary sectors, and consists of professionals working as, conservation oYcers, planners,
architects, regeneration professionals, project managers, historians, archaeologists, surveyors, engineers
and urban designers, among others.
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2.1.1 The Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC) supports professional activities in the
sector by:

— determining, defining and operating professional conservation standards;

— shaping policy;

— delivering educational, information and advisory services, for members & the wider public, and

— promoting professional development.

2.1.2 The IHBC operates a range of services, including publications, both for its own membership and
the public. Our website averages 25,000 hits per day, with visitors from many parts of the world. (See
www.ihbc.org.uk)

2.2 The IHBC encourages participation in, access to, and awareness and understanding of historic places,
both for their value to communities and as sustainable resources for our own and for future generations.
Historic places help underpin our social, economic and cultural infrastructure, allowing society to address
key priorities, especially those supporting the creation of sustainable communities. These can include:

— diversity, including minority needs—historic places range from low-cost housing to integrated
industrial complexes, and can provide the physical and economic variety capable of addressing the
needs of many communities;

— providing one of most sustainable resources—in contrast to demolition or replacement of historic
places, their conservation secures low waste (eg carbon emissions and land-fill) and high-level
construction skills;

— promoting genuine social inclusion—they are especially useful in supporting deprived
communities where, as an alternative to mass housing, they promote an infrastructure supporting
communities with closer social links and more varied economic bases;

— helping to make towns, cities and regions secure and more economically competitive by providing
attractive and popular living places for key workers;

— through heritage-led regeneration, shaping the cutting edge of modern practice in economic
restructuring and diversification;

— delivering education for all, as our historic places provide the most public manifestation of our
cultural inheritance, including town & city centres, landscapes, parks, gardens, arts, interiors
and design;

— representing and conveying key human needs and aspirations, from culture, citizenship and
community to a sense of place;

— embodying values and identities across Britain in all their diversity and plurality, helping create a
national sense of pride and well-being;

— contributing a unique, accessible and irreplaceable dimension to shaping the Quality of Life for all.

2.2.1 The above principles are supported by a wide body of research, publications and surveys and
studies, by a key sector stakeholders—including English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, Architectural
Heritage Fund, and Heritage Link among others. (See section 5.1 below) They are summarised in our
“Valuing Places” Statement (Appendix 1) (not printed here).

2.3 Conserving and maintaining our historic places for the benefit and enjoyment of people today, and
for future generations, is regarded by the IHBC as a core duty of society.

3, What the DCMS Should Identify as Priorities in the Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

3.1 The forthcoming Heritage White Paper is expected to focus on the implementation of the conclusions
from the Heritage Protection Review through Heritage Protection Reform (HPR).

3.1.1 The IHBC has welcomed its close involvement in examining how local communities in partnership
with government services can best benefit from and support our historic places, and commends DCMS and
English Heritage for their huge eVorts to establish a substantial basis for reform.

3.2 Subject to proper legislation and resources, IHBC supports the principles behind HPR, including:

— Local Delivery—delivering eVective local management of historic places, which underpins new
procedures for

— New Designation Systems & the Unified Register—improving procedures & access to the process
of designation

— New Consent Strategies—making consent procedures simpler and more inclusive, and

— Heritage Partnership Agreements (HPAs)—integrating management across certain classes of
historic places.
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3.2.1 These new strategies are linked to an ongoing withdrawal of English Heritage from active
participation at many levels of local conservation planning. To inform the implementation of the strategies,
including the more recent discussions of phased introduction, studies commissioned by DCMS and English
Heritage are currently being undertaken and are projected. (See DCMS & English Heritage, Local Delivery
Research, unpublished drafts, 2006)

3.3 The Heritage White Paper is expected to propose that local government will deliver new conservation
responsibilities and services, in accordance with the above “Local Delivery” strategy, in large part through
“stand-alone” planning authorities. However eVective “Local Delivery” can only be achieved when
conservation services, fit-for-purpose, are secured at the heart of local government.

3.3.1 Local planning authorities require two things to eVectively manage their historic places:

— a properly skilled professional team able to provide expert input into planning decisions, including
raising public awareness through outreach and education, and undertaking pro-active
enhancement, and

— adequate resources specifically supporting conservation and design services and, through fiscal
and funding opportunities, providing market support where required.

3.3.2 It is generally recognised that the reform of heritage protection is unlikely to be successful unless
both of these conditions are met.

3.4 We know that conservation services can, in economic terms alone, draw significant additional
investment. For example in Lincolnshire, East Lindsey District Council Conservation Team delivered a very
successful programme of conservation-led regeneration schemes attracting significant external funding. The
team invested £450,000 of Council money to secure a total of £4.4 million of investment in the District, an
impressive return on investment of almost 1:10. (See Appendix 2) (not printed here).

3.5 However conservation services today are under serious threat across many parts of local
government—including that in East Lindsey—where they survive at all. At present we understand that
dedicated conservation services for Essex, Norwich, and Devon County are among those that have been
dropped or are or are being phased out.

3.6 The huge pressures conservation services in local planning authorities face has been publicly
registered most recently at the Annual General Meeting of Heritage Link on 7 December 2005. Here David
Lammy, Minister for Culture, referred to inconsistencies in the provision of conservation services in
diVerent parts of the country.

3.6.1 Local authority conservation services usually fail to deliver because of inadequate resources or
support mechanisms, or limited or absent expertise.

3.6.2 Research by English Heritage and the IHBC in 2003, The Local Authority Conservation Provision
Study, (LACPS, 2003), describes a service surviving under severe pressure (see Section 9 below). This
described conservation services at that time as follows:

“The overwhelming impression emerging from the survey is of a conservation service that is often
stretched, under-resourced and operating without many of the necessary ‘building blocks’ that
would ensure an eVective, eYcient and balanced service”.

3.6.3 Since then extensive local government reform has only led to the further deterioration of
services, through:

— down-grading of conservation posts following the low grading of conservation skills and roles;

— diminishing resources compounded by lack of statutory duty and specific performance indicators;

— new duties & operations, including those attached to e-government & new planning obligations;

— limited corporate recognition of sector skills and training needs;

— reduction or cessation of conservation investment in historic places (including central government
allocations).

3.6.4 These organisational problems aggravate related issues on the ground, encouraging

— a decrease in trainees and professionals coming into local government conservation service,
creating an ageing profile (figures provided by IHBC for DCMS & English Heritage research into
Local Delivery);

— over-reliance on low-resource strategies, such as control, to compensate for the lack of pro-active
strategies requiring investment;

— inconsistent regulatory standards, and, following from these;

— poor public perceptions arising from over-control in some areas and under-regulation in others.

3.6.5 The IHBC understands the current state of conservation services across England will be captured
in forthcoming research to be undertaken for DCMS & EH as part of their investigation of HPR strategies.
This will allow for a more detailed understanding of the present situation.
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3.7 As well as bringing opportunities for local decision-making, new proposals will involve English
Heritage devolving its responsibilities and reducing its scrutiny of local conservation operations. Increased
duty and reduced scrutiny of local planning authorities must be balanced by the introduction of clear duties
and obligations for delivering conservation.

3.7.1 Ongoing research has identified that local government structures and managers can be unclear
about their duties to local historic places, in particular as regards perceived conflicts between preservation
and enhancement. (DCMS & English Heritage 2006, Local Delivery Research, unpublished draft).

3.7.2 IHBC recognises that all local government services are subject to significant pressures. However
conservation services are particularly threatened because of the long-term strategies they require and the
diverse cross-sector returns they bring.

3.7.3 The IHBC notes that the recent proposal by English Heritage to phase the introduction of local
delivery could help respond to some concerns over capacity, but only at the expense of eVective
implementation of Local Delivery. Certainly, without more clarity in the responsibilities of local
government under HPR, conservations services will always be susceptible to disintegration.

3.8 Key Recommendation 1

To secure local conservation services, the White Paper must introduce a legal obligation on local planning
authorities to:

— care for their historic places, and to

— deliver defined services supporting their historic places, including Buildings at Risk registers,
technical advisory services, grant aid and current and relevant information in the form of Historic
Environment Records.

3.9 Any devolution of duties to local government, or increase of responsibilities, must be accompanied
by dedicated investment in local authority services in the fashion of the Planning Delivery Grants (PDG).

3.9.1 We do know that new duties expected in the White Paper will bring new budgetary pressures, even
if the precise impacts are, at this time, unclear. For example, moving consents for scheduled ancient
monuments to local authority control will require additional skills to be employed or bought in to many
services. Also, while we understand that there is no detailed analysis of the financial impact of Heritage
Partnership Agreements (HPAs), they may have considerable resource implications for many services.
English Heritage has piloted a limited number of such agreements but it has not to our knowledge calculated
the cost to the local authorities in terms of staYng and time required to bring management agreements into
eVect. Proposals for Local Lists, while still undergoing development, also will place new burdens and
additional duties on local services.

3.9.2 Any additional duties for planning authorities not attached to additional resources will result in
current essential work being sidelined.

3.10 Key Recommendation 2

The White Paper must secure an investment programme, in the fashion of the Planning Delivery
Grant, to:

— bring all local conservation services to an operational standard in anticipation of the changes, and

— cover the impact of Heritage White Paper proposals on internal budgets.

3.11 To ease pressures on local conservation services under any White Paper proposals, ODPM must
take a lead in delivering support for the services, their resources and their budgets, either directly through
White Paper-related reforms, or indirectly through other initiatives. These would be expected to include
delivering:

— Regulation of demolition through planning controls;

— Performance indicators for local authorities;

— “Flat”-VAT on repairs;

— Conservation Area controls;

— Interim revision of select parts of PPG 15, and

— New development guidance.

3.12 Demolition:Demolition is not regarded as development, so communities often look to conservation
controls to protect threatened buildings, regardless of their historic value. This places a burden on the sector
as a whole, and undermines conservation principles. As un-managed demolition itself is environmentally
unsustainable, demolition should be controlled within the wider planning system. This would then ease the
burden on conservation services under the new proposals.
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3.13 Performance indicators:Corporate support for conservation services within local government could
be enhanced or secured by using relevant performance indicators. Such indicators shape wider management
processes and, provided they are fit-for-purpose, can help manage resources within local authority priorities.
Assessing over time the numbers of historic Buildings At Risk, for example, would help focus attention on
their rescue.

3.14 VAT on repairs:As VAT is charged on repair or refurbishment, but not on new-build, there is a key
financial incentive to replace old and historic fabric with new, rather than repair it. The ODPM Committee
report on The Role of Historic Buildings in Urban Regeneration (2004) recommended that that “The tax
system needs to favour the preservation and reuse of historic buildings rather than deter it. The imposition
of VAT on the repair of historic buildings whilst newbuild projects are exempt deters developers from taking
on complex projects involving historic buildings and runs counter to the Government’s sustainability
agenda and its policy on promoting the reuse of historic buildings”. (Recommendation 23).

3.14.1 The IHBC notes the Government’s response (November 2004), and urges the ODPM to identify
a route that will resolve the discrepancy, rather than present a reason why it should not. There is an ongoing
review of the impact of reduced VAT rates that includes as an objective the “modernisation” of the system
in the context of labour-intensive activities. As part of this, there was an experimental reduction of VAT
on repairs and renovations to private dwelling in The Isle of Man. Unfortunately it was assessed only in
basic fiscal terms, of employment and prices, and not the wider environmental benefits such reductions could
bring. As of 2003, construction industry activities involving repairs, maintenance and improvement—
“RMI”—constituted 50% of the entire business of the construction sector, eVectively contributing to 4% of
GDP (see Altogether stronger, Skills Needs Analysis for construction (Sector Skills Council for
Construction, 2004–05). The IHBC believes that, not least given the scale of the activities, any study of the
modernisation of VAT should include a test of the impact on cultural and environmental resources of
reduced VAT on repairs.

3.15 Conservation Areas: Conservation Areas are increasingly seen as eVective tools for delivering
economic development and regeneration, but they are also complex and inconsistent in their scope,
convoluted in process and limited in impact. They need to be simplified and clarified. To bring development
in conservation areas under more eVective control, the Institute believes that in this specific instance more
regulation would equate to better regulation in terms of comprehension and ease of administration.

3.15.1 Without supplementary controls (referred to as “Article 4s”) conservation areas do not provide
the protection and quality assurance that people expect of them. Conservation Areas should become a
designation with simple, robust and consistent control of demolition and damaging change, and require the
retention of key cultural features such as doors and windows, roofing and walling materials, chimneys etc.

3.16 PPG 15 update: The re-writing of a consolidated policy statement for historic places must await new
legislation. However there is still an urgent need for interim revisions and up-dates of parts of PPG 15.

3.17 New development guidance: The IHBC is concerned over the low quality of much new development,
including that in and around conservation areas, or involving extensions or adaptations to listed buildings.
New development in historic places does not need to imitate the original, it should be a creative response
to it. Legislation and guidance for new development in historic places, and resources to ensure best practice,
should encourage quality.

3.17.1 The IHBC welcomes the strength of recent guidance for planning authorities on design. This
advises that: “Design which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality
of an area should not be accepted”. (PPS1) This is now more rigorous than the special requirements for listed
buildings and conservation areas. New guidance for historic places should ensure that:

— Conservation designations promote creative solutions, not suppress them. Guidance should deal
with situations where new development seeks to complement general townscape characteristics
(not stylistic characteristics) and those where bolder statements are appropriate;

— Guidance should also deal with the relationship between planning and the procurement and
construction of development. At present, many local planning authorities and designers leave
important design decisions to building contractors, when careful conditioning of planning
consents can be used to assure better design quality;

— Better design training for decision makers in both urban design and architectural principles is
essential. This should lead to better understanding of the diVerence between quality assurance, and
subjective stylistic preferences;

— There should be a greater emphasis on analysis and understanding of urban context in new design.
Conservation Area appraisals, area or building management plans, and urban design frameworks
are examples of good practice.

3.18 Key Recommendation 3

ODPM must lead in delivering reforms to support proposals in the Heritage White Paper, including:

— controlling demolition through the planning system;
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— pursuing a clear strategy for equitable VAT on repairs, to include promoting in Europe an
examination of the cultural and environmental impacts of reduced VAT on repairs given their
labour-intensive nature;

— promoting management mechanisms, such as performance indicators, to support delivery of local
conservation services, such as Buildings at Risk services;

— tightening Conservation Area control and making it more consistent;

— completing an interim revision of agreed parts of PPG 15;

— demanding quality new design in historic places either though tightening current planning
legislation or through supporting guidance.

3.19 As the responsibility for implementing new heritage legislation will fall primarily to local authorities,
the IHBC is concerned that the steering group overseeing the HPR programme appears to have no
representatives from the local government sector. This is could undermine the value and delivery of White
Paper proposals.

3.20 Key Recommendation 4

Local Government representation should be given priority in the further development of the Heritage
White Paper.

4. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

4.1 Joined-up government is essential to deliver the cross-cutting benefits of historic places, and this is not
evident. Historic places, and their roles in creating sustainable communities, are side-lined or overlooked in
favour of more narrow departmental agendas. Despite their best eVorts DCMS, which is responsible for historic
places in central government, has not been able to achieve cross-government support, for example:

4.1.1 As noted above, reduced VAT on repairs would help promote the more environmentally and
economically sound principal of maintenance over replacement. Key development and economic interests
in government have failed to pursue this strategy pro-actively, despite consolidated calls across the sector.

4.1.2 Similarly, the sequence of challenges faced by English Heritage in recent years, including review,
re-structuring, re-organisation and, now, re-location, have been met only by an overall reduction in
investment from central government (See section 7.1 below).

4.1.3 The remarkable returns the HLF has brought through its cross-cutting investment in the social
benefits of conservation have been fully and eVectively documented in their publications. Yet now its fund
is threatened by a multiple-whammy of re-distribution of reserves, reduced income from lottery sales, and
threatened reductions due to the forthcoming 2012 Olympics.

4.1.4 Again, the extra capacity and coordination Heritage Link brings to the sector is achieved in the face
of minimal investment by central government, despite the huge added value it brings in voluntary
contributions from member organisations. Similar problems are faced by the national amenity societies,
despite their capacity to promote informed engagement in development issues.

4.1.5 The IHBC’s long-standing advocacy of the importance of local government services delivering
support for historic places—an agenda supported by many partners across the sector—has been met only
by the deterioration of services referred to in section 3 above.

4.1.6 The positive initiatives of DEFRA’s invaluable involvement in the improvement of historic places
through agri-environment schemes is extremely welcome, but represents an exceptional situation, spurred
on by European funding, rather than the ordinary practice it should.

4.2 As the management and guidance of change takes place through the planning process, the lead
department for planning, currently ODPM, should also be the lead department for the protection of the
historic environment.

4.3 Key Recommendation 5

Government reform at Cabinet level is required to deliver joined-up support for historic places at the most
strategic level, including re-locating DCMS interests in historic places inside the planning portfolio currently
held by ODPM.

4.4 It is essential that Government takes full advantage of the ways it can directly support historic places.

4.4.1 In particular Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) have a key role in determining regeneration
strategies and priorities for diVerent areas. Yet unless there is a strong qualitative basis to their activities,
regeneration is unlikely capitalise on community and cultural resources and to be sustainable. IHBC would
like to see a greater emphasis on the quality of regeneration, especially through recognition of the capacity
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for heritage-led regeneration, supported by quality design, to deliver higher value and more sustainable
benefits. Greater public involvement, including meaningful community participation, would help
incorporate in the development of RDA priorities genuine local interest in historic places.

4.4.2 The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment (CABE) helps to provide guidance
on best practice in new architectural and urban design. Closer and more integrated working between CABE
and English Heritage, supported through ODPM, would enable a more eVective holistic approach to the
quality of the built environment, old and new.

4.4.3 Government must support inter-departmental communication by promoting participation by
heritage bodies with cross-sector interests, such as IHBC and Heritage Link.

4.4 Key Recommendation 6

Government must deliver its support for historic places through all its activities and partners, including:

— ensuring that every RDA employ special advisers with skills in conservation and design, and
responsibility for quality assurance;

— encouraging links between English Heritage and CABE;

— actively promoting participation by heritage organisations with cross-sector agendas, such as
IHBC and Heritage Link, in the development of inter-departmental agendas.

4.5 Faced by a wider agenda and diminished resources, lack of government support for English Heritage
has undermined its capacity to deliver. For the future it must be encouraged to focus on two key priorities,
casework support—both for today and under any HPR strategies—and investment in historic places
through grants. IHBC is especially concerned that English Heritage caseworkers are overstretched at
present and that funding for partnerships in conservation areas grant schemes is being squeezed. Property
management and visitor site functions should not distract from the need for eVective partnership with local
government.

4.5.1 English Heritage must continue to develop its focus on the ways area grant schemes and other
heritage initiatives contribute to sustainability and social inclusion, and actively pursue closer working with
regional development agencies, English Partnerships and other investment, funding and regeneration
agencies.

4.6 Key Recommendation 7

English Heritage should give priority to:

— working in partnership with local authorities to support local conservation delivery, and working
with regional development agencies and other agencies to promote awareness of the importance
heritage plays in regeneration and the creation of sustainable communities;

— securing, delivering and promoting investment in conservation area-based schemes;

— developing its casework function to ensure that proper support is given to local authorities when
dealing with planning proposals and regeneration projects, both for today and in line with any
HPR proposals.

5. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy. (The Role of

Heritage in Delivering Sustainable Development)

5.1 There is no necessary conflict between heritage and development interests. Already progressive
development practices are seeing historic places as positive catalysts for regeneration, diversity and
economic growth, and for promoting quality new design.

5.1.1 In fact the role of heritage in the delivery of wider economic benefits, including especially heritage-
led regeneration, is well established in a range of reports. Some of the main ones are:

— Regeneration and the Historic Environment, English Heritage, 2005;

— New Life—Heritage and Regeneration, The Heritage Lottery Fund, 2004;

— The Role of Historic Buildings in Urban Regeneration, ODPM Housing, Planning, Local
Government and the Regions Committee, 2004;

— The Heritage Dynamo, Heritage Link, 2004;

— Heritage Counts, English Heritage, 2003;

— Heritage Dividend, English Heritage, 2003;

— The Economic Power of Restoration, D Rypkema, 2001.

5.1.2 Schemes based on the conversion and reuse of historic buildings and areas are amongst the most
sustainable forms of development and are crucial tools in the delivery of sustainable communities. As
identified in the publications cited in 5.1.1, there are numerous dimensions to this:
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— Energy and landfill—Demolition of existing building stock contributes to landfill and involves the
loss of the embodied energy used in the manufacture of materials and construction. Further energy
is then invested in the replacement development, usually at the expense of high carbon emissions.
This can be avoided by working to retain and convert historic or other existing building stock
rather than replace it.

— Historic buildings and areas better support mixed use and mixed communities due to the wider
range of types of floorspace and rental levels.

— This factor also allows community uses to be more easily accommodated. It also provides for
minority needs and demands and promotes social inclusion. For example, older areas can provide
a focus for specialist retail such as charity shops, aVordable IT, alternative music and youth
culture, and ethnic foods and fashions.

— The variation in rental levels is also crucial to accommodate small businesses, creative and high
tech industries and fostering innovation. Historic buildings can provide for economic
diversification and increased job opportunities.

— Historic places are also important for cultural development, both by catering for minority tastes
and also often having a past associated with local industries and specialisms. Historic buildings
often form a focus for the arts and craft based skills.

— Older housing areas are often high density in nature and for many people are a preferred choice
to “soulless” oV-the-peg new housing.

— Historic buildings have also helped to increase diversity of housing stock, including the
repopulation of inner city areas. Often such schemes incorporate a range of tenures including
aVordable housing and starter homes.

— Historic areas often incorporate good urban design principles, such as legibility and good
pedestrian permeability. Historic buildings and spaces are often adaptable to changing demands.
Pedestrian interests can be a strong feature of historic places.

5.1.3 In addition heritage-led regeneration has been a key element in the transformation of inner cities
all around the UK in the past decade, prominent examples including Grainger Town and the Baltic Flour
Mill in Newcastle, Ropewalks in Liverpool, the canal corridors and City Centre in Manchester, the Jewellery
Quarter in Birmingham and the Lace Market area of Nottingham.

5.2 At the same time, environmental and economic interests have become more closely integrated, not
least in response to issues such as Global Warming and bio-diversity. As carbon trading is increasingly
factored into key economic decisions, conservation is, compared to new development, a low-carbon
emission strategy by definition. The cross-sector BEFS response to the DEFRA consultation on
sustainability, Taking it on, noted that ‘historic fabric is intrinsically “sustainable”.

5.2.1 Conservation strategies help to manage development in a more sustainable way, and are associated
with reduced waste & landfill, recycling, lower carbon emissions, more advanced skills, tourism, and more
attractive working and living environments, all of which have clear economic impacts. (See 2.4 above and
6 below).

5.3 Similarly the sustainable conservation of historic places requires specialised skills and competences
capable of informed professional operations, such as those required for IHBC membership. The sector’s
recognition of the principle of inter-disciplinary skills is represented by key publications, including the Egan
Report, the ODPM’s Evidence base review of skills for sustainable communities (2004), the cross-cutting
interests of the Academy for Sustainable Communities (ASC), and the Construction sector’s analysis of
needs in skills, Altogether stronger, Skills Needs Analysis for construction (see above). This last has noted
that “There is a lack of understanding of the impact of the Government’s wide-ranging sustainability agenda
on what and how the industry builds”. Clearly the sector as a whole fails to understand the contribution
conservation can make to the sustainability agenda.

5.3.1 To deliver support for historic places eVectively and eYciently, it must be shaped by skilled
conservation professionals who are fully informed of its priorities and principles. Membership of relevant
professional institutes, including the IHBC, helps confirm standards, not least as most institutes usually
require ongoing professional development programmes. Increasingly informed developers are looking to
employ this type of expertise. Planning authorities and English Heritage can play an important role here by
insisting on appropriate professional qualifications.

5.3.2 English Heritage initiatives to enhance the skills of professionals operating in conservation and
related disciplines are particularly welcome, and have the full support of relevant professional bodies such
as the IHBC.

5.4 However, at the local planning level, conservation benefits are generally not valued for their
contribution to wider sustainability-related targets, and so the opportunity to promote sustainable
development at the local level is compromised, even under-mined. In the absence of a suitable indicator, it
is impossible to include these conservation-related benefits in wider sustainable strategies.
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5.5 Key Recommendation 8

Establish a new sustainability indicator covering conservation and historic places so they can be managed
within wider planning strategies, including Local Development Frameworks.

6. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

6.1 The IHBC encourages physical and intellectual access to the built heritage for all people.

6.1.1 Projects that are partially or completely funded from public sources provide opportunities to
require and develop such access. IHBC members are involved in sensitively adapting buildings to provide
access for people of limited mobility, all in accordance with statutory and best-practice requirements.

6.2 Heritage has a fundamental role in defining national, regional and local cultural identity (See section 2
above).

6.2.1 Industrial heritage in places like Birmingham, Nottingham, Liverpool and the Potteries provide
locally distinctive townscapes, sometimes still accommodating the original manufacturing activities, but
also often accommodating new businesses, creative industries and other activities.

6.2.2 The Ropewalks area of Liverpool became a focus for creative industries. Places like Birmingham’s
Jewellery Quarter or Nottingham’s Lace Market have adapted and contribute to modernisation and
diversification. Market towns, canals, historic city and town centres, traditional housing areas, post-war
planned development, villages, parks, gardens, cultural landscapes, and a range of other historic places all
contribute to creating balanced, sustainable and well functioning places.

6.3 Historic areas are often better at catering for the needs of local communities and minority groups. The
diverse needs of small communities will often correspond more closely to those uses that historic places
originally addressed, including the provision of flexible living and working spaces. (See section 5.1.2 above)

6.3.1 Shops and businesses catering for specialist markets are rarely to be found in areas that have been
comprehensively redeveloped, but are often found in older buildings and areas which oVer more viable
rental levels.

6.4 The destruction of historic areas has often resulted in the loss of community facilities, break-up and
fragmentation of communities, narrowing of economic and employment choices and opportunities, and loss of
distinctive local identity.

6.4.1 While more rare than in previous decades, such mistakes are still being made. The public outcry
against recent plans to demolish large areas of terraced housing in Housing Pathfinder areas illustrates this.
This is not to say that the worst housing shouldn’t be demolished, but it is crucial to look beyond crude
supply and demand economic factors and consider the more complex human interactions of communities,
as well as the environmental impacts, such as waste generation and carbon emissions. (See section 5 above)

6.5 Conservation strategies shaped through HLF and EH funding increasingly remind us that the profile of
people who live, work and spend leisure time in historic buildings and places is extremely diverse.

6.5.1 Indeed many under-privileged, minority and ‘hard to reach’ groups are key stakeholders in
managing heritage assets, and only need access to the resources to become caring and constructive.
Innovative and creative approaches are required support and empower local communities and minority
groups. These include area grant schemes, individual projects and educational initiatives aimed at both
schools and communities, such as those being undertaken in various regions by Planning Aid England.

6.6 Local historic environments also have an educational role, helping people to understand how their area
developed and grew. Such understanding is often crucial to managing and planning the future of an area in
partnership, informed by the wishes of the community.

6.6.1 Local schools’ ‘Citizenship projects’ on the history and potential of their own surroundings involve
the wider community, as children take the ideas home to their parents. Cutbacks in English Heritage mean
that despite excellent generic publications the organisation has had to concentrate on its own sites or
immediate policies, rather than a wider agenda, and this is a missed opportunity. Partnership with the DfES
could secure funding to provide schools with local resource material for such projects.

6.6.2 As is well known, historic places can also form the basis of tourism and the visitor economy is
increasingly significant in many areas.
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6.7 The contributions of the HLF—and its strategy for allocating funding within access-related priorities—
have significantly enhanced access to the heritage while also promoting its conservation. However recent
reductions in funding for heritage projects reduces the scope for such activities. This will leave more of our
historic places inaccessible to manymembers of the public. Also, by failing to implement conservation strategies
today, it will also compromise access by future generations.

6.8 Historic places represent the cultural legacy of diVerent places and communities, but also help them to
adapt and provide for ongoing cultural development. The destruction or neglect of historic buildings and areas
destroys cultural diversity and increases social exclusion. A properly resourced heritage sector is a crucial part
of an inclusive and diverse society.

6.9 Key Recommendation 9

In order to secure access, understanding and enjoyment of our historic places for all communities, for
today and for future generations, proposals expected in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper must be
properly resourced and implemented.

7. Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and

for Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for

Heritage Projects, and Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources

Between Good Causes

7.1 Government investment in historic places has diminished rapidly in recent years. The IHBC is appalled by
the relative decline in funding for English Heritage at a time when DCMS commitment to the arts and sport
has seen large increases. English Heritage has, by its own figures, been subject to a £9.7 million reduction in
funding over the past five years. This marks a stark contrast with other players in the culture sector (SeeDCMS
Annual Reports). HLF’s rightly celebrated contributions to the sector—with £3 billion invested in the heritage
since 1995—have been a key safety line for the sector. However these are masking huge reductions in core
government funding.

7.2 Notwithstanding the poverty of government investment, English Heritage, the HLF and other investment
bodies and charities, have achieved exceptional value for their investments by securing sustainable futures for
many of the nation’s historic places, in some of the most challenging fiscal and social circumstances. (See for
example Annual Reports of English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, Architectural Heritage Fund)

7.3 The current low priority for heritage and freeze on investment in historic places will not support sustainable
development as it actually ignores the wide social, cultural and environmental returns these places bring. (see
section 2 above) The consequences are:

— English Heritage has reduced casework support for local authorities and building owners, without
compensatory increase in local authority capacity. This can only bring about a drop in the quality
and substance of decisions

— Funding for area grant schemes is being lost. Such schemes have a significant role to play in
delivering regeneration and social inclusion

— The potential of the built heritage is not being realised in terms of accessibility, education,
economic development, and delivery of a range of beneficial new uses, a problem aggravated by
the diYculty of measuring this failure

— Buildings at risk problems of under use, poor condition, dereliction and environmental
degradation cannot be adequately addressed, which will give rise to an increase in demolitions

— The regeneration of inner city areas, industrial areas, towns and villages, and rural areas can be
compromised, especially in areas of significant market failure

— Skills in the sector are not being adequately maintained or developed

— Lack of certainty over future funding is undermining pro-active project development activities

— There is a huge loss of other public and private sector funding that could be levered by heritage
funding

7.4 Key Recommendation 10

Given central government failure to maintain overall budgets for bodies investing in historic places, there
should be a formal commitment to redress recent funding imbalances in the sector, in particular for English
Heritage.
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7.5 Pressures on budgets of heritage bodies, especially the HLF, from the 2012 Olympics, ignore the wide-
ranging social contribution achieved through strategic investment in historic places. The Olympics is a
remarkable national opportunity to show the international community our best-practice in regeneration,
including heritage-led regeneration. Indeed area regeneration was the centrepiece of the successful bid.Heritage
bodies have key roles to play for 2012, and, not least to avoid the international criticisms faced in previous
Olympics-related development programmes, they should have access to additional dedicated funding.

7.5.1 However as the regeneration for 2012 will be necessarily largely localised, any investment there
should not result in an overall reduction in regional investment in heritage programmes.

7.6 Key Recommendation 11

Additional budgets should be made available to key funding bodies such as English Heritage and HLF
for 2012, as investment in heritage programmes, especially area grants, is the key to securing sustainable
development for many parts of the Olympics’ regeneration programme.

7.7 The Heritage Lottery Fund provides funding for individual building projects and for historic areas through
theTownscapeHeritage Initiative (THI) programme, while also supporting diversity in and access to the sector
through educational, policy, research and related strategies.

7.7.1 The HLF has built a highly eVective policy and public relations resource supporting heritage
interests across the sector directly out of its investment strategy. The integration of its funding strategy and
its policy development has been an important development in the representation of the heritage interests at
all levels of government.

7.7.2 The HLF area programmes are particularly eVective in under-pinning this strategy. THI’s have
helped to deliver dramatic transformations of town centres, traditional industrial cores, and other failing or
under-performing areas.

7.8 Key Recommendation 12

The individual grant-based investments and Townscape Heritage Initiative programme of HLF should
be consolidated and expanded. Care is required to ensure that resources are not drained from the
programme by the Olympics or from the transfer of funds to other lottery operators.

7.9 At least two separate area grant schemes for historic places, as currently operated through English
Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund, must be maintained, to provide match funding under Treasury
guidelines.

7.9.1 It is essential that both English Heritage’s area partnership schemes and the Heritage Lottery
Fund’s Townscape Heritage Initiatives continue to operate independently. They have diVering criteria and
are used in diVerent circumstances. It is especially crucial that at least two independent heritage-specific
funding bodies exist, for match-funding purposes as it is not always possible to obtain match funding from
mainstream regeneration sources.

7.10 Key Recommendation 13

Individual grant investments and Townscape Heritage Initiative programmes should be maintained and
expanded, with a particular focus on the need for the retention of two separate funding streams, as is
currently available from English Heritage and HLF.

7.11 There is a lack of understanding and application of principles of investment and return in the sector. There
is an urgent need for fiscal perspectives on:

— Heritage Protection Reform proposals, including a full cost-benefit analysis of its impacts across
government services and priorities

— the role of the historic environment in delivering social, economic and sustainability objectives,
including the Government’s Sustainable Communities policy

— the benefits of expanding skills in the sector, including craft-based, technical and professional skills

— the advantages of promoting pro-active strategies such as project-based investment, rather than
just reactive control work

— the benefits arising from better integration with other Government departments, including the
education, planning and regeneration ministries

— environmental returns, and associated budgetary gains, from conservation
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7.12 The IHBC, based on its knowledge of the state of our historic places, suggest the following priorities for
investment:

— better investment local government specialist design and conservation services

— an expanded English Heritage casework and funding capacity

— expansion of area grant schemes, especially in areas of market failure

— grants for buildings at risk

— development of sector skills, across the public, private and voluntary sectors. These should include
practical building skills, design and conservation training, and generic skills such as project
management

— improved access to heritage

— education and capacity building initiatives aimed at both local communities and the visitor
economy

7.13 Key Recommendation 14

The IHBC urges a comprehensive reassessment of investment in our historic places, including grant and
funding programmes, to gain a better understanding of the returns this can bring, with a view to redressing
reduced allocations to the sector over recent years.

8. What the Roles and Responsibilities Should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery

Fund, Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Non-governmental

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

8.1 The IHBC commends the wide spectrum of active players in our sector as a sign of its vigour, inclusiveness,
diversity and accessibility. However we do also recognise that this breadth of interest can limit clarity in policy
and strategy, both inside and outside the sector. In response, the IHBC is committed to promoting stronger
partnership between the sector’s stakeholders, including developing inclusion and diversity agendas.

8.2 As a multi-disciplinary organisation, IHBC especially welcomes co-ordinating bodies such as Heritage
Link and The Joint Committee of National Amenity Societies, in particular for the extra capacity they bring
to the sector. Such consolidation, whether of policy or resources, does not undermine the inclusion and diversity
inherent in the sector.

8.2.1 The roles and responsibilities of English Heritage, HLF and local authorities are considered in
sections 3 and 4 above, and in section 9 below.

8.3 Each of the bodies referred to in this section’s title plays a variety of roles in the sector, again representing
its capacity to deliver. Any formal classification necessarily under-estimates their contribution. However key
activities may include any of the following, all of which are crucial to delivering futures for our historic places:

— Funding—providing and directing investment in historic places, typically through grants and
funding, ranging from strategic investment provided by English Heritage and HLF, through the
activities of the Architectural Heritage Fund, to small charities supporting individual building
preservation programmes

— Preservation & Regeneration—often project-based organisations, such as building preservation
trusts (BPTs) generally constituted as charities, that develop, manage and operate conservation
programmes invariably benefiting from high voluntary and community inputs

— Advice—again ranging from national bodies such as English Heritage to the informed specialised
activities of national amenity societies or institutes such as the IHBC, to local amenity interests
represented by civic trusts

— Advocacy—issues-based support for historic places, operating at strategic levels (such as through
policy development by professional institutes like IHBC) as well as specific project-oriented
advocacy in the informed casework of the national amenity societies

— Stewardship—providing strategies for caring for specific parts of the nation’s historic places, either
direct, through ownership & maintenance, or indirect, through supporting the informed
guardianship that the planning system can provide

— Education—promoting understanding and awareness, an activity to which all organisations will
contribute

— Community support & inclusion—Adding capacity to the community, through promoting
voluntary activities, engagement with and mediation in public interests, and promoting access,
diversity and inclusion
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— Professional support—professional institutes, such as the IHBC, that provide quality assurance
through promoting and regulating professional activities

8.4 Types of bodies may be best classified according to scale, focus and remit:

— Large-scale dedicated national heritage bodies such as English Heritage and HLF bring a wide-
ranging experience and understanding of the nation’s heritage in all its manifestations—from
technical conservation of objects to policies for places—that is particularly valuable to the
wider sector

— Smaller scale national heritage bodies such as the national amenity societies play key roles in
building capacity in the community and informing planning strategies through informed advocacy

— Professional institutes—Promote and support professional activities, while also encouraging
voluntary activities and development within the profession

— Link organisations, such as Heritage Link and the Joint Committee of National Amenity Societies,
that help build capacity, communications and partnership

— Voluntary organisations (including amenity bodies)—play a central role in delivering support for
and information on the sector through community interests. They are invariably among the most
fully informed players within their own remit, and add huge value to the sector through their
voluntary activities

— Others—the many other bodies that play roles outlined in section 8.3 above, with varying degrees
of responsibility, interest and success, including national advisory bodies such as CABE,
professional institutes such as RIBA and RTPI and many others.

8.5 The forthcoming Heritage White Paper heralds significant change in the sector, particularly for core
conservation service providers, such as English Heritage and local planning authorities. The IHBC considers
that, beyond dedicated investment, there should be no major changes in roles and responsibilities for bodies in
the wider sector until there is a better understanding of the impact any changes will bring.

9. Whether there is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and Means of Making Conservation Expertise

more Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

9.1 Much of the evidence presented in section 3 and after confirms that there is not an adequate supply of
professionals with suitable cross-sector skills, that conservation is a low priority in many planning services, and
that conservation expertise can only be made more accessible by framing suitable and specific legislation, and
providing core resources.

9.2 The Local Authority Conservation Provision Study (LACPS) of 2003, commissioned jointly by English
Heritage and IHBC, comprised data and analysis of conservation staYng resources in England (LACPS,
2003). It remains the most substantial publicly available survey able to inform the current debate on capacity
in local government. The main findings of the study were:

— On average, local authorities employ an average of 1.7 specialist staV—a very modest figure for
the extensiveness of the resource they need to manage

— Provision is very inconsistent, with some authorities employing a single isolated oYcer or no
specialist staV

— Conservation specialists display a wide range of skills to carry out their work eVectively

— Salary and grades levels are low to modest

— Because of limited capacity, workloads tend to be focused on short-term reactive matters rather
than long-term proactive initiatives

9.3 Extensive data collected by IHBC as part of the LACPS study, monitoring of over 950 conservation oYcer
posts since 1998 and local authority Best Value studies has demonstrated a very consistent pattern to
conservation oYcer workload priorities over most types of local authorities (the main exception being county
councils). Skills required are reflected in the composition of the workload that the study described:

— specialist Advice on planning, policy and other technical issues

— schemes of Grant Aid (HERS, THIs etc.)

— evaluation of Conservation Areas

— enforcement & Buildings at Risk

— enhancement Schemes

9.3.1 Priorities in the workload demonstrated that that short-term high pressure workload takes
precedence over long-term large-scale and complex workload such as enforcement and quality assurance.
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9.4 The survey included the following conclusions:

The overwhelming impression emerging from the survey is of a conservation service that is often
stretched, under-resourced and operating without many of the necessary ‘building blocks’ that would ensure
an eVective, eYcient and balanced service. Too many authorities hold inadequate information about the
extent, character and condition of the historic resource to be managed. This is likely to lead to a failure on
the part of authorities to match resources with the scale of the challenge they face. StaYng levels are often
modest in relation to the size of the resource to be managed and the workloads faced. Whilst it is clear that
the majority of conservation specialists would claim to be covering a very wide range of activities,
development control tasks invariably predominate at the expense of other important work. Consequently
much of what might be regarded as essential best practice, such as buildings at risk work, conservation area
appraisals, enforcement, monitoring and other proactive tasks, inevitably receives comparatively low
priority in many authorities.

In the context of rising development pressures, it seems unlikely that local authorities will be able to
properly address their responsibilities for managing the historic environment without more resources, a
national framework of standards and associated performance indicators.

9.5 Feedback from IHBC members indicates that the above situation has continued to decline since 2003.

9.6 TheODPM report by Ernst &Young on Evidence base review of skills for sustainable communities (2004)
confirms that ‘Quantitative and qualitative evidence indicates that supply shortages are emerging’ in the supply
of Conservation OYcers. It also notes that ‘average [Local Authority] spending on built environment
conservation has remained constant over the past 5 years, which translates as a decline in real terms’.

9.7 There is a clear need to address the inter-related problems of supply, service, resources and capacity in the
sector. This is especially important if the full potential of the historic environment is to be realised, especially
through proactive work such as undertaking buildings at risk surveys, action planning, project formulation,
bidding, project delivery, formulating area masterplans, regeneration strategies and design frameworks, etc.

9.8 The IHBC considers that the eVective implementation of the recommendations listed in section 3 will help
secure delivery by local conservation and planning services of the support that is essential to the survival of our
historic places.

10 Conclusions

10.1 Historic places have a key role in delivering a range of social, economic and sustainability objectives.
However, these roles have not been fully appreciated, even in the Government’s own sustainable communities
policy. Progressive erosion of core services has been accompanied by their under-valuing and over-criticism, not
least within the sector itself. Cabinet initiatives appear essential to provide the cross-sector agenda that historic
places need for their survival.

10.2 The initiatives that must accompany the proposals in the Heritage White Paper, including specifying
obligations to local authorities, PDG-style investment, and fiscal and planning reform, provide a real
opportunity for government departments together to ensure that heritage is firmly integrated with the wider
economic, education, social, sustainability and community agendas.

10.3 Pursuit of VAT reform on refurbishment works, and securing the control of demolition in planning, would
provide the sector with a early votes of confidence in its future. There is also a need to simplify heritage
protection and make it more robust. In particular, conservation areas need to be comprehensively reviewed to
make the designation process simpler andmore consistent. Again the proposals expected inside theWhite Paper
should help address issues.

10.4 There is also a desperate and urgent need to review investment in the heritage sector to ensure that the
full potential of historic environment resources can be realised. The reduced funding for pro-active initiatives,
such as area grant schemes, must be reversed as a matter of urgency. Again the Heritage White Paper
proposals, which will bring a significant additional burden on a failing sector, provide both a framework and an
opportunity to address these issues.

6 February 2006



3298812071 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 218 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Memorandum submitted by the Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies

Introduction

1. The Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies was founded in 1972 to co-ordinate strategic
action, particularly in matters of government policy, legislation and taxation, between the national
conservation organisations concerned with the built environment. It meets six times a year.

2. The constituent members are:

2.1 The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings founded in 1877 by William Morris and others,
the first conservation organisation established in England. Concerned particularly with buildings
constructed before 1700 and the philosophy of repair;

2.2 The Council for British Archaeology founded in 1944 is an educational charity working throughout
the UK to involve people in archaeology and to promote appreciation and care of the historic environment
for the benefit of present and future generations;

2.3 The Ancient Monuments Society, which dates from 1924 and is concerned with historic buildings of
all ages and all types. It is in a working partnership with the Friends of Friendless Churches which owns 38
disused but architecturally important places of worship;

2.4 The Georgian Group founded in 1937 to study and to champion buildings constructed between 1700
and 1837;

2.5 The Victorian Society, founded in 1958 to study and to champion the architecture of the Victorian
and Edwardian periods;

2.6 The Twentieth Century Society, founded in 1979, to study and to champion architecture after 1914;

2.7 The Garden History Society, set up in 1965 to study and champion historic parks and gardens; and

2.8 The Civic Trust, founded in 1957 for the improvement and conservation of urban areas, historic and
non-historic. It was the Civic Trust which persuaded Parliament to introduce the concept of the
Conservation Area in 1967.

Evidence

3. Priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

3.1 Resource Implications

3.1.1 It is not clear how local authorities are going to manage their new responsibilities under the new
regime. Local authorities are very variable in their abilities and knowledge as far as conservation issues go.
And as their work has been primarily in development control, they have not had much experience as
enablers, that is, making the historic environment an important part of regeneration and development
schemes. The new system demands a holistic approach to planning and the historic environment and will
put local authorities in the front line in delivering theses services to the public. Conservation oYcers for
instance are not used to dealing with matters which are material considerations in determining planning
applications, they are generally more used to dealing with conservation area and listed building consent
applications, nor do they have direct experience of determining applications for scheduled monument
consent. Without adequate resources being made available to local authorities, many of the benefits of the
Heritage Protection Reform will be lost. Those resources are not just financial but are needed to develop
the knowledge, skill and experience of local authority oYcers and a wider understanding of the needs and
role of the historic environment by elected members.

3.2 Designation decisions

3.2.1 Notification of owners. We understand that the White Paper is likely to provide a period of
protection for a building while it is being considered for listing, and we strongly approve of this. However,
until this protection is available in law, we do not think that owners should be notified that their building
is being considered for listing. We are fully in favour of involving owners to a greater extent in the listing
process and encouraging their understanding of their building but this should not be at the expense of
protecting the building. Not all owners are benign and already this premature decision to notify owners has
resulted in three demolitions, according to English Heritage.

3.2.2 Service standards. A decision whether to list a building should be made within a defined period, say,
three months, during which the building should enjoy protection as if it were already listed. English Heritage
should be properly resourced so as to be able to work to such a timetable, and the DCMS should not drag
its feet.
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3.2.3 Delays in the present operation. There can be long delays in dealing with requests to list buildings.
It is not always clear to us whether English Heritage, the DCMS, or both, are at fault, but excessive time
taken to reach a decision is a great source of annoyance to us and to owners. It creates uncertainty for the
owner for an unreasonable amount of time. The Victorian Society has an undetermined listing request
dating back to April 2002 and several from 2004. We hope that English Heritage will be adequately
resourced to carry out its designation function.

4. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

4.1 DCMS

4.1.1 We welcome the fact that the culture minister sees his role as being a champion for heritage, but we
believe that the DCMS needs to champion heritage across government more eVectively. One example: the
fact that VAT acts as a disincentive to the maintenance and repair of historic buildings and favours new
work is scandalous, and the DCMS has so far been unsuccessful in convincing the Treasury to make sure
the VAT regime promotes sustainability in this way.

4.1.2 We are extremely disappointed that ministers choose to see the number and variety of groups which
take an interest in the heritage as an example of the fragmentation of the sector. We see it, as they should
do, in a much more positive light: as a mark of richness and diversity, reflecting the values that people around
the country place on diVerent aspects of the historic environment. While it might be bureaucratically more
convenient to deal with a smaller number of groups, ministers should not attempt to marginalise
stakeholders because there are many of them.

4.2 English Heritage

4.2.1 We particularly appreciate the lead role of English Heritage in producing Heritage Counts, the
annual survey of the state of England’s historic environment, which they put together on behalf of the sector.
But as we point out in section 6.1, their eVectiveness will be impaired by inadequate levels of resourcing.

4.3 The National Amenity Societies

4.3.1 As statutory consultees in the planning process relating to listed buildings, the national amenity
societies provide a voice for the voluntary and community heritage groups that have diYculty otherwise
being heard. We provide a national reservoir of expertise that would otherwise not be available to planning
authorities, and a channel through which the value that the public place on their heritage can be represented.
As well as our statutory role, our members provide advice and support to local campaigners trying to save
the heritage that they value. Too often, as Heritage Link has discovered in Making Consultation Matter,
local people feel marginalised from the planning process, despite local authorities going through the motions
of consultation.

5. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

5.1 We are concerned that Ministers and the Department tend to talk about heritage mainly in the sense
of visitor attractions, though we note that there were 58 million visits to historic visitor attractions in 2004.
Yet heritage is much more than this, and it is all around us. In fact, our heritage provides probably the most
inclusive and accessible form of cultural activity available. People can experience our heritage in much less
formal ways than other cultural activities like museums or concerts, in that they do not need to attend at a
certain time or pay to participate. Indeed they may not even consciously realise they are doing so. And it is
ubiquitous: England has 372,038 listed buildings, 9,374 conservation areas, 19,717 scheduled monuments,
1,587 registered parks and gardens and 16 world heritage sites (Heritage Counts 2005). Our participation
and experience of much of England’s built heritage will therefore remain unquantifiable but should not be
ignored for being so.

5.2 This country has a long tradition of active engagement and participation by ordinary people in caring
for the historic environment, whether that be through local civic societies commenting on planning
applications, through membership of conservation area advisory committees, by taking part in voluntary
restoration work, by caring for their own properties, or in many other ways.
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6. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

6.1 The budget for English Heritage

6.1.1 We have made no secret of our disappointment that English Heritage was accorded a low priority
in the 2004 spending review. In the period from 2000–01 to 2005–06 the grant aid to English Heritage
increased by just 3%, a significant reduction of 9.9% in real terms. In contrast, during the same period, grant
aid to Sport England increased by 98.6% and overall spending by the DCMS on sport by 143%.

6.1.2 We believe strongly that the heritage sector continues to miss out. English Heritage has been unable
to make any increases to its £30 million grant fund for repairing historic buildings over the last five years,
a period during which building tender prices have increased by 25.9%. This is a significant reduction in vital
assistance to those who struggle to care for their buildings and the public benefit that brings.

6.1.3 Major parts of our heritage are facing a diYcult future: many places of worship with declining
congregations are facing mounting repair costs; a large number of mainly nineteenth-century public
buildings and institutions have or are becoming redundant (such as hospitals, asylums, schools, town halls,
swimming baths), and the 2005 edition of Heritage Counts focused on the future of farm buildings.

6.2 The Heritage Lottery Fund

6.2.1 More than a decade of Heritage Lottery funding has transformed the cultural and physical
landscape of this country, and with it, many people’s lives. The Heritage Lottery Fund has also helped
transform our understanding of what heritage is by allowing people to decide what they value and wish to
enhance and pass on, rather than relying solely on the opinions of experts. It has funded regeneration
projects, parks, industrial heritage and places of worship, as well as projects which widen accessibility and
develop heritage skills. Without the Heritage Lottery Fund little, if any, of this would have happened. And
it brings tremendous benefits to local people, promoting regeneration and community cohesion, making
whole areas better places in which to live.

6.2.2 We believe that it is crucial that the HLF retain its existing share of lottery proceeds. Though much
has been done, there is still an enormous amount to do. The HLF estimates that buildings at risk in England
need £5.6 billion in repair, and the Council for the Care of Churches estimates that £1.2 billion is needed to
meet the backlog of repairs needed for Anglican places of worship. Much work is still required to farm
buildings, parks, cemeteries, waterways and canals.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public.

7.1 Skills are a major source of concern across the sector, whether craft skills or conservation skills. We
leave it to other bodies such as English Heritage, the Institute of Historic Building Conservation and the
Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings to deal with this question in depth.

7.2 We note and approve strongly of English Heritage’s Historic Environment Local Management
(HELM) project (at www.helm.org.uk) which aims to provide information and guidance to those in the local
government sector who make decisions about the historic environment. However, much more needs to be
done: only 151 local authorities (out of nearly 400) had Historic Environment Champions in July 2005, and
how eVective were they?

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Liverpool City Council

The following is the Memorandum to the Committee from Liverpool City Council in response to the
issues raised by the Committee in advance of the publication of the new Inquiry and Heritage White Paper.

Background

Liverpool’s heritage assets cover a broad spectrum and are nationally and internationally significant.
There are high numbers of fine historical and architectural assets covered by designations: some 1,500 List
entries (representing about 2,400 separate buildings and monuments); 34 conservation areas covering about
a twelfth of the area of the city; 10 listed parks and gardens; 4 Scheduled Ancient Monuments; some 1,800
entries on the Historic Environment Record; and a recently inscribed World Heritage Site.
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Along with designations the city has one of the country’s finest collections of civic monuments and
statuary outside of the Capital. The National Museums Liverpool and City Council Libraries add a further
dimension with their fine collections and archives, again of national and international importance. The city
also has a wealth of intangible heritage assets in the traditions and cultures of its diverse communities—
notably popular music, sports, comedy and the literary arts—that equally contribute to the city’s distinctive
character and are celebrated in a number of notable events in the city. All of the above contributed to the
city’s success in becoming European Capital of Culture in 2008.

Heritage Review

The City Council has welcomed and generally supported the Government’s new vision for heritage and
the historic environment that emerged in A Force for Our Future in 2001 and that has been pursued since
then, most recently set out in Review of Heritage Protection: The Way Forward (2004).

The City Council would like to think that it has embraced new ideas enthusiastically to enable the city’s
heritage assets to play an important part in the city’s regeneration. Notably:

— Liverpool has been the subject of a joint-partnership with English Heritage and other regeneration
partners in theHistoric Environment of Liverpool Project (HELP) that has sought to integrate the
historic environment with the city’s regeneration agenda. HELP commenced in 2002 as a national
pilot to demonstrate ideas developed by English Heritage in Power of Place. It has three main
themes—better understanding of the historic environment; improved management of the historic
environment; and, promotion and celebration of the city’s heritage. Within the heritage sector
much that has been achieved in the city has been an outcome of this project which continues
until 2008.

— The city’s historic waterfront and city centre were inscribed as a World Heritage Site in July 2004.
The City Council considers that it has risen to the challenge of creating a partnership from all
sectors to further the aims of World Heritage status and regards the adoption of a comprehensive
Management Plan to safeguard this international heritage asset a notable success. It is now
implementing the plan’s recommendations.

— The City Council appointed a Heritage Champion in 2002.

— The City Council has involved heritage partners in the development of its Housing Market
Renewal Initiative and its experience has guided the process nationally.

— The City Council is implementing a proactive Buildings at Risk initiative supported by a
partnership of Heritage Lottery, the North West Development Agency, English Heritage,
Liverpool Vision (the Urban Regeneration Company) and “City Focus”—SRB delivery body. It
is sharing its expertise with an English Heritage-led, national Buildings at Risk group and has
worked successfully with the local paper to put heritage concerns, literally, on the front page
through the ‘Stop the Rot’ campaign, commenced in 2001. A regular public Forum chaired by the
Bishop of Liverpool calls building owners to account.

— The City Council and its partners have developed an extensive programme for Heritage Open
Days. The city’s programme forms the basis of a wider sub-regional programme to encourage
access to historic buildings. It is co-ordinated by a heritage outreach post, jointly-funded by
English Heritage.

— The City Council is developing its programme for its role as European Capital of Culture through
a specially created Liverpool Culture Company. The Culture Company has placed an important
emphasis on the role that the city’s heritage assets will play in the programme. The city’s heritage
will feature significantly in run-up events when in 2007 the 800th anniversary of the city’s first royal
charter will be celebrated.

Response to Consultation Questions

Liverpool City Council would comment as follows in response the seven issues put forward in the
consultation paper.

What the Department for Culture Media and Sport should identify as priorities for the forth-coming Heritage
White Paper

The need to put in to place the final elements needed to implement the new system of statutory controls
and pave the way for up-dating PPG15 should be a priority for the White Paper.

Of equal importance is the continuing integration of conservation and urban regeneration practices.
Much has been achieved following the Urban White Paper and “urban renaissance” policies that have
channelled investment into existing settlements. However, a consequence has been an intensification of
development pressures on the historic environment in older settlements. In order to resolve the tensions that
this can create the White Paper needs to spell out clearly how heritage interests are to be integrated in the
regeneration processes, notably, the Strategic Local Partnership and Community Strategy; the Regional
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Economic Development Strategy and the programmes of the Regional Development Agencies; and
Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Development Framework process. With respect to the latter there is,
for example, confusion about the role of conservation area management plans introduced as a Best Value
Performance Indicator and the relationship with the planning policy framework.

The City Council regards Liverpool’s experience to be at the heart of the debate to balance historic
environment protection and regeneration. The city centre contains remarkable heritage assets. Heritage
protections also cover about half of the city centre, including the recent World Heritage Site. To manage
these assets without stifling the dynamic growth of what is a vibrant and regenerating world city has
demonstrated the need to develop a full understanding of the role heritage assets play in regeneration. There
is still a great deal of antipathy and misperceptions to heritage-led regeneration amongst developers, where
regeneration is associated with “landmark” new build.

Funding is another key issue for the White Paper. English Heritage funding is negligible whilst the Lottery
is generally restricted to non-profit-making organisations and projects with broad community benefits. The
potential to grant-aid minor works to privately-owned listed buildings has been lost. The City Council is
unlikely to act as lone-funding agency through the means available to it. The public controls over historic
buildings do place financial burdens on some owners that the former “section 77” grants (jointly from the
local authority and English Heritage) for private properties were able to address. The City Council’s
response is considered more fully in the comments on funding issues below.

The much-debated statutory role for Historic Environment Records (HERs) needs to be introduced. This
appears the best way to encourage HERs to be resourced and developed eVectively as the information base
for both the local authority planning and regeneration processes and for their potentially wider role in
providing access to information for all to understand and ultimately to contribute towards ownership of
their local history and heritage.

The management of historic areas requires that highway legislation and highway funding arrangements
recognise and take account of the concept of historic areas or conservation areas. This would be similar to
the recognition under the Building Regulations of the special needs of historic buildings, which sets a
precedent for a truly cross-cutting approach to historic asset management. Statutory recognition of
conservation areas by Highway Authorities would allow for far more eVective management of the public
realm in conservation areas. It would also address what is one of the most common causes of complaint
from the public concerning unsympathetic work in conservation areas.

The issue of VAT and repair works to historic buildings is still a cause for concern amongst professionals
working in the sector. The City Council would support an exemption of historic building repairs from
taxation. This would encourage retention of historic buildings and would assist the regeneration of the city’s
historic quarters.

The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside of government

English Heritage is playing an important role in Liverpool’s regeneration and the City Council considers
that there are benefits in freeing the organisation from a purely regulatory role. The expertise in managing
and developing heritage projects, along with the immense enthusiasm for the work, has been an important
skills supplement to planning and regeneration teams. The City Council would wish to see the White Paper
supporting this role for English Heritage.

The shift of responsibility for listing to English Heritage is supported. In Liverpool, through HELP,
English Heritage has been able to assist the regeneration process by providing certainty about potential new
listings, although progress has been disappointingly slow because of a lack of resources in the Listing
Inspectorate. Removing duplication through DCMS will speed up decisions and seems logical, in that local
authorities designate conservation areas—the other principal component to the proposed unified list. This
leaves DCMS as source for policy and the body to appoint independent inspectors for appeals against
listing, which are proposed.

The Civic Trust, the national architectural societies (such as the Georgian Group and Victorian Society)
and Building Preservation Trusts all play a helpful role in Liverpool. This role is still a resource that remains
to be fully “tapped”. Procedural changes may ease them into a more-involved regeneration role. This is
something the White Paper may wish to address.

The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

The City Council considers that planning policy for the historic environment has evolved to a level of
sophistication and complexity that if exercised correctly provides a fair, balanced and transparent decision-
making system with the necessary rights of appeal. A degree of conflict with some developers will be
inevitable. Their criticisms should not be taken as a denigration of the system.
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A major concern in the past in Liverpool has been marginalisation or “self-contained-ness” of heritage
issues and as a result conflict with development interests. This has been due, for example, to spot listing
occurring late in the development process. Liverpool has attempted to move towards better practice and
integration, notably through the HELP initiative. This message needs to be reinforced by the White Paper.

The City Council has concerns about the practicality of a single consent regime that conflates planning
and historic building controls, and that has been suggested both prior to and as part of the Heritage Review.
It considers that land-use and/or spatial planning and historic environment management are not directly
analogous. A single consent regime is not a means to integration but a potential retrograde step. A single
consent approach existed until the mid-1980s and its short-comings led to the present dual consent
approach. Some aspects of historic building control are more akin to Building Regulations controls under
the Building Act, whilst assessment of listed building proposals frequently involves an investigation of
development funding, economic feasibility and structural conditions that go beyond the expertise of
planning oYcers and the material planning considerations generally taken in to account in assessing
development. In this respect they address the financial and project delivery realities of development that has
been identified as a shortcoming of the planning process. This is reflected in the multi-disciplinary
professionalism of the conservation sector represented by the Institute of Historic Building Conservation
(IHBC).

Clearly there are issues of heritage asset management that fall within the domain of land-use and/or spatial
planning and the current distinction between “development” control and control over works (interior and
exterior) to a listed building is a useful one even though it may duplicate applications and approvals—but
this is no diVerent to the situation with Building Regulations approval. There is an equally valid argument
to unify Building Regulations and Listed Building Consents.

The City Council, in principle, supports management agreements as a means to exercise listed building
control for large or complex heritage assets as considered in Streamlining listed building consent (2003).
Large complexes such as the Albert Dock in Liverpool generate a large number of minor applications that
could feasibly be covered by a management regime. The detailed working of such agreements needs greater
thought, especially the need to place responsibility for administering the agreement with a suitably qualified
and independent conservation-accredited agent to avoid an added burden to the local authority. A
management agreement without an accountable managing agent will not be workable.

The City Council supports a single “unified list” for heritage assets as set out in DCMS’s Review of
Heritage Protection: TheWayForward (2004) and would welcome its introduction through the White Paper.
The City Council also supports the need for explicit reasons for protection as suggested by “statements of
significance”. There is a need to recognise World Heritage Sites and local listings in statutory designations.
The City Council has no objection to a unified “heritage” consent to deal with approvals to work to assets
included in the unified list.

The City Council is concerned about the extent that responsibility would fall to local authorities to draw-
up and manage elements of a unified list. There would need to be additional resources and expertise at local
level to do this. The devolution of archaeological controls, for example, to local level would be particularly
onerous as expertise for the five Merseyside authorities is currently vested in a single Archaeological OYcer
based in the National Museums Liverpool. For a city where conservation staV are committed to delivery of
regeneration projects it is diYcult to resource other, regulatory tasks as the Best Value Performance
Indicator for conservation areas, introduced this financial year, has shown. The City Council is having to
make hard decisions about allocating resources to conservation work. Should the White Paper introduce
additional local level responsibilities, the City Council asks that it fully recognises the resource implications.

The protection for locally listed buildings needs to be resolved. Since the review of listings in the 1980s
which eVectively created the “local list” by the removal of grade III buildings from the statutory list, the
City Council has not developed a local list. In part this is because of the lack of resources to do this, but in
part it is the lack of control over demolition which makes such a list unworkable. A local list with the
necessary protection would be supported in Liverpool as there has been a number of notable buildings that
have not made the national list but whose protection has been popularly supported.

Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The City Council recognises this as a key theme emerging from the Heritage Review. Heritage assets
benefit social and cultural regeneration as much as they do economic and physical regeneration. They not
only underlie community identity, pride and cohesion but also are a means to explore discourse, common-
ground and understanding betweens diverse communities. The “Memory Blocks” project, involving a
number of Liverpool communities through the HELP initiative, successfully explored the meaning of
heritage with cultural groups not previously involved with the city’s historic environment. The White Paper
should encourage more outreach work of this nature, it reaps social rewards.

The starting point for access is information and understanding. The White Paper needs to recognise the
link between access to the historic environment and HERs, which are the foundation for any open-access
information base. The necessary means to encourage the resourcing and development of the records need
to be introduced. Without them, the heritage edifice has a little in the way of foundations.



3298812072 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 224 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Adequate funding for museums, galleries and events is also vital to bring communities and assets
together—to encourage what the architect and urbanist Aldo Rossi identified as the interplay of
“monument, myth and ritual”. Liverpool’s experience has been very positive in this respect.

Archives, local studies and library special collections provide vital resources for understanding and
appreciating the city’s heritage on personal, community and national levels. They are the collective memory
of the community and underpin all interpretation of our heritage. As such, they should be given a high
priority for resources so as to ensure long-term preservation and particularly to open them up further for
wider access. Continued and greater support is essential from sources such as the Heritage Lottery Fund for
both capital and revenue projects, including opening up access to un-catalogued material, digitisation
projects and audience development work for archives and library materials.

The HELP initiative in Liverpool has taken access and celebration as one of its three main themes in the
city and has with English Heritage’s lead developed this. The appointment of a joint-funded outreach and
community heritage post is an important component of the city’s regeneration strategies. The post-holder
has, with the Civic Trust, developed city’s Heritage Open Day as a significant annual event, and has initiated
a forum as a voice for local civic groups.

The City Council would like to think that its successes in this respect could inform the White Paper.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

The City Council recognises that Liverpool generates a substantial demand for public funding for its
heritage assets. The legacy of a thriving economy from the 18th, 19th and early 20th century, these fine assets
have suVered almost half-century with little or no investment. This is only now being addressed by both the
public and private sectors as the city’s economy improves. Despite the overwhelming funding support from
heritage sector partners, the level of public funding has not been adequate even as the local economy
improves. The City Council considers that it is important that public funding levels reflect the level of need
based on the quality and condition of heritage assets.

The City Council considers that English Heritage funding is insuYcient to address need in any meaningful
way. Funding has been used through HELP to develop an enabling role, drawing in Heritage Lottery, City
Council, Development Agency public funds to support project delivery. Drawing in funding for heritage
projects from non-heritage organisations can be a diYcult and frustrating process. The city’s current
Townscape Heritage Initiative which addresses clusters of historic buildings at risk adversely aVecting the
property market took over three years to bring to commencement and a position to oVer grant funds to
building owners.

Many historic buildings projects in Liverpool city centre do not “stack up” as viable schemes for private
sector developers but can be addressed as public funds are focussed here. The problem is much worse beyond
the city centre where there are prominent historic buildings, often with much local support, that are
struggling to meet repair costs and deal with the legacy of decades of neglect and constant vandalism. The
Lottery is the only external option for grant but is only available for non-commercial owners, which limits
funding options. Once in a good state of repair, historic buildings can generally generate suYcient income
for their on-going up-keep. There is often a total turn around from liability to asset, as Liverpool’s successes
in the city centre “Ropewalks” quarter demonstrate. The White Paper needs to address the need for public
funds to gap fund the “conservation deficit” in commercially-led schemes.

The City Council is concerned about the impact of the 2012 Olympics on the availability of Lottery
funding. It is optimistic that funding for its Capital of Culture role in 2008 will not be reduced as Lottery
funding is drawn oV to develop projects for the Olympics. The City Council does, however, recognise the
importance of the Olympics for Britain. The City Council considers a discrete heritage budget and
allocations framework should remain. Public funding for heritage projects is often diYcult to justify based
on purely balance-sheet economics and retaining a stand alone heritage budget is supported by the City
Council as an eVective way to recognise the special circumstances associated with adequately funding our
common heritage in partnership with its owner-custodians.

What the roles and responsibilities should be for EnglishHeritage, theHeritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums, galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage

The City Council has seen the existing system of responsibilities work reasonably well. There is logic to
the definition of national and local interest, with English Heritage concerned with detail for national assets.
That it seems to work well in principle appears to have been recognised by its use as the basis for
responsibilities under the proposed unified list system.

A concern would be the transfer of powers to “list” historic buildings to local authorities, be it lower grade
listings or local listing. This would place an onus on local authorities to develop research and analytical
resources that are currently only found in English Heritage’s Listing Inspectorate. (This academic expertise
is demonstrated, for example, in the case of post-war listings where compared with the more individual,
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subjective and opinion-based responses from CABE, English Heritage responses tend to be research-based
and authoritative.) This would place a greater burden on local authority conservation staV, especially with
the need for research to inform Statements of Significance.

The City Council has seen the growing role of the Heritage Lottery Fund, as the principal funding agency
for the historic environment, in directing and influencing local planning and regeneration policy. This is
inevitable to safeguard their investment. However, it is not a role that statute appears to recognise and there
is ambiguity as to the weight to attach to it. It would be helpful if the White Paper clarified the Lottery’s
developing role in this respect.

The City Council is itself a custodian of many of the city’s heritage assets and considered the English
Heritage advice inMaking the most of our civic heritage (2002) to be helpful and suggests it is an issue that
the White Paper may wish to address in a similar vein. Local authorities should be encouraged—and
provided with suYcient resources—to manage their heritage assets more eVectively. A heritage section in
the Asset Management Plan or the possibility of easily measured and relevant performance indicators for
heritage assets may be eVective, as suggested in the draft Best Value Performance Indicator in 2004–05 that
failed to be brought forward.

The City Council sees an important role for local civic and heritage groups and has convened a local forum
for such organisations to give them a collective voice. Such groups are important as they provide a means
for local communities to access in to decision-making and management processes that aVect their local
heritage assets. In a similar way the national architectural amenity groups (the Georgian Group, etc) enable
a national community of experts and enthusiasts to inform local decisions. The White Paper should
recognise and support this vital sector.

Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

The City Council’s experience in recruiting conservation staV is that there is a short supply of suitably
qualified professionals. In this respect it is consistent with the generally recognised skills shortage in the
environmental sector. The English Heritage Survey of Local Authority Conservation Provision in England
(2002) is a reasonable position statement and its suggested actions are supported. The White Paper should
assist in encouraging the sector.

Local training initiatives in the heritage sector, including professional and traditional construction skills
as well as interpretative skills can be encouraged by initiatives that would link with universities and
professional institutes. Repair and maintenance of Liverpool’s built-heritage assets is potentially a major
sustainable employment opportunity. Liverpool has these objectives—they are explicitly stated in its World
Heritage Site Management Plan. However, impetus, focus and resource-capacity hold back pursuit of the
objectives. The White Paper could assist by formalising objectives, and setting standards for professionals
involved in publicly-funded heritage projects and for submission of statutory applications for major
schemes (however defined).

The City Council has developed solutions to conservation staYng problems which it considers to be good
practice. It has made eVective use of partner-funding (English Heritage and Lottery) to support fixed-term,
project-orientated posts; it has developed staV in-house (including candidates from Diversity and Social
Inclusion programmes); it has developed and supported complementary services through the National
Museums of Liverpool (for archaeology) and Liverpool 20:20 the City Council’s joint-venture partnership
the private sector; and it has supported staV training generally. It also supports a sub-regional Merseyside
Conservation OYcers’ Forum to help support stand-alone conservation oYcers in adjoining authorities.

It is important to note that the demand for staV with conservation skills is not restricted to the Planning
Service. Conservation skills are required in the City Council’s estate management, environmental projects,
parks and gardens and buildings management teams. Co-ordination is being achieved through an internal
heritage oYcers’ group.

The pressure on local authority conservation resources is heightened because of lack of skills in the private
sector. Accreditation in built-conservation skills within the professional bodies (architects, surveyors and
structural engineers) has now been introduced but there is no compulsion for building owners and
developers to commission suitably qualified professionals. The consequence is the potential for irreversible
harm to historic buildings; conflict and entrenched positions in the negation process; onus on hard-pressed
local authority conservation oYcers to fully work up solutions; and for Council oYcers to continue to
resolve the frustrations of non-conservation professionals who struggle to grasp the eYcient way to steer a
historic building project.
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Summary

The City Council considers that the priorities for the White Paper continue to be, progress in introducing
the new heritage controls; the level and flexibility of public funding for heritage assets; the need to ensure
heritage-led regeneration is integrated with regeneration processes generally; skills and staV resources for
conservation professionals; and, the recognition that heritage assets can play a broad role in many aspects
of regeneration.

The City Council considers that recent experience in Liverpool is particularly relevant to this debate, is
grateful for the opportunity to express its views to the Committee and would welcome the opportunity to
present oral evidence should the Committee consider it to be helpful.

20 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Local Authority World Heritage Forum

1. Introduction

1.1 The Local Authority World Heritage Forum (the Forum) is a constituted Association which
represents those local authorities in the United Kingdom with World Heritage Sites or sites included in the
Government’s Tentative List in their area, and which provides mutual support and advice to local
authorities through its extensive network of members and their oYcers. Currently there are 39 members. The
Forum acts on local authorities’ behalf to achieve co-operation with devolved administrations, government
departments, heritage organisations and the United Nations Education Scientific and Cultural Organisation
(UNESCO) in the common pursuit of identifying, protecting, conserving and presenting World Heritage
Sites and in educating people on their unique and universal value.

1.2 World Heritage Sites are carefully selected by UNESCO as places of “outstanding universal value”.
It is the highest global level of designation for a natural or cultural site. UNESCO promotes the protection
and conservation of these sites and encourages them to be presented and passed on intact to future
generations.

1.3 The Forum’s vision is that all existing and Tentative List World Heritage Sites in the United Kingdom
are given due recognition of their universal significance and are resourced to ensure their protection,
conservation and presentation and to realise the opportunities which inscription brings, for lifelong
learning, economic regeneration and wider community benefits; and that the key role of local authorities,
working with other partners, in delivering these conservation obligations and these opportunities is
recognised, resourced and supported.

2. Funding

2.1 The forthcoming White Paper by DCMS aVords an important opportunity for the Government to
address the funding and management of World Heritage Sites. While DCMS (mainly through English
Heritage) takes a lead role in funding for cultural sites, this by itself is insuYcient. Most of the LA’s which
have a role in managing sites have to seek additional funds through partnerships with other local
organisations. We would hope that the Government would take the opportunity to set out a clear
management and funding structure for the long term for World Heritage Sites across England, with
corresponding policies in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

2.2 The Government should give greater recognition to the national value placed on World Heritage Sites
and their contribution to national economy, learning, consciousness and creativity. It is considered that
DCMS, as the lead Department for the management and oversight of World Heritage Sites, should make
finance available to bodies implementing WHS Management Plans. This would ensure that their work is
not hindered by short term budget issues and can deliver costly major infrastructure or preservation work.
However in the case of natural sites responsibilities are less clear, although DEFRA, through Natural
England has an important role. Other government departments, notably ODPM, Education and Skills, and
Transport are also relevant to maintaining the nation’s heritage. There needs to be greater joint working
across departmental boundaries.

3. Heritage as Cultural Asset

The Forum also advocates the introduction of a new statutory designation for World Heritage Sites which
would reinforce the significance of such sites and the importance of ensuring their protection. By definition,
World Heritage Sites are of Outstanding Universal Value, that is, their value is for humankind rather than
a single nation, region or community. These sites therefore sit at the top of the “heritage hierarchy”. Despite
this, within the UK, at present, World Heritage Sites have no statutory recognition within legislation, unlike
for example, National Parks or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
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4. World Heritage Sites at risk

There are a number of Sites within the UK where their long term future is under threat, for example, from
the eVects of land instability, coastal erosion, flooding and similar natural phenomena. Dealing with these
threats is generally beyond the means of the local communities within which these Sites are located. The
State Party (national government) has accepted the responsibility for ensuring the ongoing protection of
World Heritage within its territory and therefore the primary responsibility for ensuring the protection of
these Sites should rest with the State Party, working closely with Site owners, local authorities and local
organisations.

5. Conservation Skills

In view of the unique historical significance of World Heritage Sites it is vital that the highest conservation
standards are applied. There is a need for better training for all those involved in decisions aVecting the
historic environment, including planners, architects, developers and elected members. There are skill gaps
in both private and public sectors, and there is a need for training in traditional methods and conservation
techniques in the building trades. The cost to local authorities is considerable and we would welcome
practical acknowledgment of this burden.

30 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by The London Diocesan Advisory Committee

I am responding to the above inquiry on behalf of the London Diocesan Advisory Committee (DAC).
The DAC’S main purpose is to provide advice within the London Diocese, as part of the Church of
England’s statutory system of care and control of its church buildings, their contents and curtilages.

I have selected several issues for comment, following the guidance for responses set out in The United
Kingdom Parliament website. These comments are outlined below.

Priorities for Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

Church buildings are widely recognised as being of major importance to the nation’s heritage. It is,
for example, a well documented fact that 45 per cent of Grade I listed buildings are churches. The
significance of churches has been recognised in the recent Heritage Protection Review Paper, as well as
in other documents prepared by the DCMS and English Heritage. We trust that the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper will identify the valuable part churches play in the heritage sector, and continue to seek
ways of building positively on this role.

Access to Heritage and Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

The Diocese of London takes seriously the work of opening up its church buildings to the community.
This can be seen through the number of schemes—which are scrutinised rigorously by the DAC—to
adapt buildings sensitively so that increased community use is made possible.

There have also been increased eVorts to improve access to churches of heritage value. Historic
churches ı such as those in the City of London ı are commonly open to visitors on weekdays and at
weekends, and many churches take part in specific heritage events, such as the Open House Weekend.
Recognising the cultural value of church buildings and providing improved access is very much a priority
of the Diocese and we would support its emphasis in the White Paper.

Funding

We are glad that grants are being delivered to churches within the Diocese through the Joint Scheme
for Grants for Repairs to Listed Places of Worship and, in the case of some major projects, through
direct HLF funding. These grants go a long way to helping us to maintain and make the most of our
historic assets. We hope that this level of funding is maintained in the forthcoming years.

Roles and Responsibilities of Heritage Bodies

We do not feel that any major changes to the roles and responsibilities of the major heritage bodies
are necessary. We continue to have good relationships with the DCMS, English Heritage, Local
Authorities and various non-governmental organisations. Indeed, we have representatives from both
English Heritage and local government on the main Committee of the DAC, and find the contribution
made by such bodies to be helpful.

19 January 2005
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Memorandum submitted by Lord Inglewood, Chairman of the Reviewing Committee on the Export of
Works of Art and Objects of Cultural Interest

Summary of Main Points

This paper sets out the Reviewing Committee’s concerns on the operation of the existing arrangements
intended to protect the national heritage by ensuring that objects of the highest quality which have been
found to be of national importance do not, in general, get exported. We believe that there is substantial
evidence that these are not working as they should, above all due to a lack of available funding.

The number and value of items of national importance which have been granted export licences after a
decision on the licence was deferred to give public institutions or private individuals in this country the
opportunity to purchase them has far exceeded the number and value of items that have been retained in
the United Kingdom, as is shown in the tables attached to this paper. This generally occurred because there
were no serious expressions of interest from UK purchasers. In the 12 months covered by our recently
published annual report for 2004–05, the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport deferred decisions
on items worth £46.4 million in order to give public institutions and private individuals in this country the
opportunity to purchase them. The value of such items purchased to date is only £5.6 million (12% of £46.4
million) whereas the value of items for which export licences were ultimately granted to date is £30.2 million
(65% of £46.4 million).

The rules under which the Heritage Lottery Fund operates appear to have the eVect, in some cases, of
defeating its ability to save objects of national importance. The National Heritage Memorial Fund is
potentially a better vehicle of last resort, but does not have enough money for this purpose and has many
other claims on it.

Possible solutions to the problem of funding the purchase of objects of national importance would be
through increasing the grant made to the National Heritage Fund (beyond the £10 million planned for
2007–08) or through the establishment of a National Acquisitions Fund. We have suggested both
possibilities to the Government.

We are not suggesting that all items of national importance should always remain in this country, but the
fact that such a high proportion are not retained indicates a serious problem and we look to the Government
to take action.

History of Export Controls in the UK

1. The reasons for controlling the export of what are now known as cultural goods were first recognised
in the UK at the end of the 19th and beginning of the 20th centuries. Private collections in the United
Kingdom had become the prey of American and German collectors and institutions and it was apparent
that many were being depleted and important works of art sold abroad at prices in excess of anything that
UK public collections or private buyers could aVord. It was against this background that the National Art
Collections Fund was established in 1903 to help UK national and provincial public collections to acquire
objects that they could not aVord by themselves.

2. Until 1939, the United Kingdom had no legal controls on the export of works of art, books,
manuscripts and other antiques. The outbreak of the Second World War made it necessary to impose
controls on exports generally in order to conserve national resources. As part of the war eVort, Parliament
enacted the Import, Export and Customs Powers (Defence) Act 1939, and in addition the Defence (Finance)
Regulations, which were not intended to restrict exports but to ensure that, when goods were exported
outside the Sterling Area, they earned their proper quota of foreign exchange. In 1940, antiques and works
of art were brought under this system of licensing.

3. It was in 1950 that the then Labour Chancellor of the Exchequer, Sir StaVord Cripps, established a
committee under the Chairmanship of the First Viscount Waverley “to consider and advise on the policy
to be adopted by His Majesty’s Government in controlling the export of works of art, books, manuscripts,
armour and antiques and to recommend what arrangements should be made for the practical operation of
policy”. The Committee reported in 1952 to RA Butler, Chancellor in the subsequent Conservative
administration, and its conclusions still form the basis of the arrangements in place today.

Current Export Controls

4. The export controls are derived from both UK and EU legislation. The UK statutory powers are
exercised by the Secretary of State under the Export Control Act 2002. Under the Act, the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport has made the Export of Objects of Cultural Interest (Control) Order 2003.
Export Controls are also imposed by Council Regulation (EEC) No 3911/92 as amended, on the export of
cultural goods. The control is enforced by HM Revenue and Customs on behalf of the Department for
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS). If an item within the scope of the legislation is exported without an
appropriate licence, the exporter and any other party concerned with the unlicensed export of the object
concerned may be subject to penalties, including criminal prosecution, under the Customs and Excise
Management Act 1979.
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The Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art and Objects of Cultural Interest

5. An independent Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art was first appointed in 1952
following the recommendations of the Waverley Committee. It succeeded an earlier Committee of the same
name established in 1949, comprising museum directors and oYcials, which heard appeals against refusals
and, from 1950, all cases where refusals were recommended. In 2005, the Committee’s title was amended to
Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art and Objects of Cultural Interest and its terms of
reference were revised, following the Recommendations of the Quinquennial Review on the Reviewing
Committee. The Committee’s terms of reference are:

(i) To advise on the principles which should govern the control of export of objects of cultural interest
under the Export Control Act 2002 and on the operation of the export control system generally;

(ii) To advise the Secretary of State on all cases where refusal of an export licence for an object of
cultural interest is suggested on grounds of national importance;

(iii) To advise in cases where a special Exchequer grant is needed towards the purchase of an object
that would otherwise be exported.

6. The Committee is a non-statutory independent body whose role is to advise the Secretary of State for
Culture, Media and Sport whether a cultural object which is the subject of an application for an export
licence is of national importance under the Waverley criteria (so named after Viscount Waverley), which
were spelt out in the conclusions of the Waverley Report. The Committee consists of eight full members,
appointed by the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport, seven of whom have particular expertise
in one or more relevant fields (paintings, furniture, manuscripts etc), and a Chairman.

The Waverley Criteria

7. The Waverley criteria are applied to each object the Committee considers:

— Waverley one. Is it so closely connected with our history and national life that its departure would
be a misfortune?

— Waverley two. Is it of outstanding aesthetic importance?

— Waverley three. Is it of outstanding significance for the study of some particular branch of art,
learning or history?

These categories are not mutually exclusive and an object can, depending on its character, meet one, two,
or three of the criteria.

8. The Committee reaches a decision on the merits of any object which the relevant expert adviser draws
to its attention.

9. A hearing is held at which both the expert adviser and the applicant submit a case and can question
the other party. The permanent Committee members are joined for each hearing by independent assessors
(usually three), who are acknowledged experts in the field of the object under consideration. They
temporarily become full members of the Committee for the duration of consideration of the item in question.

10. If the Committee concludes that an item meets at least one of the Waverley criteria, its
recommendation is passed on to the Secretary of State. The Committee also passes on an assessment of the
item’s qualities and a recommendation as to the length of time for which the decision on the export licence
should be deferred, to provide UK institutions and private individuals with a chance to raise the money to
purchase the item to enable it to remain in this country. It is the Secretary of State who decides whether an
export licence should be granted or whether it should be deferred, pending the possible receipt of a suitable
matching oVer from within the UK. Where an owner turns down (or makes clear his/her intention to turn
down) a matching oVer from a public institution or from a private individual who has provided a signed
undertaking to guarantee reasonable access and satisfactory conservation and security arrangements, the
Secretary of State will normally refuse a licence.

11. Since the Committee was set up in 1952, many important works of art and objects of cultural interest
have been retained in the UK as a result of its intervention.

The Recent Operation of the Controls on the Export of Works of Art and Objects of Cultural

Interest in the United Kingdom

12. The figures on the attached tables at annex A analyse the outcome of the Reviewing Committee’s
work since 1995–96.

Adequacy of Available Funding to Retain “Waverley Items” in the United Kingdom

13. The nature of the Waverley system is that it is a tripwire, as opposed to a mandatory right of pre-
emption. If an item meets any of the Waverley criteria, it generally follows that every eVort should be made
to retain it because of the serious depletion to our national heritage that its departure would represent. An
owner quite rightly expects to receive market value for it. It is a matter of serious concern that there should
be a consistent failure to find the necessary funds to purchase “Waverley” items.
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14. By their very nature such items are of interest to an international as well as a national audience. Their
value is also moving ever upwards, often ahead of inflation, and ahead of the run-of-the-mill items of their
type. In the period covered by our report for 2003–04, two of the nine items placed under deferral were
granted export licences. In the period covered by our recently published report for 2004–05, export licences
were granted for 10 of the 25 items placed under deferral. This generally occurred because there were no
serious expressions of interest from UK purchasers, and this despite the wide range of funds currently
available, some lottery, some charitable and some private. We are very anxious about this and have been
for some time.

15. Given the stated purpose of the country’s system of export control, and in particular the work of the
Reviewing Committee, we find this state of aVairs inconsistent both with our remit and with Government
policy about access to and preservation of the heritage.

16. In the case of “Waverley” items, the Secretary of State places an embargo on the export of an item
because its national importance makes its export a misfortune. We would therefore urge that greater eVorts
be made by all concerned to ensure that such items are not lost to the nation in future because of lack of
funding.

17. We understand the Government’s view is that the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) is the principal
source of money to be used to acquire objects of cultural interest. Yet the rules under which the Lottery
operates appear to us, in some cases, to have the eVect of defeating its ability to save “Waverley” items. This
view, we understand, is shared by the Heritage Lottery Fund with whom we have discussed the point. The
Lottery application system has to address a wide range of heritage projects. The consequence is that the
nature of the requirements stipulated can frustrate an application for support for the purchase of an object,
which can lead to the export of that object.

18. In our view, and it is one shared by others, the National Heritage Memorial Fund oVers a potentially
better vehicle of last resort. The advantage is that its application system can deal more eVectively with the
specific business of the acquisition of works of art and objects of cultural interest. The flaw in this approach
is that at present the Fund does not appear to have enough money to achieve this.

19. We recognise that the Government is going to double its grant to the National Heritage Memorial
Fund from 2007–08. This is welcome news, but equally it needs to be appreciated that the additional money,
£5 million, by itself could not buy any of the three most expensive items which were exported after a deferral
of an export licence during 2004–05 (Francis Bacon’s Study after Velasquez, the set of 19 watercolours,
Designs for Blair’s Grave, by William Blake, and Jan Steen’s The Burgher of Delft and his Daughter).
Indeed it would only buy half of the Bacon picture.

20. The Government has made it clear that because of the existence of the Lottery it will not provide
Exchequer Grants to “save” objects in England even though the Scottish Executive takes precisely the
opposite view in similar circumstances. However, the Lottery, as already explained, is not in a position to
provide funds in all instances. Working on the assumption that the Government’s approach to the Lottery
remains unchanged, we believe it follows that providing suYcient funding for the NHMF could be the
central political tool to enable our museums to acquire “Waverley” objects for their permanent collections,
if other means are unavailable. If this is not achievable, then an alternative strategy, suggested by a number
of influential commentators, would be to consider a separately funded National Acquisitions Fund,
specifically set up to assist potential purchasers to be proactive.

21. In our view the present arrangements are not working as eVectively as is needed and we look to the
Government for a response on this issue.

22. The Goodison Review was written by Sir Nicholas Goodison at the request of the Treasury and was
published in January 2004. It included a number of specific and detailed fiscal proposals which Sir Nicholas
urged the Treasury to adopt in the public interest, to help ensure that the finest, most important works of
art and cultural objects do not leave the country.

23. We have written to both the Chief Secretary to the Treasury and the Chancellor urging them to ensure
that in future the shortage of available money is not the reason why national treasures, as defined by the
Waverley criteria, go abroad. We deeply regret that, at the time of writing, the Treasury has still not
responded to Sir Nicholas’s ideas.

Conclusion

24. As part of our remit to advise on the principles which should govern the control of export of objects
of cultural interest under the Export Control Act 2002 and on the operation of the export control system
generally, we are concerned that too many objects which are the subject of licences on which the Secretary
of State has deferred a decision are, in fact, eventually being exported because matching oVers are not
forthcoming. It is not that we believe no object found to meet the Waverley criteria should ever go abroad;
rather it is that given the system in the UK depends upon matching oVers being forthcoming, a general
failure to secure such oVers has become a systemic flaw in the arrangements taken as a whole.
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25. We do not consider it is part of our remit to advance ideas in detail as to how this shortcoming might
be dealt with: that is for others whose responsibility it is. Rather, we wish to point out emphatically that the
existing arrangements, excellent though they are in many ways, are not working as intended because of a
shortage of money.

26. This country has put in place a set of arrangements to ensure objects of the highest quality do not,
in general, get exported. We believe that the policy behind these arrangements is not being implemented
properly if the quantity of such objects currently being exported remains at its present level, and to that
extent it is not working.

Annex A

The figures on the attached tables at Annex A analyse the outcome of the Reviewing Committee’s work
since 1995–96.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Cases in (3) Cases where

Cases where where items items were Value of items
Cases a decision on were not not licensed in (3) (at

considered the licence licensed for for permanent Value (at deferral)
by the application permanent export as % of deferral) of cases licensed for

Year Committee was deferred export (3) in (4) (£m) export (£m)

1995–96 27 21 11 52 5.7 22.3
1996–97 29 25 12 48 1.5 22.7
1997–98 19 15 8 53 4.4 18.9
1998–99 20 17 9 53 2.5 21.0
1999–2000 18 13 10 77 4.5 5.0
2000–01 37 34 27 79 6.6 12.6
2001–02 34 30 25 83 3.6 13.41

2002–03 26 23 14 61 51.7 23.2
July 2003–
April 2004 18 9 7 78 6.8 1.0
May 2004–
April 2005 32 25 142 56 16.0 30.2

TOTALS 260 212 137 65 105.3 170.3

1 Includes one case where a licence was issued but the owner subsequently sold the item to a UK institution.
2 Excludes one unresolved case at the time of writing.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Cases where

Cases application was
where No of cases refused or

a decision where items withdrawn after
on the Value of were acquired Value (at Value of Committee’s
licence items by institutions deferral) items in recommendation Value of

application in (2) orindividuals of items in (4) as % to the Secretary items in
Year was deferred (£m) in the UK (4) (£m) of (3) (£m) of State (7) (£m)

1995–96 21 28.0 10 5.3 19 2 0.4

1996–97 25 24.2 10 1.1 5 3 0.4

1997–98 15 23.3 7 4.3 18 1 0.1

1998–99 17 23.5 8 2.3 10 1 0.1

1999–2000 13 9.5 6 0.5 5 4 4.0

2000–01 34 19.3 23 3.7 19 4 2.9

2001–02 30 17.0 21 3.4 20 3 2.0

2002–03 23 74.9 12 39.2 52 2 12.5

July 2003–
April 2004 9 7.7 7 6.8 88 1 0.8

(May) 2004–
(April) 2005 25 46.4 9 5.6 12 7 11.3

TOTALS 212 273.8 113 72.2 26 28 34.5
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Memorandum submitted by Maintain Our Heritage

Introduction

Maintain Our Heritage (MoH) in an independent body formed in 1999 to promote a new, long-term,
sustainable strategy for the care of historic buildings with pre-eminence given to maintenance rather than
sporadic major repair.

Maintenance is recognised philosophically as the optimum strategy for the care of buildings, yet there has
only ever been a policy of passive endorsement of maintenance, not the pro-active encouragement and
support it needs.

MoH defines maintenance as any activity such as cleaning, painting and minor repair carried out
systematically on a planned cycle and based on regular inspection. Maintenance of historic buildings is most
beneficial in conservation terms when it is preventative, that is, intended to reduce or remove the need for
repairs.

Maintain Holds That Regular Maintenance:

(a) keeps up a building’s appearance, extends its life, and safeguards its investment value;

(b) reduces or eliminates the cost and disruption to occupants that flow from failures and occasional large-
scale restoration;

(c) is sustainable, using fewer new materials and involving less extraction, processing and transport, waste
and energy use, while reducing pressure for greenfield development;

(d) retains historic fabric because less material is lost in regular, minimal and small-scale work than in
disruptive and extensive restoration; and

(e) provides a business activity that is steady and counter-cyclical, bringing jobs.

Action

Maintain our Heritage originated, developed and undertook a pilot maintenance inspection service in the
Bath Area in 2002–03, the first maintenance inspection service for historic buildings in the UK.

The Pilot achieved its aim of demonstrating that it is practically, technically and legally possible to
establish and operate such a service. A wide range of historic buildings was inspected and owners were
provided with illustrated reports setting out maintenance action priorities. Some maintenance work such as
clearing gutters and first-aid repairs to flashings, was done in the course of inspections.

No problems were encountered concerning insurance, health & safety etc that invalidated the concept.
The target number of buildings, 72, was passed. Take up, however, was not on a scale to make the service
immediately attractive commercially.

MoH had anticipated at the outset that the service was unlikely to be economically viable, especially in
a limited geographical area for a limited period. Customers in fact mostly welcomed the service. The
conversion rate from enquiries to inspections was 59%. Typical comments after fulfilment were “excellent
service”, “practical”, “helpful” and “re-assuring”. Nevertheless, for a similar service to cover its costs would
require at least greater economies of scale and more marketing.

Most importantly, it would require a climate of oYcial help and support and fiscal policies more
favourable to maintenance.

The experience of the Bath pilot scheme has been invaluable in informing proposals for future
maintenance schemes.

Research

“Putting it OV” is a research project, financed by the DTI, English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery
Fund. It aimed to report on current practice, identify best practice and proposed a way forward for
maintenance. The research was divided into six modules covering all aspects of maintenance, from best
practice through to education and training.
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The Research Produced the Following Findings:

Government policy is at odds with conservation principles

Current legislation and policies do not adequately encourage maintenance—even in the historic building
sector where the philosophy of maintenance as the best means of conservation is widely accepted.

For most listed buildings in the UK there is no duty of care. Listing imposes on an owner a responsibility
to obtain listed building consent for works that would aVect the building’s character but there is no
obligation on the owner to keep the building in repair.

Best practice elsewhere is not taken up in the conservation sector

The conservation sector has not drawn upon the examples of good maintenance practice adopted by some
non-heritage organisations, such as businesses, hospitals and housing associations.

Lack of support for owners

Owners are not encouraged or helped to maintain historic buildings. VAT is imposed on maintenance and
repair but not on alterations and new build. The necessary information and advice is not available from a
single source.

Public benefits not evaluated

The long term value to the public of maintaining historic buildings is never evaluated because, currently,
it is not quantifiable.

Convenience not conservation

Owners are not driven by conservation principles. They maintain their buildings primarily to avoid the
inconvenience of disrepair which would adversely aVect their use and enjoyment of the properties.

Reactive not systematic

Owners tend to take a short term view and do not see the benefit of maintenance that would prevent major
faults appearing later.

Low priority of maintenance

Building owners tend not to prioritise maintenance because they do not have the skills required to
undertake or manage maintenance works; and see maintenance as a low priority activity.

Practicalities

Owners need help in making maintenance simpler to manage, particularly in respect of insurance; health
& safety; access; and sourcing suitably skilled builders.

Supply of maintenance services limited by apparent lack of demand

Suppliers have not developed preventative maintenance services for historic buildings largely due to an
apparent lack of demand, low revenue and the administratively intensive nature of regular maintenance.

Recommendations and Policy Options

This report has major policy implications. It discusses proposals that will lead to the development of an
informed and targeted strategy for maintenance.

The Main Recommendations of the Research:

A UK strategy for maintenance

Government should promote a UK-wide debate on integrating maintenance into conservation policy and
practice, leading to a UK strategy for maintenance.

Statutory duty of care balanced by financial, advisory and technical support

Government should legislate to introduce a statutory duty of care or to enable local authorities to
introduce a minimum maintenance code to require owners to maintain listed buildings. To balance this
responsibility, owners should be entitled to financial incentives and advisory and technical support.
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Review of current enforcement powers

Current historic building enforcement powers and procedures require urgent review to encourage local
authorities to be more proactive in halting deterioration before buildings fall into disrepair.

Best practice: heritage organisations and local authorities to lead by example

Cadw, English Heritage, the Northern Ireland Environment & Heritage Service and Historic Scotland
(“the lead bodies”), in conjunction with the local authorities, need to develop best practice processes and
procedures in conservation maintenance management to pass on the experience of good practice to owners.
Heritage organisations and local authorities should lead by example.

Maintenance-focused grants and fiscal incentives

Maintenance should be central to the policy making of the relevant grant-giving bodies including the local
authorities. They should consider a change of emphasis to encourage owners to maintain buildings, not just
restore poorly maintained buildings. VAT anomalies must be removed.

Develop Buildings at Risk register as information source and advisory tool

The lead bodies and local authorities should develop more fully the Buildings at Risk register as a
management tool to provide interactive information on listed building condition. This register should cover
all listed buildings and be used to monitor and encourage maintenance.

Maintenance guidance and information sources

The establishment of a UK maintenance advisory unit to co-ordinate maintenance-related initiatives and
to provide advice to owners is essential, covering issues such as management, insurance, access,
procurement, suppliers, materials, maintenance products and health & safety. In particular the idea of a
logbook for every listed building should be pursued and linked to the proposed Home Information Packs.
Local maintenance co-operatives and access equipment pools should be encouraged.

Assessing costs and value of maintenance

Further work is required to demonstrate the costs and value of maintenance tasks.

Motivating owners to undertake maintenance

DiVerent incentives need to be devised to appeal to individuals and organisations to maintain their
properties.

Facilitating maintenance

The lead bodies need to publish guidance on prioritising maintenance and on the issues of insurance,
health & safety and access to inform owners about possible solutions. The Government needs to support
the appropriate skills, training and education bodies and professional and trade organisations to address
the issues of skills needs.

New maintenance services and products

Government should help companies to set up general maintenance services with expertise in the
maintenance of historic buildings. There should be a certification scheme for builders undertaking
maintenance to show their competence and, where necessary, their awareness of conservation issues and
techniques. The feasibility of new products needs to be assessed, such as maintenance monitoring products
and insurance-linked maintenance inspection contracts (along the lines of existing heating and plumbing
schemes).

In summary, it is MoH’s firm view that there is a need for a fundamental shift in attitude within and
without the sector from reactive repair to proactive maintenance. In spite of the Minister’s recent positive
words on maintenance, Government policy remains at odds with both best practice and common sense. In
eVect, owners are rewarded through the current grant scheme for allowing their buildings to fall in to
disrepair, whereas responsible owners who keep their buildings in good condition are penalised through the
punitive VAT regime.

January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by Manchester City Council

Introduction

1. Manchester has placed Culture at the heart of its regeneration strategy for many years and is
increasingly recognising the specific contribution that the historic environment makes to a sense of place
and as an economic driver to improve the quality of life of its residents. Protection and promotion of its
heritage assets alongside quality new build development make a significant contribution to the City’s
Cultural Strategy as a key component of its Community Strategy.

The Council has enthusiastically embraced the concept of Design and Heritage champions and has
established an excellent partnership with both English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund, particularly
in finding innovative locally relevant solutions to challenging listed or at risk buildings, Victoria Baths being
a classic example.

The development of new strategic partnerships with Local Area Agreements

2. We expect and need all DCMS sponsored NDPBs to respond flexibly and strategically to challenging
development opportunities. Specific ways in which this can be achieved via Planning legislation is set out
from paragraph 5 below. As part of the emerging Local Area Agreement for Manchester, we are requiring
all our public sector delivery partners to align their strategic objectives and ultimately funding streams to
the 4 core blocks determined by government. Manchester has further articulated its vision via three
delivery spines:

— Neighbourhoods of Choice;

— Individual and collective Self Esteem, Mutual Respect;

— Reaching full potential in Education and Employment.

We are increasingly recognising the role that Culture, including Heritage, can play in all three of these
areas, particularly in achieving Community Cohesion for which we have developed a unique local PSA II
target.

3. Critical to the ultimate alignment of strategic priorities for Culture in Manchester will be the
development of embryonic partnership agreements with the Arts Council North West, English Heritage and
the Heritage Lottery Fund leading ultimately to locally prioritised funding regimes and ideally some
common funding pots. Agreeing local strategic priorities in partnership and realising developments via
common delivery and funding frameworks alongside specific planning legislative changes will, we believe,
hasten the twin goals of conserving our Heritage and the uniqueness of our cities identities and contributing
to economic prosperity, improvements to the built environment and sense of place.

Optimising Lottery involvement in Heritage

4. Manchester City Council has developed a fruitful, positive partnership with the Heritage Lottery Fund
since they established a local oYce and Regional Director. We meet regularly together with English
Heritage, to determine local strategic priority projects and increasingly work alongside case oYcers at the
development stage of projects.

The Balance Between Heritage And Development Needs In Planning Policy

5. The planning and development agenda in any major city is influenced by many factors. Two of the
most critical are the need to promote regeneration and change in order to remain economically competitive
and the need to cherish and protect the built heritage. It is often assumed that these objectives are mutually
exclusive and that the progression of one will in the majority of circumstances only succeed at the expense
of the other, ie heritage constrains regeneration or regeneration destroys the built heritage.

6. The experience in Manchester over recent years is that these can be seen as complementary objectives.
They can help to establish and sustain the development agenda the City in a manner that can achieve a broad
level of support. Manchester takes great pride in and values its built heritage and at the same time has
become a major European city that achieves good quality modern architecture through new development.
Whilst Manchester gets much credit for its ambitious and aggressive approach to securing new investment,
the City has also secured new uses for many of its listed buildings and buildings in conservation areas. Rather
than older buildings being a constraint to new investment they can provide many opportunities, especially
in the City Centre.

7. The key to achieving this is the nature of the relationship is established between English Heritage and
the local authority and the manner in which this is subsequently communicated to the development industry.
The creation of a shared understanding between the organisations about defining the parameters of the
overall development agenda and the heritage context can be established through close working
relationships.
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8. We have worked successfully with English Heritage and Heritage Lottery Fund on a number of
challenging projects aVecting listed buildings and conservation areas. A healthy relationship has developed
whereby we communicate openly and from a very early stage about critical schemes. This type of
relationship is inevitably driven by individual rather than by organisational relationships and is liable to
change. The critical issue then becomes one of consistency of advice throughout the timescale within which
a scheme comes forward. Through hard work and a desire to succeed a successful relationship can be
established.

9. We believe that regeneration and heritage should be key components of the planning policy agenda
for cities. The success of this will depend to a great extent on the strength of the relationship that exists
between the local planning authority and English Heritage and the establishment of a shared understanding
about the development agenda for the city.

The Role of English Heritage

10. English Heritage is widely appreciated for its role in preserving the country’s heritage. Some of the
issues that local planning authorities have to address are by definition small scale, involving Grade II listed
buildings, when compared to others within the city and English Heritage’s wider obligations. These can
often be diYcult to deal with owing to building owners unrealistic aspirations for the type or scale of change
put forward. Refusals of planning and listed building consent applications lead to appeals and the local
planning authority must justify its position. Whilst the local planning authority will be capable of putting
forward a strong case, the support of English Heritage can be very helpful in such circumstances and
especially meaningful for how they are perceived. If this is done within the context of an agreed strategic
framework this is even more successful.

The Priority Placed On Conservation By Planning Authorities—Buildings at Risk

11. Manchester has a rich and diverse built heritage the quality of which is equal to many European cities.
Much of the City’s historic fabric is well preserved and will continue to be protected as many owners
recognise the benefits of historic buildings. As best practice it is recognised that listed buildings should be
retained in use but finding new uses for buildings can sometimes be challenging. Clearly the use for which
the building was intended is always best, however as cities evolve activities change and buildings can become
underused or unoccupied. Historic buildings can often be adapted to new uses with sensitive change. Where
such uses do not come forward buildings can become more vulnerable and lead them to being “at risk”.

12. Not all owners are willing or able to maintain and enhance their historic buildings, and “hope values”
might sometimes be realised through deterioration followed by demolition. Whatever the position, such
neglected buildings can often give negative perceptions for investment in nearby properties and the wider
area that can be counter productive to regeneration and the sustainability of communities.

13. Manchester’s historic environment, although vast in architectural richness, has a substantial number
of buildings at risk. There are approximately 900 listed buildings within the City Council Boundary, 740
have been surveyed to date (December 2005) and 10% are identified as being at risk. This is double the
national average (5%) of listed buildings at risk. Manchester is one of few authorities nationally that has
developed a partnership with English Heritage specifically to address the issue of buildings at risk. The City
Council and English Heritage jointly fund a Building At Risk OYcer post and a Buildings At Risk Strategy
is being prepared.

14. EVective implementation depends, however, on the ability to serve and enforce Urgent Works and
Repairs Notices (respectively sections 54 and 48 of the Planning Listed Buildings & Conservation Areas Act
1990) where works cannot be secured through negotiation. Unfortunately, Manchester is deterred from
incurring costs in carrying out works in default of compliance with an Urgent Woks notice as the costs
incurred are not treated as a charge on the property pending recovery. In this respect there is a surprising
anomaly between the section 54 Notice and other notices relating to the maintenance of land such as section
215 Notices under the 1990 Town & Country Planning Act and notices in relation to dangerous buildings
under sections 77–79 of the 1984 Building Act.

15. The ability to secure the costs of works in default as a charge on the property, gives the Council
confidence that the costs incurred will be recovered from the landowner responsible for the building.
However, where court based debt recovery is the only method of recovery the investment of further costs
in the form of legal costs, at risk to the Council in order to secure recovery makes the procedure much less
certain and therefore less attractive. This is a serious impediment to taking a pro-active approach to
buildings at risk, and preserving our heritage.

The Priority Placed On Conservation By Planning Authorities—Conservation Area Designation

16. The City Council has recently reviewed its conservation area coverage following concerns raised by
Members and by local people and groups. Six new conservation areas were subsequently designated and
there remain some 30 areas that require further investigation. Concerns largely relate to the fact that
conservation area status provides planning control over demolition of properties and the potential to
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improve the quality of new development, thus helping to maintain the character of older areas and their
sustainability. Resorting to conservation area status for areas would not be necessary in all cases (especially
those that are more marginal in terms of making the case for their special historic value) if demolition were
subject to planning consent.45

Finally, in relation to the specific issues aVecting the museums and galleries sector, we would register the
following comments:

17. Continuation of Portable Antiquities Scheme to encourage archaeological finds to be recorded by
museums.

18. Continued and increased support for Renaissance in the Regions and Designation Challenge Fund in
the context of the Museums Association’s Collections for the Future recommendations, given the non-
statutory nature of museums services, the scale of archaeological archives, and budget pressures on local
authorities.

19. Safeguarding continued investment from Heritage Lottery Fund on new uses for historic buildings
and collections, and maintaining standards already set through re-investment in major projects on a 7-
year cycle.

20. Strategic approach to developing the range of the nation’s heritage held in museums and galleries
through the support of acquisitions of historic and contemporary material for collections, such as joint
purchasing of objects, and a recognition of the value of grant support schemes, particularly from the HLF,
and the value of the Acceptance in Lieu scheme and other schemes which encourage gifting through tax
incentives.

21. Through the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, encouraging responsible disposal of objects
and, where appropriate, dispersal to recognised centres of expertise.

22. Review of Government Indemnity requirements to ensure consistency based on proven risk
management methodology.

23. The role of the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council in not only setting standards of collections
management, care and security, but also providing consistent advice and support on implementing them.

24. In our experience, recruitment of Conservation professionals in the museum sector of all kinds, both
in studio practice and in collections care and preventive conservation, is diYcult, with few candidates in all
fields with relevant experience.

25. The need for modern apprenticeships or traineeships to train a wider range of people in a wider range
of conservation skills and approaches.

26. Better links between Universities and the museums and heritage sector to sustain and improve
scholarship and research in collections and buildings research, interpretation and conservation, and funding
initiatives to deliver this, building on the current AHRC scheme.

27. We welcome the new initiative between English Heritage and War Memorials Trust to support
conservation and maintenance programmes.

We would be happy to expand on this response in relation to specific matters raised via the appropriate
Council department.

19 January 2005

Memorandum submitted by Judith Martin

Judith Martin M.Sc. (Historic Conservation)

Industrial Buildings Preservation Trust (oYcer)

City of Winchester Trust (trustee)

Women’s Environmental Network (director)

SE Association of Preservation Trusts (member)

SE Historic Environment Forum (member representing SE APT)

SE Forum for Sustainability (ditto)

Although I represent the above bodies in various forums, the following is my own opinion. The range of
interests shown above indicates my profound belief that the conservation of the built environment is an
essential part of the protection of the wider, natural environment.

45 Demolition is theoretically subject to planning control as it is now included within the definition of “development” at S55 T
and CPA 90 however it is then removed wholescale from the need to apply for specific permission by a combination of the
1995 demolition direction and Part 31 GPDO permitted development rights, except in the case of residential property where
there remains a prior approval procedure which largely controls demolition methods.
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1. What the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

(i) The first priority is for the Department to liaise with other government departments—Treasury and
ODPM perhaps above all—to ensure that policies made by DCMS are not contradicted by other arms of
government. The government oYces and regional assemblies equally should have a single approach. This
will be amplified in subsequent sections.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

(i) English Heritage in particular has a very high reputation which is in danger of being undermined by
constant budgetary constraints. Not only does it not have enough funds for conservation grants that could
put real clout behind its recommendations; its lack of resources (and financial independence, perhaps, also)
mean that too often it is held hostage by developers threatening legal challenges. Too much of its time and
money is taken up with Heritage Counts—which after all does not change much on an annual basis. A
biennial report would surely suYce.

(ii) There is great public confusion between the roles of DCMS and ODPM on planning issues. This may
be resolved with regard to listing, but appeals and the planning process generally continue to lack coherence.
ODPM frequently seems to have an adverse eVect on the work of both DCMS and DEFRA, on built and
natural environmental conservation.

(iii) The listing procedure, far from being streamlined, appears to have gone into terminal decline—spot-
listing especially. Again, one suspects financial constraints to be (at least part of) the reason.

(iv) CABE, after issuing an excellent report on Building In Context, does not always pay suYcient regard
to heritage but allows architects and developers rather to see old buildings as standing in the way of sexy,
cutting edge design.

(v) There does not appear to be an adequately resourced planning department, with adequately trained
conservation oYcers, in the country. Government’s insistence on digitising planning applications makes
scrutiny very diYcult. Application of PPG3 varies widely, and the legislation arising out of the Nolan
Report, at least as it is implemented at local level, makes it very hard for planning committee members to
be adequately informed. Overarching guidance (from which department?) would be valuable.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

(i) The “local heritage lobby” feels overwhelmingly that developers are given preference. Councils are
afraid, for financial reasons, to reject a bad plan that developers will take to appeal. The push for greater
housing numbers in many regions makes refusal harder than ever. The Deputy Prime Minister has said that
“mediocre is no longer good enough” in design, but no government policy has backed that up.

(ii) In the large cities especially, industrial sites have been allowed to decay for so long that, when
redevelopment is finally proposed, local communities are so grateful they are willing to accept anything.
Significant local heritage is lost in this way, when it could be incorporated into the new plan. There is no
sanction against landowners who have deliberately allowed the decay to happen, in order to obtain planning
consent and increased land values.

(iii) On brownfield sites, as above, the responsibility for remediation of historic pollution is unclear. “The
polluter pays” is inadequately enforced, even when the polluter can be found.

(iv) The PPG3 emphasis on brownfield sites is welcome, but what constitutes a brownfield site is too wide
a definition. Gardens are lost, with greenery and wildlife, and good older houses replaced by denser
development, and the local community often suVers. Real brownfield sites—derelict industrial areas—are
more expensive to develop, leading to perhaps the most essential change of all:

(v) VAT MUST BE HARMONISED AT 5% ON ALL DEVELOPMENT.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

(i) The Joseph Rowntree Foundation found in 1999 (“Social cohesion and urban inclusion for
disadvantaged neighbourhoods”) that “older, historic buildings are fundamental to residents’ sense of place
and the loss of such ‘landmark’ buildings led to an acute feeling of lost heritage, pride, status and identity”.
Clearly this does not mean stately homes or the architecture of the elite; rather it is the good, ornate
Victorian corner pub or the handsome board school, unlisted and unregarded until it is too late that is
referred to as giving a sense of local belonging. Recognition of good, older, everyday buildings would have
more impact on a greater number of people than all the visitors to National Trust houses.

(ii) Numerous reorganisations at diVerent levels of government have left great numbers of good solid
buildings—town halls, courts, even baths—without a use and without a dowry. Some of these will be
protected, many not, but all come in the category above of significant community heritage. Often they have
no obvious use on the open market. Where they are used for “community” purposes, all too often the
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community group/s concerned have little understanding or ability to maintain them. Government bodies or
their representatives should recognise a continuing responsibility to these buildings and their subsequent
users.

(iii) English Heritage and other organisations do their utmost to ensure historic buildings are accessible to
all parts of the community but, without appropriate education, too many groups continue to feel excluded.
Aesthetic and environmental awareness, as well as history, should be part of every child’s schooling. The
production of building design addresses all areas of the curriculum, yet unless it is deliberately encouraged
to happen will continue to be ignored or squeezed out.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

(i) For English Heritage funding, see 2(i) above.

(ii) For museums and galleries, too many Lottery funded projects have seen exciting new buildings with
little thought for what should go into them. At local government level, museums and galleries are too often
an afterthought as overall budgets are invariably tight. The programme to turn libraries into “discovery
centres” or similar is too fast, as it is still largely untested.

(iii) While architects and the country at large celebrated the Olympic bid, most conservationists, I imagine,
groaned, and not only because of the financial implications. If it is not already too late, an audit of existing
buildings in the Lea Valley area—mostly in the “local landmark” category in 4(i) above—should be made,
as landowners are scenting large profits and sweeping away all they can in advance. Important heritage is
being lost.

(iv) Funds for the Olympics from the Lottery should come only from the Sports Fund, or perhaps where
the benefits are more widely social, from the Big Lottery Fund if it is to continue to breach the initial
“additionality” principle. The one-third-of-half (16.6% of a dwindling pot) that is already all that remains
to each of Heritage and Arts must be sacrosanct. The last 10 years has seen the only real investment in
Heritage and Arts since 1945; their share has already been eroded and must be protected. The possibility
that some of the new Olympic buildings may come to be regarded as heritage in the future does not mean
they should be allowed any heritage funding now.

(v) Wider consultation on future sharing of Lottery funds is underway; I trust all the various heritage
bodies will be making the case for the funding of the historic built environment.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

(i) Responsibility divides in two parts: financial and educational. All the above bodies can and should
have an educational role, from the involvement of the next generation in school, as in 4(iii) above, via college
and university training and teaching of architects and craftsmen, to the education of the wider public every
time they encounter some part of the heritage. Of course the bodies cannot do that without financial support;
financial responsibility has to rest ultimately with government.

(ii) Better education on the subject in its widest sense would allow government to implement tax policies
to fund what would no longer be seen as an elitist add-on but which could be viewed as an Italian-style bene
culturale—something in its own right that improves the quality of everyone’s life. Currently there is a real
risk that, if Lottery players are allowed a say as to where their money should go, the popular media would
ensure it did not go to the arts or heritage.

(iii) Specifically on maintenance, Lottery funds for existing buildings make arguably a greater
contribution to social and environmental good than funds used for new buildings.

(iv) Clearly in the private sector, the provision of a new building is a matter for the developer and the
planner, but in the public sector—for example headquarters for the RDAs—there should be a presumption
in favour of the reuse of a good historic building before the creation of a new one. Leeds with its plethora of
wonderful, redundant, old industrial buildings, and its new oYces for Yorkshire Forward, comes to mind.
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7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

(i) Research carried out last year by the National Heritage Training Group (Traditional Building Craft
Skills; Skills Needs Analysis of the Built Heritage Sector in England 2005) said very clearly that there is
nowhere near suYcient expertise.

(ii) At a time when universities are encouraged to expand and more and more young people urged to take
degrees, craft skills taught in colleges are seen as less desirable. Not only is this harmful, I believe, for the
individual—it is better to work with hand and brain—but it continues the inadequate supply of conservation
skills mapped so clearly above. One or two universities—Kingston for example—teach conservation at
degree level, but there is no reason why such training should not be integrated into architecture schools.
Indeed, all architects should have experience of practical conservation.

(iii) For those young people who will never want or be able to go to university, more crafts teaching at
school would be valuable, with the opportunity to work in a (funded) apprenticeship from the age of 14.
There is an idea for an artisan school on this basis being mooted in London; it should be grasped and
expanded across the country. This is another example of the need for cross-departmental co-operation
stated at the outset.

(iv) As in 3(i), local authorities—planners and elected members—are frightened to take on developers for
fear of financial penalty. If a bad plan is to be challenged the professionals and the councillors must be
thoroughly educated not just in the legal aspects but in the wider issues of conservation. Planning
departments are over-stretched and are unable to give proper attention to conservation, while the legal
requirements with regard to conservation are few. No authority should be without a conservation oYcer
(department, indeed), reliant on consultants to carry out their sole obligation to review their conservation
areas if any. CPD is essential, with frequent workshops for councillors.

(v) Many local authorities are unwilling to create Article 4 Directions because of the financial
implications. Removing the need to recompense owners for the lack of ability to alter their houses would
be a great improvement. Education would allow those owners to realise that their properties would in fact
be worth more unspoilt.

(vi) Non-vocational adult education has been cut to the bone; easily aVordable evening classes would seem
the ideal format for educating the general public in conservation.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Mausolea and Monuments Trust

The Mausolea and Monuments Trust (MMT) exists to celebrate and protect funerary structures.

The MMT is only starting to uncover the true scale of the crisis in our burial grounds, with the threats of
exposure to the elements, of vandalism, and of over-zealous health and safety oYcials.

Mausolea and monuments are one of many areas of our built heritage too seldom taken into account by
the major conservation bodies, in spite of their importance both architecturally and as social documents,
reflecting the values of the society of those who built them (and consequently have a story to tell), as well
as reflecting architectural fashions and funerary practices.

Mausolea and monuments are in theory the responsibility of heirs at law. Parish councils, local authorities
and cemetery companies have the duty to ensure that they do not become dangerous but upkeep is left to
descendants. A few families have taken such responsibilities seriously. Most have not. Consequently, many
are desperately in need of long overdue maintenance or more serious repair.

Unlike most buildings at risk, they rarely have any practicable economic use, so that there is no incentive
to keep them in good repair other than altruism and local pride.

Private individuals may not apply to the Heritage Lottery Fund for grants towards the repair of their
mausolea. The MMT, however, may apply for such grants if the building is in its guardianship.
Consequently, the MMT has carried out urgent works to a number of fine mausolea, ensuring their future.

The MMT would like the Committee to consider what special measures are required for the preservation
of mausolea and monuments. The MMT suggests:

1. Alteration of grant conditions to allow third parties to act to repair and ensure continued
maintenance of mausolea where it is not possible to trace ownership.

2. Availability of higher percentage of grant aid towards the repair of monuments and mausolea.

3. The establishment of a fund for the regular maintenance of monuments, mausolea and
churchyards.

4. The establishment of a UK wide database of monuments and mausolea as a baseline record (The
MMT is in the process of putting its Gazetteer of mausolea in England online).
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5. The production of national guidance on dealing with monuments and mausolea.

Within the vast sweep of the UK’s architectural history it is all too easy for the small, but often beautiful
and moving aspects of the built environment to be forgotten and left behind by the major conservation
organisations.

We are seriously concerned at the potential of the Olympics to take already scarce resources from the
sector, particularly as it is the smaller aspects of the heritage, such as mausolea and monuments, that are
most likely to lose out in competition to more glamorous large scale projects requiring major funding.

20 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Mayor of London

Introduction

1. The Mayor of London’s interest in responding to the Culture, Media and Sport Committee inquiry into
“Protecting, Preserving and Making Accessible Our Nation’s Heritage”, results from three main issues:

— London is home to many of the nation’s key heritage institutions;

— London draws over 13 million non-resident visitors each year, with many coming to visit London’s
heritage institutions, providing great economic benefits to the capital;

— In 2012, London will host the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games, major showcases for
Britain’s sporting talent, as well as its cultural and heritage institutions.

2. In 2004, the Mayor of London published his “Cultural Strategy for London”—a document which
focused on sustaining and promoting the excellence, creativity, access and value in London’s cultural
institutions.

3. The Mayor’s Cultural Strategy Plan recognises that the “excellence and quality of culture in London
will only be achieved by ensuring that London’s diverse communities are reflected and active in the cultural
life of the city.”

4. As part of the process to develop and sustain equal access to London’s heritage institutions the Mayor
commissioned a report on African and Asian heritage in London, which was informed by a sector-wide
inquiry process implemented by the Mayor’s Commission on African and Asian Heritage (MCAAH). The
resulting report, “Delivering Shared Heritage”, was launched at the Victoria and Albert Museum in July
2005.

5. The Commission’s report highlighted a number of key areas that need to be addressed to increase the
participation of London’s black and minority ethnic (BME) communities:

— Making heritage collections relevant, vibrant and accessible to BME communities;

— Developing equitable partnerships with BME communities and heritage organisations;

— Diversifying the workforce and governing bodies of London’s heritage institutions;

— Developing BME audiences/users within museums and archives;

— Investing in and developing BME heritage institutions;

— Embedding equality principles in the governing principles of heritage institutions;

— The development of strategies for preserving the heritage of BME communities.

What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage
White Paper

6. In developing excellence, creativity, access and value in London heritage institutions. The forthcoming
White Paper should recognise the role access to heritage and culture play for all the nations communities,
underpinning our sense of social cohesion, social inclusion, citizenship and sense of belonging to Britain.

7. Within Britain’s heritage sector there is an incomplete picture of Britain’s BME communities’ histories
and contributions to Britain’s economic, intellectual, artistic and scientific histories. Currently, Britain’s
national and local collections fail to tell the multiplicity of stories within Britain’s history and its
relationships with the rest of the world. There needs to be a recognition of the interlocking relationships
between Britain and the rest of the world, and how this has aVected every aspect of national and
everyday culture.

8. It is only when these inter-connected narratives are revealed within the nation’s heritage institutions
can BME groups feel that they have equal access to heritage in Britain. An acknowledgement of these diverse
histories would aid greater social cohesion and integration within both the host communities and the BME



3298812081 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 242 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

communities of this nation. A complete and scholarly representation of BME heritage in Britain would
complement the construction of contemporary British national identity as a multi-cultural and multi-
faith identity.

9. Funds need to be made available to undertake the necessary scholarly work needed to reveal the
significance of London’s heritage collections to culturally diverse groups, and the economic and tourist
potential of this approach to it’s collections. Archives, Libraries and Museums (ALM) London note:

“. . . there can’t be a generalist or specialist museum collection in London that doesn’t in some
way reflect the city’s centuries long position at the heart of a network of worldwide exploration,
trade (including the trade in human beings) and imperialism. [These relationships have impacted
on] every aspect of the capital’s wealth and daily life, on science, aesthetics, technology and culture.
[Caroline Reed, Revisiting Collections: Revealing significance, ALM: London 2005].

10. In order to facilitate greater participation of BME groups in the heritage sector, national and local
institutions need to formulate more inclusive collection and acquisition strategies for collecting and
preserving the heritage of BME groups.

11. To aid access to heritage for BME communities there needs to be a strengthening of BME community
heritage groups, through organisational capacity building and infrastructural development. The investment
in BME heritage groups would also have the desired eVect of increasing the pool of BME heritage workers;
building up BME audiences for heritage; and stimulating partnerships between national and local heritage
organisations.

12. Currently, very little work is being undertaken in the development and monitoring of action plans that
target and seek to address culturally diverse audiences. There is a need for the development and
implementation of standards and systems for the collection and monitoring of quantitative and qualitative
audience data. The funding for this research needs to come centrally from the heritage sector as part of its
audience development strategies.

13. In order to ensure that diversity is a mainstream, not a marginal issue, the MCAAH recommended
the embedding of equality principles into the governing principles of heritage institutions.

Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for the museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects

14. The success of London’s bid for the 2012 Olympics was largely due to the Olympic bid team’s
projection of London as a dynamic, vibrant and diverse world city, as outlined in the Mayor’s Cultural
Strategy for London 2004. Currently, London’s heritage institutions are undermining the projection of
London as a world city by failing to understand the legal, ethical and business case for diversity within
the capital.

15. Museums need to prioritise the diversification of their workforce; currently a mere 2% of London’s
heritage sector staV is drawn from London’s BME communities, despite London having a BME population
of 30% and rising. In order to maximise its potential as a world city, London’s heritage sector needs to utilise
the untapped potential of its existing diverse resident populations. Funds should be made available to
develop training and employment strategies to diversify the heritage sector’s workforce in time for the
Olympics. The diversification of the heritage sector’s workforce would further aid to the image of Britain
as a forward thinking, culturally democratic society, as projected within London’s Olympic bid.

Whether there is there an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills

16. Within the area of conservation and heritage skills, BME participation is grossly under represented
in the nation as a whole and this is even more serious in London. In order to address this issue and in order
to gain the widest pool of talented people, the heritage sector needs to draw upon the skills of the broadest
cross-section of Britain’s multi cultural working community. Funds should be made available to develop
employment strategies that seek to train, attract and retain a diverse sector workforce. The MCAAH report
has highlighted this as a priority area.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Museums Association

1. Introduction

1.1 The Museums Association (MA) is an independent membership organisation representing museums
and galleries in the UK and people who work for them. The Association has over 5,000 individual members
and 600 institutional members. These institutional members encompass around 1,500 museums in the UK
ranging from the largest government-funded national museums to small volunteer-run charitable trust
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museums. Formed in 1889, it is a charity, receiving no regular government funding, which seeks to inform,
represent and develop museums and people who work for them in order that they may provide a better
service to society and the public.

1.2 The MA represents not only museums but also galleries which hold permanent collections.
Throughout this submission, “museums” should be taken to mean “museums and galleries” of this kind.

1.3 The MA welcomes the fact that the Committee has explicitly included museums within the scope of
this inquiry. It is of course the case that some key heritage issues likely to figure in the forthcoming white
paper, such as the planning framework, are of only marginal relevance to museums. Nevertheless, museums
are instrumental in preserving and making accessible large parts of the nation’s heritage and have to be
included in any consideration of the future of heritage funding and structures.

1.4 There is often some confusion—within the sector as much as outside—in the way the terminology is
used. “Heritage” sometimes means built heritage, and sometimes refers to a broader sector which includes
museums. The MA would encourage the Committee during this inquiry both to be clear what it means by
heritage and to take as broad a perspective as possible.

1.5 In practice, the links between museums and the built heritage sector are getting stronger all the time,
and there has certainly been a marked shift in perception over the last 20 to 30 years. For example, in the
1960s, the National Trust in England was apparently hostile to the idea that its buildings could be considered
museums.46 Now, the National Trust runs more recognised museums than any other governing body, 8%
of the total accredited under the scheme run by MLA. And around 50% of all museums are housed in historic
buildings, so museums play a major role in making the historic environment accessible to the public.

1.6 To take another example, Heritage Link is a new umbrella body which brings together organisations
working in the heritage sector in its broadest sense and it has helped to increase the dialogue between
organisations concerned with the built historic environment and museums and others concerned with
“moveable” heritage.

1.7 This closer working is not yet reflected in the structures within DCMS and its NDPBs. Museums and
“heritage” (including the built heritage and archaeology) are the responsibility of separate departments
within DCMS and the two departments could work more closely together and do more to foster links
between museums and other heritage organisations on the ground. English Heritage is the lead body for
archaeology in England but could take a greater role in supporting museum archaeology.

1.8 The Committee’s announcement cited the forthcoming Heritage White Paper, as well as changes to
Lottery funding prompted by the London 2012 Olympics, as the context for this inquiry. The inquiry is also
timely in that it coincides with an ongoing review of the museum sector by DCMS. DCMS set out to examine
the challenges facing the museum sector, with a consultation document published in 2005, Understanding
the Future. DCMS is still formulating its response to the views expressed during that consultation and the
Committee may wish to comment on the issues covered by this review. Further details on the structural
issues at stake are given below in section 4.

2. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

2.1 New research carried out for DCMS suggests that 43% of people living in England have made at least
one museum visit in the previous year.47 Museums are popular institutions and, in common with other
heritage organisations, they have placed much emphasis in recent years on broadening their audiences. This
emphasis on access is welcome and must continue. However, the drive to increase audiences must go hand
in hand with a continuing and strengthened commitment to developing and preserving heritage in all its
forms. For museums, this means a renewed commitment to developing and making best use of their
collections.

2.2 In 2005, the Museums Association published a major report, Collections for the Future. The report
makes proposals that will ensure that more people have more opportunities to engage with museum
collections, and that those collections are as rich, diverse and inspiring as they can possibly be. One prompt
to producing the report was to dispel the notion—sometimes current in recent years—that paying attention
to audiences and attention to collections are somehow mutually exclusive. Pressure to increase audiences
has sometimes led to declining investment in collections. In the long run this is counter-productive. If people
are entitled to access to museums, then they have to be entitled to engage fully with collections. Otherwise
“access” is meaningless.

46 A recent article appraises changes to the museums and galleries sector over the last 40 years by comparing the current situation
to that described in 1963 in the “Survey of Provincial Museums and Galleries”, published by the Standing Commission on
Museums and Galleries, and more commonly known as the Rosse Report. No historic houses or other historic buildings were
included in that survey. (Babbidge, Adrian (2005). Forty Years On. Cultural Trends, 53, 3-66.)

47 Taking Part: The National Survey of Culture, Leisure & Sport, DCMS, 2005. Provisional results from the first three months
of the 2005–2006 survey.
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2.3 This perspective is very pertinent to this inquiry. Across the broader sector, there is no point
preserving heritage unless it can be explored and enjoyed in some way; and there will be nothing to explore
and enjoy unless our heritage is preserved and developed. We urge the Committee to keep in mind the twin
imperatives of preservation and public access when considering the future of the UK’s heritage.

2.4 The question of what constitutes “our nation’s heritage” is of course not straightforward and the
Committee should also consider questions of diversity when developing its recommendations. The heritage
sector has already taken significant steps to ensure that what is preserved reflects a broader range of people’s
lives and experiences than was the case in the past. Museums, for example, have for a long time recorded
the working lives of ordinary people. More recently, they have worked with diverse community groups to
collect objects which reflect their lives. And an increasingly prevalent trend has been to explore existing
collections from new perspectives, looking for material relating to neglected subject areas; one initiative for
example has looked for material related to the lives of disabled people. We urge the Committee to make
recommendations which help to increase the range and richness of the heritage that is preserved and
presented to audiences.

2.5 If museums are to succeed in reflecting the diversity of society in their collections and in their work,
they will need to do more to ensure the diversity of their workforce and governing bodies. Fewer than 2%
of people working in core museum roles associated with collections and their presentation are from ethnic
minorities, compared to 7% of the UK workforce as a whole. The Museums Association’s Diversify project
has been working with museums and universities to help people from ethnic minorities gain the right skills
and experience to step onto the career ladder. By the end of this year, the MA will have oVered at least 50
positive-action traineeships or bursaries, many funded by the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council, as
part of the Renaissance in the Regions initiative to revitalise England’s regional museums. Diversify is a
success story; however, there remains much more to be done to ensure that people in more senior roles and
in particular on governing bodies reflect the diversity of the communities museums serve.

2.6 The MA’s Collections for the Future report argues that museums must do more to ensure that more
of their collections are actively used and enjoyed by the public. This is in large part a challenge for the sector,
but it also presents challenges to the government and to funders. The report’s action plan is based on
working with others to deliver the plans it sets out. DCMS’s discussion paper, Understanding the Future
and Collections for the Future share much common ground. The MA hopes that DCMS will give priority
to taking forward the outcomes from its consultation exercise to ensure that museums are in the best possible
position to meet the challenges they face. Further comment on the structural issues discussed in
Understanding the Future can be found in section 4.

3. Funding

3.1 MLA’s programme of funding for regional museums in England, Renaissance in the Regions, has
represented the most significant opportunity for English non-national museums in a generation. The
additional funding has helped important museums, which were in many cases suVering from decades of
under-funding and cheese-paring cuts, to regain strength and begin to improve the service they oVer to
audiences.

3.2 Renaissance establishes an important principle: that central government has a responsibility to
support non-national museums with revenue funding. It reflects the understanding that regional museums
and their collections form part of our national heritage, alongside national museums. In this sense, the
Museums Association believes that Renaissance represents the way forward for museum funding in
England.

3.3 However, the programme has yet to be fully funded. Of the nine English regions, three are funded to
a level that enables them to deliver change on the scale required: the North East, the South West and the
West Midlands. The other six have received a lower level of funding; this was increased following the 2004
Spending Review but is still only at the level of 60% of the total needed. It is vital that investment in
Renaissance continues and is increased in future Spending Reviews to ensure that users across the whole of
England are able to benefit.

3.4 Moreover, it should be stressed that Renaissance is not a panacea for all the problems facing English
museums. Although it does have widespread benefits, it should not be made to stretch too far. Renaissance
aims to strengthen the most important regional museums and it may become ineVective if it does not keep
this focus. It needs to be acknowledged that other museums still have serious funding diYculties and that
there is a need for a coherent approach to museum structures and funding across England. We say more
about this in section 4 of this submission.

3.5 Alongside Renaissance, the National Lottery has presented a very significant opportunity to UK
museums. Capital projects funded by the Lottery have brought about a transformation of museum
infrastructure on a scale not seen since the nineteenth century. More recently, the emphasis on funding
programmes of activity has enabled many museums to carry out worthwhile and innovative work.

3.6 The museum sector is of course concerned about the threat to the future of Lottery funding for
heritage. The museum community recognises that the London Olympics in 2012 represent a significant
opportunity for the country as a whole, including the cultural sector. Nevertheless, the likelihood that the
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amount of funding available for heritage projects will decline as a result must be a concern, particularly to
those outside London. The MA urges the Committee to encourage DCMS to ensure that heritage retains
its percentage share of the main pot of Lottery funding.

3.7 The MA’s report Collections for the Future confirmed that museums are faced with serious challenges
in collecting. The concern must be that museums are no longer developing their collections with the vibrancy
and rigour needed to ensure that they serve the needs of current and future audiences. Funding for
acquisitions is scarce. The problems faced by art museums are relatively well documented, as the price of
major works continues to rise well above the rate of inflation. The funding the Heritage Lottery Fund is able
to make available for acquisitions has declined as its income has fallen and as it is subject to other pressures.
And museums in some other subject areas may face even greater diYculty: there is almost no funding
available for the purchase of natural history specimens for example.

3.8 Some charitable and voluntary organisations have taken steps to assist with museum acquisitions.
For example, the Headley Trust, one of the Sainsbury Family Charitable Trusts, has set aside funds to
enable regional museums to buy artefacts classified as treasure under the Treasure Act 1996. But the scale
of the challenge is such that the government has to take the lead in addressing this problem. In particular,
every decade, a handful of very important works come on to the market; if these are to be retained in the UK
for everyone to enjoy, more government funding must be made available. Tax incentives for acquisitions are
also vital. The Acceptance in Lieu scheme enables museums to make significant acquisitions every year but
there are many more opportunities. This whole area was explored in detail by the Goodison Review,
published by the Treasury in early 2004 and apparently now forgotten. The MA urges the Committee to
revisit its recommendations.

4. Roles and Responsibilities

4.1 Museums in the UK are funded by central government, local government, the armed forces,
universities and by charitable and voluntary organisations including the National Trust.

4.2 The structures for museums and galleries in England are somewhat piecemeal, the result of local
enthusiasm and individual vision, rather than centralised planning. This is of course in many ways a great
strength, since it can bring museums close to the passions and aspirations of their local communities.
However, it does mean that individual museums stand or fall on the basis of the support of their governing
bodies, and that significant museums may decline or even close without a framework for intervention from
a national body. Every year we hear of many museums, especially smaller museums run by local authorities,
which are under threat. Reorganisation within local authorities has often weakened the position of
museums, leaving them stranded as anomalies within departments primarily concerned with something else
and easy targets for funding cuts. Renaissance is rebuilding the strength of the most substantial regional
museums but it does not—and was never intended to—solve the problems facing every non-national
museum. The Museums Association believes that there is a need for a proper national strategy for all English
museums, which takes account of the needs and potential of the whole sector, and which provides a
framework for supporting and encouraging local authorities and other bodies that run museums.

4.3 A national strategy would articulate the role that all kinds of museums play as part of a wider
network. It would provide a more rational context for decision-making about the future of museums under
threat. It would also better define the nation-wide role of the national museums. A crucial foundation for
a national strategy is to create a single funding and strategy council for museums. Renaissance has shown
that much more can be achieved when funding allocation and strategic direction is overseen by one body.
The Museums Association believes that this should be extended across the museum sector, to include the
national museums. A further advantage of this would be that a single funding council would be well placed
to build appropriate links with the broader heritage sector as well as with libraries and archives, as in the
current structure.

4.4 This inquiry is, of course, limited in its formal scope to matters concerning England. However,
notwithstanding the reality of devolution, museum professionals regularly need to work across borders
within the UK. The nature of the UK’s history and continuing development means that bodies concerned
with cultural and heritage in each nation within the UK need to cooperate closely. In our sector, MLA has
established some links with its sister bodies in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland. However, we are
concerned that this spirit of cooperation needs to be extended to government and believe that DCMS could
do more to cooperate where appropriate with the administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland,
and vice versa.

4.5 It follows from those comments that it is also essential for heritage bodies to operate within an
international context. There are many positive examples of museums cooperating with partners in the EU
and beyond but the potential for cooperation remains under-exploited, particularly for smaller
organisations which find it diYcult to access funding. We urge the Committee to take an international
perspective in making its recommendations.
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5. Conservation Expertise

5.1 In its reference to conservation skills, the Committee’s brief primarily focuses on the care and
preservation of historic buildings. However, it should also be noted that there are also concerns about the
possibility of future skills shortages in the conservation of museum objects. The new Institute of
Conservation will be the lead voice for the conservation of cultural heritage in the UK and will be developing
strategies for addressing these concerns. (The Museums Association has a number of initiatives to address
actual or potential deficits in specialist skills in other aspects of the care and interpretation of museum
objects.)

5.2 The recently created Creative and Cultural Skills Sector Skills Council encompasses all aspects of
skills and workforce development within museums and the broader heritage sector, among other areas. The
establishment of CCS is another indication of the growing links between museums and the rest of the
heritage sector. CCS is well placed to begin to address skills shortages and to work towards a more capable
and mobile workforce able to provide better services for the public.

6. Recommendations

6.1 The Museums Association urges the Committee to give its support to the following points in
particular:

6.2 Renaissance, the programme of funding for regional museums, must be sustained and expanded.

6.3 DCMS must work with the sector to develop a comprehensive national strategy for museums, which
pays particular attention to the needs of smaller museums.

6.4 DCMS should develop better links internally between its heritage and museum departments.

6.5 DCMS should encourage English Heritage to work more closely with the museum sector, especially
on museum archaeology.

6.6 The Heritage Lottery Fund’s share of National Lottery good causes money must be maintained.

6.7 The government must take a lead in addressing the issue of funding for museum acquisitions.

6.8 DCMS should support initiatives to increase the diversity of the museum workforce and, in
particular, governing bodies.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted jointly by Museums, Libraries and Archives Councils

1. Introduction

1.1 The Museums, Libraries and Archives Council (MLA),48 together with its nine Regional Agencies
work in partnership to provide strategic direction and leadership to museums, libraries and archives across
England. Our common purpose is to improve people’s lives through access to the collections and resources
of museums, libraries and archives—building knowledge, supporting learning, inspiring creativity and
celebrating identity. The partners act collectively for the benefit of the sector and the public, leading the
transformation of museums, libraries and archives for the future.

1.2 We are grateful for this opportunity to respond to the Committee’s inquiry. This response focuses on
the contribution museums, libraries and archives make to our nation’s heritage and highlights the
opportunities and challenges facing the sector. We have therefore responded in the following fashion:

— The role of museums, libraries and archives in the heritage landscape;

— Making the case for museums, libraries and archives;

— The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy;

— Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community;

— Funding for the sector;

— Our priorities for the sector;

— The supply of professionals with conservation skills and workforce issues;

— Concluding remarks.

48 This response has been compiled by the national MLA and the nine regional museums, libraries and archives councils, which
are: ALM London, EEMLAC, EMMLAC, MLA North West, MLA West Midlands, NEMLAC, SEMLAC, SWMLAC
and YMLAC.
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2. The Role of Museums, Libraries and Archives in the Heritage Landscape

2.1 Museums and archives (and to some extent libraries) are in almost a unique position in that they not
only help to conserve material culture, but work with and through individuals, groups and communities to
explore and interpret the full range of heritage assets and their relationship to the built, physical, social and
cultural environments. By undertaking this work, the museum and archive sector encourages communities
to develop new skills and increase pride in their area, both of which contribute to regeneration.

2.2 In addition, museums libraries and archives protect, preserve and make accessible our nation’s
heritage through:

— Identifying mla heritage at risk;

— Engaging people in the decisions of what to preserve for future generations;

— Contributing specialist knowledge to decisions about significance and prioritisation;

— Maintaining standards of care so that collections survive.

2.3 Last but not least, it is important to recognise the roles of museums, libraries and archives in
supporting and encouraging civic debate; they are ideal fora for inclusive community debate and
engagement, providing new and existing communities with perspective on contemporary events and rapid
change.

2.1 The role of the MLA councils

2.1.1 In addition to providing support to the sector for maintaining the nation’s heritage through
transformation and capacity building programmes such as Renaissance in the Regions for England’s
regional museums, Framework for the Future for England’s public libraries and the Archives Development
programme, MLA and its regional agencies have set additional specific criteria for safeguarding our
nation’s heritage:

— Accreditation sets nationally agreed standards for UK museums. Museums must meet basic
requirements on how they care for and document their collections, how they are governed and
managed and on the information and services they oVer to their users.

— Designation identifies the pre-eminent collections of national and international importance held
in England’s non-national museums, libraries and archives, based on their quality and significance.
These inspiring collections represent a vital part of our national cultural and artistic heritage.

— MLA has specific statutory responsibilities for ensuring the preservation of our nation’s heritage
through our remit for managing the Acceptance in Lieu Scheme (which allows for taxpayers to
transfer important works of art and heritage objects into public ownership), the Government
Indemnity Scheme (which allows for our nation’s heritage to be viewed more widely by providing
insurance for exhibitions) and the Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art, which
advises the Secretary of State for Culture on whether a cultural object, intended for export, is of
national importance under specified criteria.

— The Regional Agencies provide advice and guidance to organisations such as the Heritage Lottery
Fund (HLF) on the sector’s needs in their regions, in particular decisions about significance and
prioritisation. In addition, RAs are often called upon to provide commentaries for funding bids.

— Regional Agencies also play a role in developing regional or sub-regional heritage strategies,
helping to ensure heritage investment is strategically co-ordinated across a locality or sub-region.
This is often undertaken in partnership with the Regional Cultural Consortium and other NDPBs.

— Regional Agencies also provide advice to local councils on their Comprehensive Performance
Assessments.

3. Making the Case for Museums, Libraries and Archives in the Heritage Landscape

3.1 Without museums, libraries or archives and the professionals who work in them, understanding and
interpretation of our nation’s cultural and heritage assets would be lost or severely diminished. MLA and
the Regional Agencies are, therefore, alive to the importance of championing the sector’s contribution to
heritage and the wider public benefit. The relationships we forge with policy audiences, funding bodies and
other stakeholders at both the national and regional level are critical to our sector’s ability to engage with
wider agenda.

3.2 We are conscious of the need to minimise duplication of eVort and maximise resources and so have
forged close working relationships at the national level with organisations such as the National Museum
Director’s Conference, Arts Council England, English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, UK Film Council
and Visit Britain (to name but a few). Where possible, we join together to create a single voice advocating
for our cultural and heritage assets. A regional example is the North East Museums, Libraries and Archives
Council’s (NEMLAC) active involvement in the North East Historic Environment Forum, which brings
together representatives from across the heritage sector. A recent output of the NEHEF is the “Economic
Cultural and Social Impact of the Historic Environment in the North East” commissioned from ARUP,
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which would not have been so eVective if carried out by individual organisations or a smaller partnership.
In addition, our Regional Agencies are actively engaged in the Heritage Environment Forums and Heritage
Counts in all regions and some also work with local voluntary groups which exist to preserve the historic
environment, whether it be urban townscapes or industrial archaeology.

3.3 We focus particular attention on engaging with the local government agenda and the contribution
our sector makes to the shared priorities of national and local government. As part of this, MLA (assisted
by the Regional Agencies) has been instrumental in developing Comprehensive Performance Assessments
for museums, libraries and archives, engaging with local authority Corporate Heads of Performance and
Service Heads around the introduction of the Culture Block, including dissemination of CPA cultural
indicators.

3.4 Representing and promoting the interests of museums, libraries and archives means that we actively
seek to make links between the intrinsic value of our institutions and their role in protecting and preserving
our heritage, and the instrumental value they bring to the economy and the sustainability and wellbeing of
our communities. Another example from the north east has been NEMLAC’s recognition as a regional
delivery partner for the North East’s Regional Economic Strategy, reflecting the contribution heritage assets
make to the economy, as well as the sector’s level of influence and leverage with regional decision makers,
funding bodies and sector governing bodies.

3.1 The Remit and EVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in
Representing Heritage Interests

3.1.1 MLA and the regional agencies work closely with DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant
heritage organisations. Our collective view is that the current structures work well with regard to traditional
definitions of heritage, ie those items/places which have been recognised of national significance. It has been
recognised that those criteria were laid down decades ago and they have been updated with regard to historic
environment (English Heritage) and archives (Community archives, The National Archive) within recent
months. It is too early to tell whether those changes have had impact upon what local communities believe
to be worthy of passing on to future generations.

3.1.2 The areas where perhaps the current systems work less well are:

— libraries, because libraries are not seen as holding “heritage” in the traditional sense, although
many of them hold permanent specialist collections which are critical to our heritage, and

— where a more modern definition of intangible heritage is needed, for example local or group pride
expressed through oral history, dance, environmental interpretation and so on.

3.1.3 In our view, DCMS could argue more robustly within government, especially to the ODPM, the
value of heritage, in particular arguing for those “on the ground” initiatives where heritage can play a part
in supporting new growth. Some of the MLA Regional Agencies feel that information about heritage
developments does not always filter down eVectively from DCMS to their GO reps and that the process is
too top-down and often too late to enable eVective and timely actions. The recent Heritage Counts report
for the Yorkshire region illustrates what good work is being done already; it is an example of a cooperative
approach between DCMS and the heritage and culture agencies which DCMS should be leading
consistently across all the regions.

3.1.4 We also believe that the Heritage Lottery Fund needs to take a more pro-active and consistent
approach to targeting their investment; for example supporting development projects that aim to plug gaps
and build capacity in areas otherwise under funded and poorly served in terms of access to heritage.

4. The BAlance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy—The Role of

Museums, Libraries and Archives in Regenerating Our Communities.

4.1 We believe that to approach this as an “either heritage /or development” issue is to miss, or
misunderstand, the vital role heritage and museums, libraries and archives play in creating vibrant, modern,
loved and sustainable communities. Communities need identities and identities are defined by our culture
and heritage.

4.2 It is important to recognise that heritage is not static. It has to continue to evolve, involve and reflect
growing and changing communities if it is to retain relevance and the power to engage.

4.3 Many exciting opportunities exist to ensure heritage is included within new developments; however,
too often it is presented as a barrier in planning controls. Although planned growth is essential to minimise
the impact of too much erratic growth on the historic environment, with only a small degree of extra
flexibility such new planned growth would be enhanced by the inclusion of new heritage community facilities
such as a new library or museum.

4.4 Investing in the infrastructure and services of museums, libraries and archives can have a considerable
impact upon the regeneration of both urban and rural areas. Revitalising a flagship cultural asset, such as
a landmark museum, library or archive can have a considerable impact on attracting external investment,
improving quality of life and enhancing pride of place. This position has been accepted by Yorkshire
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Forward, which has placed culture at the heart of many of their schemes and has integrated it into one of
its three core aims: “Utilising the full potential of Yorkshire and Humber’s physical and cultural assets,
maximising resource eYciency and conserving and enhancing its environment to achieve an integrated,
sustainable economy.”49

4.5 During 2004–09 in excess of £14 million will be invested in the cultural and creative industries of
Scarborough in order to regenerate the town. Two museum focused projects will be at the heart of this
scheme, the redevelopment of the Rotunda museum and the creation of a Creative Industries Centre at
Scarborough Museum. The Rotunda project alone is an investment of £2 million.50 Leeds and SheYeld are
also identified as “core cities” by ODPM and are considered to be drivers of regional and national economic
growth. In all of the major Yorkshire cities of Bradford, Hull, Leeds, SheYeld and York, culture is
recognised as a major asset in driving economic growth.51

4.6 There is also growing interest in our archaeological and “portable” heritage, as evidenced by the
popularity of programmes such as “Time Team” and the increase in metal detectorists.

4.7 MLA’s Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) is the only proactive mechanism for recording
archaeological finds made by the public in England and Wales. It is also the country’s largest community
archaeological project, and oVers an impressive range of educational and outreach benefits. Furthermore,
PAS is vital to the reporting of Treasure and the eYcient and eVective running of the Treasure Act 1996. It
is therefore vital that the Government accords appropriate significance to the PAS and archaeological finds
in future planning legislation.

4.8 Some PAS key facts:

— In 2004–05, 67,213 finds were recorded with the PAS, many of which would have otherwise gone
unrecorded.

— Almost 89% of finds recorded by the PAS have been recovered from cultivated land, where they
are susceptible to plough damage and natural corrosion processes. Nearly 75% finds are now being
recorded to the nearest 100 square metres, so Historic Environment Records can use the data to
help protect the historic environment.

— In 2004–05, PAS outreach activities (talks, exhibitions, finds days etc) attracted over 30,000
people, including more that 3,500 children.

— 47% of people recording with the PAS are from socio-economic groups C2,D&E, which compares
favourably to museum visitors (29%).

4.9 It appears, however, that there is still little consideration being given by ODPM and local authority
planning committees to the impact of developing funded archaeological excavations. MLA proposes that
Planning Policy Statement 16 (which would combine PPGs 15 & 16) should state that funding for
archaeology in mitigation of development projects should always include a full provision for assessing,
recording, analysis, publishing and archiving the archaeological data in such a way that it is easily accessible
to the public. Museums and archives collect information and artefacts relating to the built heritage and can
help conserve or record heritage relating to the broader built environment. Where the built heritage is to be
changed or lost, museums and archives need to be given the time and resources to document this process
and curate items where it is appropriate to do so. This should form part of the core statement of policy
principles and not just contained in the annexe that recommends best practice.

4.10 A good example of this “new” approach is the Hanson Aggregates project in Cambridgeshire. The
Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund (ASLF) funded a joint project by Cambridge Archaeological Unit and
Hanson Aggregates to increase public awareness of archaeological knowledge arising from investigations
associated with mineral extraction. Educational packages for including handling materials were developed.
The condition of Southern Over round barrow cemetery, an impressive prehistoric scheduled monument
close to Needingworth Quarry, was enhanced and access improved. This initiative ensured the long-term
survival of this crucial monument and made it accessible to a broad spectrum of society.52

4.11 The regeneration of Hartlepool’s Historic Quay and the development of its maritime heritage
attractions have transformed Hartlepool into a leading tourism destination within the region, attracting
significant numbers of visitors and tourism spending. Similarly, an integrated approach to the development
of a network of award-winning small heritage attractions in Weardale (eg Killhope Lead Mining Museum,
Weardale Museum and High House Chapel Rural Regeneration) is driving rural regeneration, attracting
visitors and visitor spending to a geographically remote area.

49 Yorkshire Forward (2005) Regional Economic Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber 2006—2015. Government Draft,
October 2005. Leeds: Yorkshire Forward, p 20.

50 York and North Yorkshire Partnership Unit (2005) Investment Plan for York and North Yorkshire 2004/2009. Appendix:
Investment Themes and Priority Actions. Spatial Themes. York: York and North Yorkshire Partnership Unit. p106.

51 Yorkshire Forward (2005) Regional Economic Strategy for Yorkshire and the Humber 2006—2015. Government Draft,
October 2005. Leeds: Yorkshire Forward, p 63.

52 Heritage Counts: The State of the East of England’s Historic Environment 2005, (p 12).
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4.12 Now is the time to plan new heritage assets in a co-ordinated manner and at an appropriate regional
level in order to meet the needs of new communities and to provide tourists with attractions that are
sustainable economically and socially. Ensuring that English Heritage and heritage agencies are
“empowered” to influence this development should be a priority.

5. Placing Heritage at the Heart of our Communities—Access to Heritage and the Position of

Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

5.1 Heritage exists as a cultural asset within communities in two key respects: the physical embodiment
exemplified by buildings or collections within museums, libraries and archives and the intangible assets as
demonstrated by community engagement in culture and heritage.

5.2 Museums, libraries and archives are often housed in buildings that are considered to be of cultural
significance. In many cases these buildings are not only core architectural components of a place, but are
also foci for cultural identities. Modern flagship buildings such as the Sage in Gateshead are already taking
on the mantle of heritage assets, alongside more traditional buildings such as the Municipal Building in
Leeds, for example, which is an architectural monument in the centre of town and has housed the city library
and art gallery for over 100 years and used to be the home of Leeds City Museum. The Grade II* listed Leeds
Institute is currently being redeveloped, with HLF support, as the location for the new Leeds Museum. Also
in the 19th century, the Yorkshire Museum in York was designed by the Yorkshire Philosophical Society
to be a focal point for cultural heritage throughout Yorkshire.

5.3 In the West Midlands in 2004, 71% of museums were providing public access to listed buildings (119)
and scheduled ancient monuments (16)—a significant proportion of protected heritage assets in the region.

5.4 Similarly, the National Coal Mining Museum for England is used as a focus of identity for local
people. Where previously the role of the mine(s) as a centre of employment for the area helped to create the
identity of the community, the museum is now working with local people to explore their perceptions of
heritage assets and how they relate to the community, both past and present. This includes the continuation
of activities that are of cultural interest (intangible heritage) such as the annual Miner’s Gala, continuing a
tradition that began in the 19th century.

5.5 The resourcing of these activities is just as important as the maintenance of the physical fabric. The
Weald and Downland Open Air Museum, Beamish Open Air Museum and the Dales Countryside Museum
in Hawes are all examples of how museums protect and preserve our rural and industrial heritage, holding
workshops demonstrating historical and contemporary crafts, industries or recreating building methods.
Institutions need resources to conserve, promote and interpret the intangible heritage.

5.6 It is in developing the intangible assets of our heritage that museums, libraries and archives can place
heritage at the heart of our communities. Local museums, libraries and archives are already very eVective
at attracting socially and economically diverse audiences. Nevertheless, access is key and MLA and the RAs
make increasing and broadening participation a top priority for all their transformation programmes for
the sector. We are committed to promoting the widest possible access for all and to ensuring that provision
is focused on the needs of actual and potential users. We believe that museums, libraries and archives have
a significant role to play in promoting physical, cultural and social inclusion and celebrating diversity and
can contribute eVectively to these key government agendas.

5.7 Some examples include:

— Renaissance in the Regions which has focused on increasing and developing wider audiences to
regional museums. Between 2002–03 and 2003–04 participation by socio-economic groups
C2,D&Es and by black and minority ethnic groups who have traditionally not been active users
of or visitors to museums increased by 15.2% and 60% respectively.

— Various initiatives to digitise our cultural assets and make them more readily available to a wider
public such as Cornucopia (an online database of information about more than 6000 collections
from museums, libraries and archives), MICHAEL (a European cultural initiative to catalogue
cultural assets online), and the MLA funded 24 Hour Museum, People’s Network Enquire,
Discover and Read services and the PASt Explorers website, to name but a few.

— MLA resources to help museums, libraries and archives develop access for disabled people.
Disability Portfolio: a portfolio of 12 guides on how to best to meet the needs of disabled people,
the DDA, training, audits, ICT and low cost solutions; Disability Experts: a database of disability
auditors, trainers and consultants working in the museums, libraries and archives sector; and
Disability Checklist: an easy to use checklist of 100 questions to identify existing good practice and
areas for improvement.

— Maxcard, a project pioneered by NEMLAC in 2002 creates significant social and educational
benefits for children in care who would have otherwise been unlikely to visit museum and heritage
attractions. The card oVers free access to 54 heritage attractions in the NE region and to date 9,800
cards have been issued. This initiative has also been adopted by the Yorkshire region.
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5.8 Finally, it is important to acknowledge that museum, library and archive buildings as public spaces
also improve community infrastructure. They support community participation and create benefits through
volunteering. (Discovery Museum’s “Developing Volunteer Participation” project created 300 volunteer
placements over three years.)

5.9 There are numerous examples of community archive projects helping to build relationships through
providing historical information on people or places, while fostering understanding of the role and relevance
of archives and the identification of relevant content from the holdings. Teesside archives “Community
Champions Programme” worked with asylum seekers and museums, libraries and archives in the Tees
Valley focusing on Oral History. This has now led to the community champions devising a further project
and applying for funding to HLF.

5.10 “Connecting Histories” is a HLF funded project in Birmingham taking post-war and recent archives
that relate to black and ethnic minority communities with the aim of increasing access to culturally diverse
archive collections, promote learning and community engagement. Britain today is commonly portrayed as
a multi-cultural nation. However, the diverse historical experiences that constitute the story of this “new”
Britain are less well known. The history of the West Midlands in the 20th century is central to this story and
this project will release the potential of these archive collections, so that connections can be made between
the past and the present, and thereby encourage debate about our shared identities, our common sense of
belonging and our multiple heritages.

5.11 East of England Museum, Library and Archive Council, with project funding from HLF, has
embarked upon an innovative project in the Thames Gateway area, employing a Community Heritage
OYcer whose remit is to encourage “grass roots” community activity. Among many targets is the drawing
in of external funding to support the growth of sustainable heritage projects including providing new
communities with a sense of belonging, place and identity. (See para 3.1.4)

6. Sector Funding

6.1 Our sector is funded in the main through central government via programmes such as Renaissance
in the Regions and Framework for the Future and through local authority budgets. Additional funding may
be achieved from lottery distributors such as HLF or (particularly for museums) through Friends
associations and commercial enterprises such as shops and restaurants.

6.2 Renaissance in the Regions is a major new funding stream to regional museums. From an initial
DCMS investment of £10 million in 2002–03 this rises to £45 million in 2007–08. Spending has risen in the
nine regional Hubs (partnership of museums) as a result of Renaissance but has not been matched by direct
local authority spend.

6.3 In terms of spending on local authority archives services the trend has been a downward pressure on
resources with many budgets frozen, or at best inflationary increases in core budgets. Many archive services
are reliant on external sources of funding (such as HLF programmes) to run projects to improve catalogues
or to digitise material for wider access. Traditional stewardship and conservation work has fallen lower on
the agenda, with an emphasis on preventative conservation rather than preservation by professionals. There
has been an increase in outsourcing specific conservation rather than such services being run in-house.

6.4 The trend in local authorities is for annual pay rises not to be fully funded, eVectively resulting in
budget cuts year on year.

6.5 All local authority budgets are aVected by the impact of the Olympics, across the country as well as
in London. We welcome the opportunities presented by the Olympics but recognise the challenges it
presents. It will require cultural services to respond while at the same time reducing the budget available to
them. In addition the Heritage Lottery Fund will be diverting a large proportion to the Olympics, so cultural
services, which have received much external funding from HLF, will suVer.

6.6 In contrast, there are many examples of how our sector contributes to the local economy, eg

— Museums account for 12 of the top 20 tourist attractions in North East England.

— ALM London published an Economic Impact Evaluation study that highlights the contribution
the sector makes to London’s economy.53 The city’s cultural attractions are a primary driver of
tourism, both from within the UK and from overseas. London’s museums, libraries and archives
attract over two million visits each week.

— MLA North West has also recently published a study with Bolton Metropolitan Borough Council
on the contribution museums, libraries and archives make to their local economy.54 This found
that Bolton’s museum, library and archive services were valued by users and non-users at £10.4
million (compared with a budget of £6 million). This means that Bolton’s museums, libraries and
archives generate £1.60 for every £1 of public funding received. Alternatively if public funding were
to end, the Bolton economy would lose net benefits of £3.9 million. The majority, £7.4 million, of

53 London’s Culture Equation, published 2005. Available from www.almlondon.org.uk
54 Bolton’s Museum, Library and Archive services, published December 2005. Available from www.mlanorthwest.org.uk/

mlanorthwest/publications
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the value comes from the direct benefit enjoyed by users of Bolton’s museums, libraries and
archives as opposed to non-users. This underpins the critical role that these cultural services play
in many people’s lives. Non-users value the museums, libraries and archives at £3 million.

7. Our Priorities for the Sector

7.1 We believe more funding should be directed to the following:

— Archives—the archives domain has had no funding to implement the recommendations of the
Archives Task Force report, Listening to the Past, Speaking to the Future.

— In order to continue to maximise the impact of the Renaissance project, full funding should be
available to Phase 2 hubs to bring them in line with those in Phase 1. This would also enable us to
expand the benefits of Renaissance, eg via the Museum Development Fund, into the sub-regions,
particularly rural areas.

— The increased pressure of the Olympics makes it essential that cultural venues, facilities and the
historic environment in general are recognised as being world class by 2012. For this to happen,
the HLF and its share of Lottery funding should be retained and protected.

— HLF should subscribe to the Government’s commitment to Full Cost Recovery for funding—this
will have huge impact on the long-term sustainability and responsible management of museums,
libraries and archives.

— Consideration should be made about the provision of development funding. This sort of funding
could cover internal infrastructure costs for a limited amount of time, allowing museums and
archives to develop and grow. External funders should be encouraged to fund fundraising and
income generation as part of short-term projects. Such development activities ensure that
successful projects can be mainstreamed, as part of an exit strategy.

7.2 We see key priorities for DCMS as:

— Securing funding to support innovative development schemes which ensure heritage assets are an
integral part of new growth eg in new communities (for an example see Heritage Counts for the
East of England).

— Questioning Local Authority decisions which are closing heritage assets and pushing for greater
co-ordinated planning activity within Local Authority areas.

— Providing well researched evidence to agencies and Local Authorities about the value of
heritage assets.

— Arguing the case for the importance and value of heritage within other government departments,
especially ODPM.

— Ensuring DCMS funded departments/agencies all speak with clarity and a full understanding of
respective priorities co-ordinated via DCMS regional oYcers

8. Supply of Professional Skills Within the Sector

8.1 Some regional agencies oVer workshops on environmental monitoring and protection and coordinate
training in basic conservation skills. Some, such as the Yorkshire Museums, Libraries and Archives Council,
Renaissance Yorkshire and Renaissance South East are developing a Regional Knowledge Bank to help
museums share expertise such as conservation skills. The MLA is itself a key partner of the Conservation
Awards run by the Institute of Conservation.

8.2 There is a real need to attract more new recruits into the sector, not just in conservation, but in other
specialisms too. MLA has worked in partnership with others in the sector to create a Workforce
Development strategy, which aims to enhance the skills of the current workforce and enable them to “up
their game” to meet the needs of transforming and modernising the sector.

8.3 Areas identified for action by MLA and the regions are:

— Skills sharing, mentoring and secondment schemes, both within and beyond sector, to enable the
succession of specialist skills and expertise currently locked up in ageing workforce.

— The diYculties of career progression and development within a fairly static sector; and need to
import best practice from other sectors and export greater awareness of heritage sector.

— The diversity and age profile of the current workforce; and the problems in attracting a more
culturally diverse spread of applicants in some areas, such as the south east.

— The sector’s heavy reliance on volunteers; forcing a critical need to diversify the age and profile of
this workforce in the next decade to sustain provision.

8.4 MLA is conducting research into some of the barriers to entering the museums, libraries and archives
profession to be better able to address some of the issues outlined above. One obvious barrier is that of pay
and grading structures in the sector and across local government; pay is poor across the whole of our sector
and lowest in museums and archives.
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9. Conclusion

9.1 MLA and the Regional Agencies are delighted to have had this opportunity to respond to this
important inquiry. Our sector plays a key role in delivering cultural, economic and social value to the public,
and we call for more robust support of museums, libraries and archives from central and local government
legislators, particularly when faced with budget cuts.

27 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the National Art Collections Fund

1. The National Art Collections Fund (Art Fund) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the inquiry
by the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee into “Protecting, preserving and making accessible our
nation’s heritage”.

2. The Art Fund is the UK’s largest independent art charity, with 80,000 members. It gives grants to help
enrich public collections and campaigns widely on behalf of museums and their visitors. In the last 10 years
the Art Fund has helped UK museums acquire over 380,000 works of art, with grants totalling £30 million,
and was at the forefront of the successful campaign for free admission.

3. The Art Fund works closely with those bodies overseeing, representing and helping to fund the heritage
sector, including the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), the Museums, Libraries and
Archives Council (MLA) and the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF).

4. The Art Fund will restrict its comments to the most relevant areas of the Committee’s inquiry. The
terms “museum” and “museums” are used to denote both museums and galleries.

The Definition of Heritage

5. We are concerned that use of the term “heritage” is increasingly elastic. Current directions, issued by
the DCMS in 2002, ask that in distributing funds the HLF take into account “the scope for reducing
economic and social deprivation . . . the need to promote access . . . [and] to further the objectives of
sustainable development”. The HLF is increasingly being drawn into areas that are the responsibility of
central or local government.

6. The current definition of heritage used by the HLF itself includes “everything we have inherited from
the past and value enough to want to share and sustain for the future”55—from the natural environment,
parks and historic buildings to museums, transport heritage and cultural traditions and language.

Funding

7. Our museums play a crucial role as guardians of our heritage. They have a duty to preserve and protect
material for the future, enabling current and new generations to become familiar with their heritage.
Museums also have a duty to acquire. But when budgets are tight—in the face of urgent capital repairs,
above-inflation salary increases and meeting education and social inclusion targets—potential acquisitions
are often sacrificed. National museums are able to spend less and less of their grant in aid on acquisitions,
and are increasingly reliant on external sources of funding.

8. Yet there is now a much smaller amount of money available from external sources to fund acquisitions.
The annual budget of the MLA/V&A Purchase Grant Fund (which supports purchases by regional
museums and galleries in England) has dropped by one third since 1993. And funding for the National
Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF)—the government’s “fund of last resort” for heritage items at risk—has
fallen by 60% over the same period. NHMF funding will, it is true, increase to £10 million per year by
2007–08, but its income will remain significantly less than the £14 million it received when it was established
in 1980. The rise in art market prices over the same period has, in most cases, far exceeded the Retail Price
Index (RPI).

9. Over the last 10 years the Art Fund and the HLF have jointly funded over 200 acquisitions for UK
public collections, including works by Titian, Bonington, J M W Turner, Gainsborough and Charles Rennie
Mackintosh. Without the continuing, generous support of the HLF, high value acquisitions will be a thing
of the past.

10. However, far less money will be available for heritage from the National Lottery in coming years.
The HLF estimate that the amount it will distribute will fall from £330 million this year to around £200
million in 2008—a drop of 40%. Following the review of the National Lottery later this year, the share of
lottery money for heritage may fall even further after 2009. It is estimated that up to £410 million will be
diverted from lottery good causes towards the 2012 Olympics. While exact figures are still uncertain, the
implications for the heritage sector are all too clear.

55 Our Heritage, Our Future, Your Say, Heritage Lottery Fund, November 2005, p 13.
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11. The 2012 Olympics oVer a unique opportunity to promote London as a world capital for culture, and
to showcase the UK’s cultural heritage. However, most museums will find it diYcult to take full advantage.
It is essential that heritage retains a healthy share of funds from the National Lottery following the review
of good causes currently underway.

12. We are also concerned that the HLF appears to be giving a lower priority to museum acquisitions
than in the past. Last year the HLF spent just £2.3 million on art acquisitions, down from over £18 million 10
years ago. This represented less than one per cent of HLF total expenditure. The HLF’s recent consultation
document (“Our Heritage, Our Future, Your Say”) set out its proposed plans to 2013—omitting all mention
of the acquisition of works of art. When the National Gallery was recently exploring the possibility of
acquiring the so-called “Halifax” Titian, informal signals from the HLF indicated that a grant application
for this masterpiece that has long been associated with this country had little, if any, hope of success.

13. The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport recently announced that she would give
consideration to the establishment of a National Acquisitions Fund. We are pleased that the government
seems to have acknowledged the seriousness of the problem and look forward to hearing more.

Promoting Philanthropy

14. Tax incentives have proved a highly eVective means of encouraging philanthropy both in the UK and
overseas. The Art Fund submitted a proposal for an income tax incentive to the Treasury early in 2005,
which would allow donors to oVset gifts of works of art and heritage objects to the nation against income
tax, as is already permitted in several other countries (copy enclosed). The Culture, Media and Sport Select
Committee itself recommended “an extension of the Gift Aid arrangements, so that donations of significant
art works to public collections can be oVset against income tax”, in its report The Market for Art56. The
Goodison Review—commissioned by the Treasury itself—contained a similar recommendation. Yet in
December 2005 the Treasury informed us that despite widespread support it would not implement our
proposal, as it does not want to go down the tax incentive route. This is a major missed opportunity.

The Export System

15. The UK’s export controls on works of art play a vital role in protecting heritage. They act as a “safety
net” by creating an opportunity for the most important works to be acquired by public collections. The Art
Fund has had extensive experience of the system as we are one of the main sources of funding for museums
looking for grants to purchase export-stopped works of art.

16. We share the concern of the Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art that the shortage of
available funding, in conjunction with the rising price of art, results in the failure to retain many outstanding
cultural objects threatened with export from the UK, especially those of higher value. Since 1997, over 40%
of export-stopped objects have been lost to buyers overseas. In 2004–05 just 12% of objects by value were
saved for the UK. Losses included treasures by Francis Bacon, William Blake and Jan Steen, collectively
worth more than £30 million.

17. The export system relies on the “Waverley Criteria” to judge whether an object should be granted an
export licence. The criteria were established more than 50 years ago and now look increasingly outdated and
unrealistic. Arguably some objects are being export-stopped unnecessarily while others of greater
significance are not being caught by the present system ı notably modern and contemporary works, and
those that have been imported within the last 50 years. The Waverley Criteria should be revised in order to
reflect the changed needs of the 21st century.

18. The NHMF plays a key role in helping public collections to purchase export-stopped works of art,
but it is severely under-funded. If its income had increased only in line with inflation since it was established
in 1980, it would now stand at more than £20 million. Funding to the NHMF must be increased to at least
£20 million per annum in order to give the export system backbone, and to fulfil its role as a true “fund of
last resort”.

56 Sixth report from the Culture, Media and Sport Committee (Session 2004–05: HC 414): The Market for Art, p 17, published
April 2005.
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The Heritage White Paper

The forthcoming Heritage White Paper should address the following:

19. The definition of heritage

The definition of heritage is being stretched beyond recognition. As funding for the sector becomes
increasingly limited the UK’s heritage needs must be sensibly prioritised.

20. Funding for heritage—notably the acquisition of works of art

Public spending on heritage is inadequate. In particular, the lack of available funding means that many
of the most valuable heritage objects that meet the Waverley Criteria are leaving our shores. The White
Paper must address the chronic decline in funding for heritage acquisitions.

21. The export system

The export system—notably the Waverley Criteria—should be re-examined and revised to take account
of changing priorities. There are also several technical problems that need to be addressed to improve the
eYciency of the export system—in particular, steps should be taken to discourage owners from withdrawing
their application for an export licence once a fundraising eVort has been launched. Last year alone 20% of
licence applications were withdrawn following a serious expression of interest by a UK buyer, which meant
a great deal of wasted eVort by UK museums and funding bodies.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the National Council on Archives

The National Council on Archives (NCA) was established in 1988 to bring together the major bodies and
organisations, including service providers, users, depositors and policy makers, across the UK concerned
with archives and their use. It aims to develop consensus on matters of mutual concern and provide an
authoritative common voice for the archival community.

The NCA welcomes the opportunity to give our views to the Committee.

Summary

The Committee should be aware that built heritage, historic buildings and structures, do not constitute
the entire heritage sector and that both built and “moveable” heritage comprise a whole. Moveable heritage,
papers, books, objects, provide us with the context surrounding the built environment, as well as a much
wider perspective on the development of our culture and the history of ideas.

There are many complementary aspects between the built historic environment and the moveable heritage
sector, especially the archival documentary evidence that enables the built environment to be interpreted,
preserved and restored in a manner that is appropriate and historically accurate.

There are sections of society for whom the built heritage sector is much less accessible than the moveable
heritage sector and these tend to be those communities most at risk of exclusion.

The existing provision of responsibility and funding for all heritage sectors is leaving large areas of our
heritage at critical risk of decay and loss. Additionally, it cannot cope with the development necessary to
release the potential that these treasures hold for inter-domain capacity building, community cohesion and
commercial exploitation for the organisations that safeguard them (which would oVset their reliance on the
public purse in the long term).

There appears to be a lack of cohesion between some government departments responsible for heritage,
particularly evidenced by the fragmented nature of their policy and operations.

In some sectors, there is a critical shortage of conservators with the necessary skills to preserve our
heritage for generations to come.

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

Although the remit of the present inquiry appears to focus on the built environment (historic buildings,
museums, galleries, etc.), it is worth reiterating that these buildings do not constitute the entire heritage left
to us. Indeed, to a growing section of UK society, many of the magnificent Georgian and Victorian civic
and private buildings embody a legacy built on the proceeds of practices now rightly despised, such as
colonisation, slavery and other enforced labour.
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The so-called “moveable” heritage sector, papers, books, objects and their repositories, can oVer a much
more accessible way to understand our history for many people. Archives, unlike libraries, hold original
documents; the authentic voice of the past speaking directly to people of today without any intermediaries
or interpreters. Archives, unlike museums, expect visitors to access these original documents directly,
touching them and connecting with the past in a way that may relate specifically to that person, through
records of their own family, for instance.

The documentary evidence held in archives is often essential to the appropriate conservation and
restoration of built heritage. It is the view of the National Council on Archives that archival evidence is
underused in the planning system but is a vast resource oVering accurate historic information and context
often not available elsewhere. This is an aspect of archives that is being constantly researched and made
available to planning oYcers and conservators (see Journal of the Society of Archivists, Vol. 25, No. 2, 2004
“A Cross-disciplinary Approach to the Use of Archives as Evidence of Past Indoor Environments in
Historic Buildings”, May Cassar and Joel Taylor, UCL Centre for Sustainable Heritage).

The National Council on Archives believes that the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
White Paper those areas of our heritage, built and moveable that are in most danger of being lost to present
and future generations, which at the same time have the most potential for being of direct relevance to those
generations. The DCMS, in preparing these priorities should recognise the contribution which all aspects
of heritage can make, and propose a fair distribution of resources to support them.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

There are significant distinctive areas of the public heritage sector that “fall between stools” and have no
organisation or department responsible for them. This leads to a lack of strategic cohesion, a lack of core
funding and a consequent waste of public money in trying to preserve the heritage with recurrent project
funding which does not adequately address the inherent accessibility and conservation problems.

There are other areas where government heritage bodies seem fragmented in their policy and operations.
In particular, the NCA notices that this Inquiry, and this question itself, make no reference to the Museums,
Libraries and Archives Council (MLA) which is indicative of a lack of cohesion between the two bodies.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

The NCA believes that there is a vast potential for using historic buildings and documentary evidence to
inform planning policy to make built developments more accessible and sustainable. There are good
examples of the use of existing structures to meet today’s needs in a historically informed and creative way.

However, as always, the integration of good planning policy and heritage requires resources, not only in
the shape of money, but also in research, expertise and talent. The NCA is confident that not funding such
planning policy is a false economy, leading to developments that fail their communities and lose large
amounts of public money rather than thriving and becoming commercial and community assets.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The NCA firmly believes that access to heritage is being limited because of funding, and that the entire
heritage sector is not fulfilling its vast potential as a cultural asset of all communities because of this. For
instance, a survey carried out in the north-west of England in 2003 found that 29% of archival holdings are
un-catalogued. It would take one professional archivist an estimated 299 years to make this material fully
accessible. As long as backlogs like this exist these collections will remain inaccessible to the public—a great
waste of archives’ huge untapped potential.

There is still no provision for public on-line access to the statutory list of historic buildings, preventing
key aspects of engagement with the historic environment. There is a need for more funding to digitise historic
environment records for England (which lags behind Scotland and Wales—see http://www.rcahms.gov.uk).
We are sure that English Heritage would find this valuable.

English Heritage is doing a good job in working with the other home nations but its task is far more
daunting. This is a massive collection, responsibility for which is spread across a variety of funding sectors —
TNA holds key records, as does English Heritage’s regions and the NMR, plus local authorities,
universities etc.

For the general public with an interest in history, local historians as well as professionals, this is a vast
underexploited resource, with legal and evidential as well as cultural and educational value. Finding
appropriate funding to allow it to be exploited is a key challenge for the sector.
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5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

Through English Heritage, DCMS sponsors one of the biggest public archives outside of The National
Archives. Yet, despite this, public awareness of their right to access this is extremely limited, and this is
primarily because of the lack of funding to develop this asset.

It is the view of the NCA that many historic collections are at present housed in historic buildings which
do not adequately provide conservation level accommodation for these collections, thus placing them in
danger. At the same time, those historic buildings require a better level of maintenance than organisations
that care for moveable heritage collections can often aVord, as their core funding has to be spent on
collection care.

It seems obvious to the NCA that these needs should be tackled holistically. There are examples of
collections housed in the buildings for which they were collected and designed, eg The British Museum or
The Bowes Museum. But there are many other examples where collections are housed in buildings that just
happen also to be historic for other reasons, and these synergies should be encouraged, as they provide a
home for collections in appropriate surroundings and a use for valuable but otherwise unused buildings.

While the NCA fully recognises the need to make a success of the London Olympics, we would be
concerned if the necessary funding were found at the expense of other parts of the heritage sector which are
already under-funded.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

The NCA recognises the vital role HLF has played in funding major improvements in archive services,
and hope that they will be able to continue fulfilling this role. We see the need for MLA to play an enhanced
role in representing the views of the sector to government, where the concerns of the sector are not always
recognised. In many ways, the NCA views the existing structure of roles and responsibilities to be adequate.
However, there are some areas where the present coverage is significantly failing.

The failure of The Archives Task Force (2004) to secure any funding at all was viewed by the archives
sector as evidence of government’s disinterest and lack of appreciation of their contribution. This should be
seen in the context of the awards, additional to core funding, of £100 million Renaissance in the Regions
programme for museums and £13 million to the Framework for the Future programme for libraries to
realise these domains’ vast potential as community cultural assets.

Despite the duty to preserve the nation’s moving image heritage being given to The British Library by
law, the responsibility for UK film archives is presently lodged with the British Film Institute via UK Film
Council whose main preoccupation is, quite rightly, the generation of new films. Consequently, they do not
grant the BFI any funding for film archives. The film archives themselves are each funded diVerently,
struggling to obtain support from local councils, interested higher education institutions and the Lottery
funders to supplement the minimal funding they receive through the regional screen agencies to keep their
activities going. Because of this lack of joined up thinking, these film archives are now facing critical funding
gaps and possible closure within the next 12 months.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

In some areas, there is a critical shortage of professionals with conservation skills. In film archives, for
instance, which preserve film footage that often contains the only pictorial evidence of some historic areas
and buildings and how they were used, there is a significant lack of conservators with the necessary skills to
preserve the various formats in which the material has survived. In order to make this material more widely
accessible, all film archives now have a systematic programme of digitising their material, but the original
format must be made stable before this process can happen. Indeed, these digitisation and accessibility
programmes themselves are in danger of being halted altogether because of the lack of core funding the film
archives receive. This has not been adequately addressed because of the labyrinthine structure of
responsibility for the film archives (see above).

17 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by The National Gallery

A Brief Introduction to the National Gallery

The National Gallery’s collection of Western European paintings dating from the thirteenth to the
nineteenth century is one of the richest and most comprehensive in the world, the equal of other major
collections and vying with the very greatest including the Louvre, Prado and UYzi. The collection belongs
to the nation and the Gallery serves an enormous range of visitors from the UK and abroad. The Gallery’s
role is to engage the public in the experience of this great collection. It is open to all, 361 days of the year,
free of charge.

The Issue

1. The National Gallery is submitting evidence on one single issue, which is of increasing concern, and
which, we believe, should be of concern to the Select Committee for Culture, Media and Sport: that is, the
increasing cost of great works of art, including those on long-term loan to British galleries; the
corresponding temptation for owners to sell them; and the inadequacy of the funding to enable national
institutions to acquire them.

2. The Gallery believes that there are two bodies whose remit includes funding the acquisition of works
of art: these are the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF) and the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF).
In the past they have consistently been able to support major acquisitions. However, in the future neither
Fund is likely to prove capable of financing acquisitions of great works of art in the way that they have in
the past: the NHMF lacks adequate funds, and the HLF has made it clear that it treats such acquisitions
as a low, if not marginal, priority within its remit.

3. It is absolutely essential that the National Gallery can continue to enhance its collection—strengthening
its weaker areas, expanding its geographical range (for example, by the addition over the past 15 years of
paintings from Scandinavia), and continuing to enhance its scope and depth. New acquisitions help visitors
to see what is already in the collection in new ways. For example, Stubbs’ Whistlejacket, acquired in 1997
with the support of the HLF, not only introduced a great masterpiece, but also (as an early, and English,
example of Romantic art) served to redefine the other eighteenth-century pictures around it. New
acquisitions generate excitement, attract new audiences, and enliven the Gallery’s education programme;
they help the Gallery maintain its world standing, and so contribute to London’s profile, economy and
tourist appeal.

4. How the country can, and should, acquire great works of art has preoccupied the House of Commons to
a greater or lesser degree since the foundation of the National Gallery in 1824. Since the nineteenth century it
has been viewed as a responsibility of Parliament, and of the Treasury acting on its behalf, to ensure that
funding is available to purchase great works of art as and when they come onto the market.

5. In the early years, acquisitions tended to be ad hoc and dependent on the generosity of individual
donors, but both the Treasury and the House of Commons fully recognised their responsibilities for
providing funding for major acquisitions, including, for example, the acquisition in 1825 of Correggio’s
Madonna of the Basket (NG 23) for £3,800 and a grant in 1826 of £9,000 for the purchase of Titian’s Bacchus
and Ariadne (NG 35), one of the greatest works in the collection, as well as Poussin’s Bacchanalian Revel
before a Term (NG 62) and Annibale Carracci’s Christ Appearing to St Peter on the Appian Way (NG 9).

6. The great quality of the collection, its range and depth and particularly its extraordinary holdings of
Italian art, are a direct consequence of the Report of the Select Committee in 1855, which established the
National Gallery on a much more secure footing, and led to the appointment of Charles Eastlake as Director
with a remit to acquire works of art on the continent, especially in Italy. If generous public funding had
not been available during the succeeding decade, Britain would not have acquired one of the world’s major
collections, nor the benefits that derive from it.

7. Over the long term, the price of great works of art escalates as demand increases and the supply of old
master paintings is correspondingly reduced. As a result, prices that seem high at any given time, and may
deter acquisitions, look like bargains afterwards. In the closing months of the First World War, John
Maynard Keynes, then at the Treasury, recognised the long-term benefit of investment in the purchase of
great works of Impressionist art and helped the National Gallery to acquire some from the Degas sale in
Paris; but the failure in the early decades of the twentieth century to buy more than a tiny handful of such
pictures, before their prices began to rise, has diminished the Gallery’s appeal to the public ever since.

8. After the outcry following the export of Velázquez’s Juan de Pareja to the USA in 1970 and the
diYculties faced by the national collections during the sale of Mentmore in 1977, parliamentary initiative
led to the establishment of the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF) through the 1980 National
Heritage Act, with cross-party support. This acted as a fund of last resort for the national collections with
great success during the 1980s, alongside generous grant-in-aid for acquisitions which meant that, in
1983–84, the National Gallery was given £3.31 million per annum specifically for acquisitions (in current
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terms this is the equivalent of approximately £7.3 million).57 However, even then the NHMF lacked the
financial resources to meet the demand: in 1984 Lord Charteris, its chairman, acknowledged that there were
“inadequate resources to deal with the projects that [it] will be asked to grant-aid”, and foresaw damaging
inflation in prices in the art market because of wealthy buyers overseas.58 As Liz Forgan, the current
chairman has said, ‘The needs of the heritage were greater than even the NHMF could meet”.59

9. In 1993, to address these needs and in recognition of the success of the NHMF in helping major
institutions acquire great works of art, it was given responsibility for distributing the share of funding from
the National Lottery for the heritage. It does this through the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF). For the
NHMF, heritage consisted of two spending priorities, “Heritage real estate” and “Moveable Heritage”,
where the latter meant “museum objects and manuscripts”.60 It was assumed that the HLF would take on
the spending priorities of the NHMF. Had they done so the problems surrounding funding for acquisitions
would have been solved forever.

10. However, the HLF has progressively developed its spending priorities to the exclusion of the
acquisition of works of art. In 1998 ministerial advice increased the extent of the HLF’s spending duties,
and the HLF’s funding stream is currently under review; in its recent consultation document [Our Heritage,
our future] it has set out its proposed plans for the future omitting all mention of the acquisition of works
of art.

11. In the past the HLF has given substantial and generous donations towards acquisitions. For example,
in 1995 The Channel at Gravelines by Seurat helped to strengthen the Gallery’s holding of post-
Impressionist works and, in July 2003 after a long public campaign, £11.5 million was granted for the
acquisition of Raphael’s The Madonna of the Pinks by Raphael. This was a centrepiece of the Raphael
exhibition at the Gallery in 2004, which raised the profile of London as a tourist destination and generated
tourist revenue estimated at over £20 million. However, the HLF now considers the occasions where it has
funded acquisitions as exceptional: of the sum put towards The Madonna of the Pinks Liz Forgan has said,
“It was a happy outcome, but one that will always be an exception”.61 The Treasury, when asked for funds
to help buy the Raphael, recognised that the Gallery had no recourse other than to the HLF. But HLF’s
assistance with the Raphael is unlikely to be repeated. In 2005 HLF spent only £1.18 million on acquisitions
for museums and galleries out of total commitments of £357.6 million during the year as a whole.

12. The HLF has argued that acquisition of great works of art should be the job of the NHMF:

The Lottery has rarely been called on to fund the acquisition of major masterpieces. Yet there have
been rare occasions when the HLF has been able to ride to the rescue, to do a job that the NHMF
was unable to do.62

However, the NHMF has not resolved the funding issues that have caused it diYculty since it began.63

The NHMF has spent an average of £4.4 million on acquisitions per annum since 1995–96: a sum which is
useful for some acquisitions but totally inadequate for the acquisition of old master paintings, with typical
prices now of £10 million and more.

13. The National Gallery’s annual purchase grant was a substantial sum in the 1980s, but the Government
ceased to ring-fence grant-in aid for acquisitions in 1992 and acquisitions funds have since been squeezed
out of existence by a real-term reduction in Government grant-in-aid. Meanwhile, the Getty Bequest of 1985
which was expected to enable the National Gallery to compete with American institutions in the acquisition
of great works of art is the only remaining major source of acquisitions funding for the National Gallery,
but is itself inadequate to fund the purchase of major old master paintings without eroding the real-term
value of the original gift. It was not given to replace government support, but to enhance it.

14. This situation led the National Gallery to take the view that it could not put in an oVer for Titian’s
Portrait of a Man last year—a picture which has been in this country since the early eighteenth century, and
has always been regarded as one of its greatest works of art. It is now being marketed at a price reported to
be $120 million and, removed from the walls of the National Gallery, will almost certainly be sold abroad.

15. There are possible solutions:

— the purchase grant should be reinstated at a level equivalent to 1983 (ie £7.3 million pa), by
increasing grant-in-aid by this amount and ring-fencing the allocation as in the past.

— the Trustees of National Heritage Memorial Fund should be required, at the time of the renewal
of their charter in 2009, to spend half the income from the lottery on acquisitions.

— the Government should consider the establishment of a National Acquisitions Fund, as first
proposed by the Treasury in October 1922.

57 Calculated using retail purchase index, not taking into account the above average inflation in price of works of art.
58 Lord Charteris, “The World of the National Heritage Memorial Fund”, Journal of the Royal Society of Arts, Vol 132, 18

January 1984, p. 333.
59 25 years of the NHMF—The Story of a Nation, Liz Forgan, 5 October 2005
60 Charteris, op.cit., p.326
61 25 years of the NHMF—The Story of a Nation, Liz Forgan, 5 October 2005
62 ibid.
63 “. . . though the NHMF continued the essential job that it was doing, often without great fanfare, it was increasingly eclipsed

by the HLF, so that, as HLF bloomed, the NHMF started to wither.” Ibid.
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— the Treasury should revive the system of direct exchequer grants from contingency, a system of
funding which worked satisfactorily in the past.

— eVective tax incentives should encourage lifetime gifts of works of art, as recommended by the
NACF and the Goodison report.

16. In the past, parliamentary initiative has led to eVective solutions for the funding of Britain’s national
institutions. We urge the Select Committee to seek solutions to the problems of today.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by National Historic Ships

I am making the following submission on behalf of National Historic Ships, the successor body to the
National Historic Ships Committee, and which is due to take up its role formally from April 1st 2006. I shall
be concentrating on how the Inquiry relates to the nation’s heritage as expressed through the preservation,
restoration, and public presentation of historic ships. In doing so, I will put this into the wider national
cultural and heritage perspective.

National Historic Ships, comprising an executive unit and advisory committee, has been set up by DCMS
following consultation with the historic ships sector, government, heritage agencies such as the Heritage
Lottery Fund, and the wider heritage constituency. The new body will build on the work of the National
Historic Ships Committee set up some 15 years ago under the auspices of DCMS to start to address the
complex issues which aVect historic vessels and their crucial role in our rich maritime heritage. National
Historic Ships’ remit as the successor body is to identify the key issues for the maritime heritage as they relate
to historic ships, and to advise DCMS, HLF, English Heritage, local government, associations and other
bodies accordingly; to maintain and grow the National Register for Historic Vessels as the n National
Historic Fleet; to support the sector by taking practical steps to promote the cause of the National Historic
Fleet, and to win the necessary resources for its continuance for public benefit. At the present time some
1,300 vessels meeting the fundamental criterion of exceeding 40 feet in length are listed on the Register, of
which 60 vessels hold Core Collection status as being of national importance, and some 140 are Designated
as vessels of regional or type significance. A notable feature of the National Historic Fleet is the fact that
some 90% of the vessels are in private hands, which brings particular issues and challenges.

1. Overall Approach

National Historic Ships welcomes the Inquiry and the opportunity to make this submission. The
Secretary Of State’s recognition of the capacity of heritage and culture to deliver “Public Value” in her
personal essay “Government and the Value of Heritage” in 2004 provides a positive framework within which
Government policies for the future support and development of the heritage agenda can be debated and
delivered. It is essential when assessing priorities for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper that all involved
in this debate should celebrate what heritage can do “in and of itself” (Tessa Jowell 2004) whilst also
recognising that heritage has an important role to play in delivering other agendas (social, economic,
regeneration and even health benefits). It follows that decisions on spending priorities should be taken on
the Public Value which derives from heritage activity.

2. Representation

Given its diverse nature, representation for the heritage sector of necessity will be through a range of
agencies. The role of English Heritage as the statutory body and manager of important sites has a crucial
part to play in representing the built and natural heritage sectors in England. This is amply demonstrated
in the leadership role which English Heritage took alongside other partners in the “Power of Place” debate.
Museums Libraries and Archives has been instrumental in the Renaissance in the Regions initiative for
museums and galleries. However neither can speak across the whole spectrum: advocacy and representation
lies with a range of agencies depending upon the nature of the respective heritage activities. Furthermore
under Devolution, the home countries have their own specific bodies for addressing certain cultural and
heritage issues

With regard to Historic Ships, advocacy and representation roles have been devolved by DCMS to
National Historic Ships, which is charged with the task of establishing the key factors that bear upon the
eVectiveness and long-term health of this particular aspect of the nation’s heritage, and with advising all
relevant bodies on how best to give eVective support. It is important to note that this role lies across all of
the United Kingdom. This is reflected in the make-up of the new Advisory Committee, which will have one
committee position assigned to Northern Ireland, Scotland, and Wales respectively. The remaining eight
positions (excluding the Chair) in the committee of 12 will be drawn from across the UK. All will be expected
to demonstrate a deep understanding of the sector and the capacity to act as powerful advocates on issues
relating to historic ships.
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National Historic Ships welcomes working with English Heritage, The Heritage Lottery Fund, Museums
Libraries and Archives, the Devolved Administrations, local authorities and the private sector on matters
relating to historic ships. We are also looking to work closely with associations such as Heritage Afloat, the
Steam Boat Association, The Old GaVers Association, the Inland Waterways Association, and other bodies
which have grown up in response to the needs of the private owners in whose care many historic vessels lie.
National Historic Ships has an important role here, acting as the umbrella organisation which can provide
linkages, focus and a coherent voice on matters of mutual interest.

3. Funding Priorities for Historic Ships

Government should be looking to build on the long-standing DCMS support for Historic Ships to secure
the future of this country’s maritime heritage. Funding is a key issue. The investment by DCMS in meeting
the costs the new unit and committee is very welcome, particularly the provision of £80,000 per annum for
the next two years to provide a small grants budget to be used to develop strategic initiatives. However by
itself this level of funding cannot address the severe challenges which the historic ships sector faces in the
capital and revenue expenditure demands which arise from restoring, maintaining and making such vessels
available and welcoming to the people who come to view and visit them.

Historic Ships are in an anomalous position with regard to other forms of our heritage, which enjoy better
protection and funding provision. For example buildings and landscapes can benefit from Conservation
Area grants, and owners of listed buildings have access to restoration funds through English Heritage. These
may be not be enough by themselves, but are very important as elements of mixed funding packages, and
of course are a tangible encouragement for those involved.

The Heritage Lottery Fund has played a pivotal role in bridging the funding gap for historic vessels.
Between 1994 and 2004 HLF provided over £40 million for 70 projects involving 44 diVerent ships. Without
this support vital heritage assets including vessels on the Core List of the Register would have been under
continued threat, or lost forever. The outstanding success of HLF grants such as that to the ss “Great
Britain” in Bristol demonstrate how eVective the awards made to historic ships have been. However,
demand on limited resources is high, with new multi-million pound applications from nationally iconic ships
in the HLF pipeline, as well as many other bids from smaller but still important ship and boat projects.

Therefore problems remain and some will not be solved by restoration programmes. The fate of the “City
of Adelaide”, one of only three surviving composite-built clippers, older than “Cutty Sark” and with a
remarkable record carrying emigrants to Australia is a salutary reminder that even ships on the Core
Collection list of the Register cannot always be saved. Lack of resources over the years has led the museum
which owns this vessel to come to the reluctant conclusion that it will have to be “deconstructed”. This is a
precise procedure whereby vessels are taken apart in a considered and carefully worked out programme
through which the structure and determining characteristics of the vessel are carefully recorded. The purpose
of this approach is to achieve preservation by record, when all other avenues for keeping important historic
vessels and the information incorporated within them have failed. Such a scientific process is not cheap, and
considerable resources to carry out the programme properly will need to be found for “City of Adelaide”
and other vessels which are found to be in analogous situations.

Therefore it is vital that HLF has the necessary funding base to continue its support, not only for ship
restoration projects but also for projects where the only realistic way forward is that of deconstruction. We
therefore welcome the confirmation that HLF will continue to be funded after 2008 and urge that its
proportion of Lottery funding is increased to meet the enormous and growing demands on HLF from the
needs of historic ships and the wider heritage constituency.

It is also important to bear in mind that the every-day costs of looking after historic ships are considerable,
and that these costs bear down on a wide variety of owners. Private owners do not qualify for public or
lottery help, meeting all costs out of their own pockets. This becomes a particular problem where special
techniques, materials, or scarce (and therefore expensive) skills are required in order to maintain the historic
integrity of the vessels. Where vessels are being kept in operational condition (for demonstration purposes
or perhaps public pleasure cruises) these problems are exacerbated.

Vessels in museum or trust ownership remain financially challenging. Trusts such as those responsible for
“HMS Warrior 1860”, or “Discovery” rely on visitor income in a highly competitive market. Securing
regular revenue income is always borderline, whilst big capital projects can only be achieved through major
fundraising programmes in which HLF grants play a pivotal role. Many vessels are in the care of museums
run by local authorities, where expenditure on discretionary services such as those for heritage and culture
is always exposed as demands on statutory services continue to rise. The most recent example of an historic
vessel under threat from a local authority having to cut back operational budgets is in the north west, where
Lancashire County Council has postponed for one year its decision to close Fleetwood Maritime Museum,
which houses the fishing smack “Harriet”. Unless other funding streams are found, this closure is expected
within the year, with grave doubts arising over how ‘Harriet’, which is on the NRHV, will be saved.

Therefore in parallel with capital funding from HLF, all eVorts should be made to help historic vessel
owners with their ongoing revenue costs. One way in which this can be done is by continuing and increasing
the small grants budget made over to National Historic Ships beyond 2007 when the present arrangements
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come up for review by DCMS. These monies can be used to help the vessels become self-sustaining by
developing conservation advice and conservation management plans, writing business plans, developing
access and learning initiatives, and establishing quality standards for conservation and presentation. It is
these areas where relatively small investment can bring substantial benefit, and over the next two years
National Historic Ships will be developing such programmes and monitoring their eVectiveness. In addition,
local authorities could be helped by Government through more generous annual settlements which give
greater recognition to discretionary spend by councils. This would help the authorities to discharge their
direct cultural and heritage responsibilities, and give capacity for them to support local trusts and other
agencies looking after heritage assets such as historic vessels

The experience of other countries should also be drawn upon in reviewing how historic ships can be
supported. In western France a scheme has been in place whereby private vessels have been assessed against
criteria, nominated as “national monuments” and given grant-aid towards restoration costs subject to strict
legal agreements. In return, vessels carry plaques indicating their historic importance and owners are
required to make their vessels available for public visits and events. In the Netherlands, the national
museums have been long-term champions for channelling financial support into historic vessels, including
those in private ownership.

Government should also give consideration to establishing a Challenge Fund to which vessels on the
Register would be able to apply for development funding. Experience can be drawn from the success of the
Designated Museums Challenge Fund introduced by DCMS in 1997. This fund has been highly eVective in
addressing care of collections, education, learning and access, and organisation development issues which
the museums on the Designated list face and for which lack of resources have been a problem. There are
strong parallels here for the National Historic Fleet, especially with the vessels listed as Core and Designated
in the light of their national and regional significance.

4. Heritage, Development, and Planning

Heritage has a vital part to play in regeneration and giving a sense of place. The Jewellery Quarter in
Birmingham and the Albert Dock Liverpool are powerful examples where social and regeneration benefits
have sprung out of the heritage content of development projects. In the case of historic ships, their presence
in waterside regeneration can bring more than just a “wow” factor to the development in which they sit. The
presence of large-scale ships in docks and quayside settings are vital to the understanding of how these
working environments operated. Good examples are Chatham Historic Dockyard, Portsmouth Historic
Dockyard and the Albert Dock Liverpool, where the presence of ships in graving docks transforms the
impact on visitors, and demonstrates the scale and nature of ship repair and maintenance in a way that
books or exhibitions, however good, can never do. Smaller historic vessels, which are often not of a scale
to have visitors on board, can never the less be of public benefit, and lend character and distinctiveness to
waterfront developments.

However there is no legislative framework to give protection, and therefore these vessels have to fall back
on developer agreements and lease arrangements to protect their interests. Given that ships are mobile, not
structures, it is diYcult to envisage a workable legal framework which would give the same kinds of
protection as listing or conservation area status. Indeed such an approach might prove to be counter-
productive. Historic vessels are therefore exposed, and the current problems faced by the Warship
Preservation Trust in Birkenhead are ample testimony to the fragile arrangements under which many
historic vessels operate.

Much stronger frameworks are needed within which developers, local authorities, Regional development
Agencies (which increasingly hold the key to strategic and local development in the regions) and other
agencies are required to demonstrate that they are creating an encouraging and supportive environment by
giving due consideration on how any proposed development will aVect in situ vessels, and that they are
taking proper cognisance of the potential such vessels have to contribute positively to development. Local
authorities can give assistance by recognising the need for historic vessel moorings, and pursuing this
through section 106 agreements and lease agreements. Port authorities, harbour owners and moorings
owners should be encouraged to provide berths for historic vessels at preferential rates. Where this involves
local authorities and government funded agencies, such arrangements could be recognised in performance
targets and associated costs arising from lost revenue taken into account in annual financial settlements.
Operational considerations should also be taken into account when bringing developments forward, so that
adequate berths for permanent and visiting vessels, servicing, and repair facilities are incorporated into
waterfront schemes.

5. The London Olympics

The London Olympics are to be welcomed, and deserve proper financial support. However, they will
increase the call on Lottery funding. The Games should not be the cause of a reduction in the funding flowing
from the Lottery to heritage projects. In the forthcoming review, the proportion of Lottery Funds available
to HLF needs to be increased to help meet continuing heritage demand.
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Heritage projects can contribute to the success of the Olympics, and the developing cultural programme
associated with the games should actively encourage historic vessels to come forward with proposals.
Aspects of the Olympics sports programme such as the sailing events in Weymouth and the rowing
programme can be substantially enhanced by activities involving historic vessels, especially those in private
ownership which can travel to such events.

6. Skills Provision

Lack of ship and boat building skills to support the National Historic Fleet is a major problem. The
Institute of Conservation (ICON) which brings together over 3,000 individuals and organisations has done
an excellent job in developing the profile and eVectiveness of conservation science, and the public
understanding of the role of conservation in our national heritage. However, ICON is hamstrung, as is
National Historic Ships, by the decline over at least the last 30 years in apprenticeships and similar industrial
training schemes, which were the bedrock for ensuring the continuance of craft and industrial skills.
Consequently, conservation courses for maritime, transport and industrial heritage rely far too much on
theory and an academic approach, rather than on practical skills. The absence of eVective training
programmes based on practical experience in ship and boat repair means that the skills required to repair
and maintain wooden hulls, to rivet iron ones, to rig vessels, to make traditional sails, to maintain steam
propulsion units, and to address all the other demands which historic vessels make are disappearing rapidly
at a time when demand for such skills is increasing. The sector is reliant on an aging population, often
volunteer-based as so many craftsmen are retired, as the sole repository for such practical knowledge

Recently monies to develop training in heritage skills have been made available through an initiative by
HLF. This is to be welcomed, but the demand on the £7 million programme is high. As far as historic vessels
are concerned, increased training investment need to be mirrored by the development of a network of
Centres of Excellence for maritime skills, where specialist skills can be grown and made available, supported
by the necessary infrastructure such as small-scale dry docks, slipping facilities, and workshops. Given the
extent of demand, not least in the wider leisure vessels market, such centres have the potential for a
commercial future.

To achieve such a network, planning authorities and landowners need to recognise these requirements
when developing regeneration programmes for harbour and waterfront sites, and to actively pursue their
establishment. Facilities will be better developed through the private sector and charitable trusts, supported
by small business start-up grants, preferential lease agreements etc, which will be crucial in the setting up
phases of such businesses. Organisations such as the learning and Skills councils, the Regional Development
Agencies and similar bodies have a pivotal part to play. At the end of the day, there is a market for such
businesses which extends beyond the National Historic Fleet’s specific needs into older vessels in private
ownership, and the growing general interest in traditional craft. There are examples of success for such
initiatives, and many more are needed.

7. National and European Operational and Health and Safety Legislation and the role of

Historic Ships

There is an on-going debate on to what extent historic ships should be maintained as working vessels,
and when they should be “archived” and preserved as essentially museum objects. The National Register
of Historic Vessels identifies the physical state, originality, rarity and historic associations which are critical
factors in deciding how far vessels should be maintained in operational mode. Where these factors allow
vessels to be seen as operationally viable, help is needed to ensure that regulations and legislation at national
and European levels do not unnecessarily militate against these vessels being kept in use.

Many of the vessels in on the NRHV fit this category as working craft such as fishing vessels, or pleasure
craft. It is absolutely right and proper that historic vessels are operated in a safe manner and that levels of
safety are not compromised However, over-zealous interpretation of legislation and regulations, and the
blind application of modern construction methods and standards can threaten the very reasons why vessels
are on the Register. For example insistence that repairs to ships plating must be welded rather than riveted
materially alters the appearance and historic value of iron vessels. With regard to operating vessels,
legislative requirements may need to be ameliorated to ensure that the vessels concerned are operated safely
whilst being true to their original form, appearance, and traditional methods of operation. In the case of
historic fishing vessels, ways need to be found whereby some are allowed to fish within the EU quotas on a
limited non-commercial basis in order to allow the demonstration of traditional fishing techniques.
Adopting such an approach brings the important added benefit of ensuring that traditional vessel handling
skills and working methods are kept alive as crucial ingredients of our living maritime heritage.

To achieve all this bodies such as the Maritime and Coastal Agency, the Health and Safety Executive,
and DEFRA must engage in a constructive dialogue on how the legitimate demands for operating in the
modern world can be successfully married with the needs of historic vessels. This dialogue must include the
appropriate European Union agencies both in terms of highlighting the potential and needs of historic craft,
and comparing working practices across the EU when it comes to the application of EU legislation and
regulations in this sphere.
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8. Conclusion

This submission sets out a considerable agenda, and raises challenging issues. Historic vessels are
especially diYcult heritage assets to look after, but for an island nation, they are crucial to an understanding
of our past, present, and future.

It has to be accepted that the role of National Historic Ships can never be to promise that all the vessels
in the National Historic Fleet can be kept for ever. What is vital is that we ensure that this country take its
heritage of historic vessels seriously; works hard to ensure that the long-term future of the key vessels on
the Register is assured; looks to ensure that all vessels in the Fleet are properly supported, and where loss
becomes inevitable, that the proper steps are taken to record and archive the information that these vessels
hold; and that through imaginative planning, development, and training policies, historic vessels become an
integral part of the physical, social, creative and skills landscape of the United Kingdom

27 February 2006

Memorandum submitted by the National Museum Directors’ Conference

1. Introduction

(a) The National Museum Directors’ Conference (NMDC) is a membership organisation of the leaders
of the UK’s national collections. These comprise the national museums in England, Scotland, Wales and
Northern Ireland, the British Library, National Library of Scotland, and the National Archives. NMDC
exists to represent the interests of the national museums to government and other stakeholders; to play a
key role in the development of policies and a national agenda for UK museums; to increase awareness of
the work of its members and their contribution to society and the economy; to discuss and present views on
matters of common interest to its members. The current chairman of NMDC is Robert Crawford, Director
General of the Imperial War Museum.

(b) The role of national museums is to maintain the nation’s heritage through collections and facilitate
access for current and future generations. NMDC is responding to this inquiry on the basis that museums
and galleries are included in the wider definition of heritage as described by the Heritage Lottery Fund;
“everything we have inherited from the past and value enough to want to share and sustain for the future.”64

In this context, we will address the issues highlighted by the Committee which are of most relevance to
national museums: representation of heritage interests in wider government; access to heritage, and funding
with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for museums and galleries and the impact of the
changes to Lottery distribution.

Together, our national museums hold one of the world’s biggest collections of art, science, culture and
natural and social history. But they are much more than repositories: they are engines of creativity,
imagination, exploration and inspiration. Museums nurture and promote the qualities and skills that are
essential for the sustenance and development of the UK’s economy and society in the 21st Century.

2. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

National museums’ areas of activity relate to the responsibilities of many diVerent government
departments including the Department for Education and Skills (DfES), Department for International
Development (DfID), Foreign & Commonwealth OYce (FCO), Department of Health (DOH), Department
for, Environment, Food and Rural AVairs (DEFRA), OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), Home
OYce, the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI) and OYce of Science and Technology (OST). For
example:

— The Natural History Museum (NHM) directly contributes to a key objective of DfID, the
achievement of the Millennium Development Goals, which includes combating malaria and other
diseases. The NHM is currently undertaking scientific work on the prevention of Malaria as well
as Leishmaniasis (parasitic skin ulcers), River Blindness and Schistosomiasis (a parasitic disease
that infects over 200 million people in 74 countries in the developing world).

— NMSI’s Sustainable Development team works closely with both DCMS and DEFRA. Through
this relationship, it has gone on to host and provide sustainable development training for personnel
across all government departments, including at ministerial level. It also works with DTI in the
field of science and engagement. It produced a DTI sponsored ‘Nanotechnology’ exhibition in
2005 and, with OST, is currently exploring ways to increase public engagement with science issues.

— Tate has been awarded a Public Sector Research Exploitation award by OST to develop oxygen-
free framing.

64 Our Heritage, Our Future, Your Say’, Heritage Lottery Fund, November 2005
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— V&A used by OYce of Science and Technology as case study of knowledge transfer for it’s LiDo
project to develop a light dosimeter for museum objects

— National Museums Liverpool’s (NML) Communities Partnership Unit manages the outreach and
social inclusion work that is as part of the core activity of NML, including pioneering work with
refugees and asylum seekers.

National museums contribution to learning and skills are well documented. They have placed learning at
the core of their ethos, and developed extensive programmes and learning opportunities from early years
programmes to advanced academic research. The figures are impressive:

— 10.23 million learners in onsite and outreach educational programmes a year—an increase of 280%
since 1998–99.

— 23% increase in number of children in on and oV site organised educational visits in past two years
(up to 2.78 million in 2004–05).

National Portrait Gallery, Tate, British Library, Victoria and Albert Museum, British Museum and
National Maritime Museum have been awarded Academic Analogue status by the Arts and Humanities
Research Council in recognition of that their research capability is analogous to Higher Education
Institutions.

The joint DfES/DCMS funding to support the education work of England’s museums and galleries is an
example of successful collaboration between these two Departments, delivering impressive outcomes for
museum users.65 However, this is still comparatively small scale—in 2006–08, the funding available for this
programme is £4.9 million. The full potential to utilise our national collections and associated expertise for
learning has yet to be unleashed. NMDC are currently working with City University on a project to explore
how we can better promote the national collections contribution to learning and raise the profile of what
museums can oVer within DfES and education sector.

More needs to be done, both to open up opportunities for national museums to contribute to initiatives
across government, but also to gain wider recognition of the importance of national museums work beyond
DCMS. There are many examples of opportunities that have been missed because of the diYculty of
ensuring a joined-up approach. DCMS, NMDC and individual museums need to be able to articulate clearly
the place of museums in society and in relation to the wider government agenda. A national strategy for
museums, which embraces all our functions and values, and explains what we can do and what is expected
of us, would help to achieve this.

EVective coordination of cultural policy across the UK is also an issue. The development of culture and
heritage in the four home nations has been followed by a similar restriction of bodies such as DCMS and
Museums Libraries and Archives: the last two, for example, restrict their remit to England. As a result, there
is no body or organisation responsible for the development of cultural policy for the UK as a whole. This
has many results. One is the diYculty of developing the very substantial potential of cultural diplomacy as
a way of facilitating and extending UK engagement with other countries throughout the world.

3. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

(a) Visits

Access to national museums, both physical and virtual has increased dramatically over the past decade.
Visits to DCMS-sponsored national museums have increased by 50% since 1998–99 due to a combination
of new facilities, innovative programming and the removal of admission charges.

— 36 million visits to DCMS-sponsored national museums in 2004–05, 12 million more than in
1998–99.

— 8 million child visits— an increase of 70% since 1998–99.

— 43% of all adults attended a museum or gallery at least once during the past 12 months.66

— Number of international visitors to national museums up by 57% since 1998–99, to 17.8 million
overseas visitors in 2004–05.

— The National Consumer Council found that museums and galleries have the highest consumer
satisfaction levels of all public services.67

— six out of the top 10 visitor attractions are national museums. The National Maritime Museum is
the most recent winner of the Visitor Attraction of the Year Award.

65 Inspiration, Identity, Learning: The Value of Museums. The evaluation of the impact of DCMS/DfES strategic
commissioning 2003-04: National/Regional Museum Education Partnerships (DCMS 2004)

66 DCMS “Taking Part” household survey, Dec 2005
67 Playlist for Public Services, National Consumer Council, September 2005
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(b) Audience Reach

National museums are working hard to increase the breadth of their reach and are pursuing programmes
to increase audience diversity. Since 1998–99, there has been a 27% increase in the number of visitors to
national museums from C2DE social economic groups. NMDC believes that diversity in audiences and
participation is inextricably linked to diversity in collections and public programmes, and to staYng and
governance. National museums are pursuing a programme of activity to increase diversity in each of
these areas.

(c) Virtual users

National museums are also reaching a vast global audience through the web. The DCMS sponsored
national museums received 60.35 million unique web visits in 2004–05—an increase on 40% on the year
before. Web use is continuing to grow rapidly and the final figures for 2005–06 will show a further increase.
The DCMS Taking Part Survey revealed that 14% of adults in England visited a museum/gallery website in
the past 12 months.68 As well as providing access to collections through catalogues, data and images,
websites provide opportunities to interact including online conversations opportunities with curators,
writing captions for pictures on the Tate website, and downloading images from the National Gallery to
your mobile phone. National museum websites also include outstanding learning resources including online
exhibitions, downloadable worksheets on national curriculum themes, teachers’ packs, making a strong
contribution to Curriculum Online. For example, the British Museum’s Egyptian Ancient Civilisation
website alone received over 4 million unique visits in 2004–05.

(d) Cultural Assets in the Community

National museums do not act in isolation but are a vital part of many diVerent communities, including
partnerships with the education, academic, business, scientific sectors, as well as with community groups.
Partnerships and cooperation enables unprecedented use of and access to national collections across the UK
and around the globe. National museums lent items from their collection to 2,939 venues in 2004–05.
Touring exhibitions have increased significantly. The V&A now tours up to 15 exhibitions a year to 15
venues. The British Museum has 15 long-term partners across England, Scotland, Wales and Northern
Ireland.

At the same time, our national cultural institutions continue to develop strong community programmes.
For example, National Museums Liverpool has an extensive track record of working with youth and
community groups across the city, through the development of our Future Connection programme,
supported by the Heritage Lottery Fund. The project targeted young people in the 11-18 age group with the
opportunity to get involved in a wide range of projects. In addition, NML created a core programme of
activities to meet the needs of this audience group.

A project that exemplifies both partnership and community programming is NMSI’s National Railway
Museum (NRM) work with Sedgefield Borough Council to set up a sister museum in Shildon, Co. Durham
in 2004. This museum, which houses objects from the NRM’s world class collections, provides skills training
workshops for the local community using equipment from the Science Museum and NRM. It attracted over
200,000 visitors in its first year of operation, (smashing its target of 60,000) and consequently has done much
to boost both the local economy and the sense of civic pride of the Sedgefield constituency.

4. Funding for Museums and Galleries

Sustainability is the key issue. National museums are now doing more than ever before, without a
comparable increase in government funding. The visitor figures alone, demonstrate this increasing output.
For example, the vital work to attract new audiences, such as building up sustained links and programmes
with community groups, is resource intensive. In addition, national museums need to invest in renewing and
developing their services to respond to the rising expectations of their visitors, fuelled by technological
advances, high-profile capital projects and ever-increasing competition for leisure time. National museums
are responding to these challenges through partnerships, levering of funds from a variety of sources. For
example, the V&A has been working in collaboration with Play Station (PSP) to develop an exploration of
the collections using interactive technologies including Playstation PSP consoles.

Public programmes, exhibitions and learning opportunities are intrinsically linked to and underpinned
by developing and maintaining collections, research and scholarship, and workforce development. Most
collections are at some kind of risk and this will require capital and revenue funding to put right. Sustained
investment in the modernisation and development of the core functions of museums is essential to enable
museums to continue to develop and deliver greater public outcomes and first-class experiences for users.

58 DCMS “Taking Part”, Dec 2005
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In addition to the increase in activity, core running costs for national museums— staV, buildings and
utilities are increasing above inflation in the Consumer Prices Index. Grant-in-Aid for national museums
has failed to keep track with the rate of inflation of the core costs. Most of GIA goes on salaries, building
and maintenance, utilities, and rent and rates. These core costs have risen by an average of more than 40%
since 1997–98.

The gravity of the position has been masked by considerable increases in productivity, but it is clear the
combination of the declining value of resources and rising productivity cannot be maintained indefinitely.
If the situation is not to deteriorate further our national museums, need core GIA to rise at the same rate
as the rise in its core costs. Our museums need investment in continuing renewal and sustainability, to embed
the success of recent years and continue to meet the needs of society.

Areas of particular concern include:

(a) Capital Renewal

National museum buildings are often important historic cultural items in their own right, as well as
vehicles for the delivery of public services. Like any responsible business, national museums need to be able
to budget for the periodic renewal and modernisation of their assets, yet building maintenance is an
increasingly pressing problem. For example, the V&A has 36,000 sq. metres of display space. For this to be
renewed on a 20 year cycle at a cost of £7,500 per sq metre the annual spend should be £13.5 million pa. At
the moment the V&A is able to budget £1 million pa for this purpose. Assuming two thirds of the total
amount needed can be raised privately the V&A should be spending £4.5 million per annum. So, the
accumulating deficit is £3.5 million pa. The cost of the accumulated backlog at the V&A is estimated at a
minimum of £20 million. We need a strategic programme of investment in capital renewal to maintain
this asset.

(b) Acquisitions

There is inadequate funding for acquisitions to build and develop the national collection. This is especially
acute in respect of contemporary art and design. The legacy of future generations depends on what is
collected today and that legacy is likely to be meagre unless there is more focus on, and more money for,
acquisition. It is increasingly diYcult to obtain the funding that would prevent the export from the UK of
even highly important works. The Reviewing Committee on the Export of Works of Art raised concern
about this in their 2004-05 report.69 In her response, the Secretary of State recognises the concern and
promises to give consideration to the establishment of a National Acquisition Fund. We would welcome
such a fund.

We are concerned that the Heritage Lottery Fund has been able to support fewer and fewer art
acquisitions. In 2004-05, the HLF gave grants totalling £1.6 million for museum acquisitions, down from
more than £10 million in previous years. The MLA/V&A Purchase Grant Fund was cut from £1.5 million
to £1 million in 1995 and has remained at this level ever since— eVectively a substantial cut in real terms.
It is always over-subscribed. We welcome the increase in funding for the National Heritage Memorial Fund
to £10 million in 2007-08, which returns its income to 1980 levels.

(c) Pay

Low pay is an important issue for the sector. There are notable recruitment problems in some roles while
others suVer retention issues. National museums cannot address this issue without additional support from
government. The Museums Association has conducted further research in this area, which was published
in draft in May 2005. The sector needs to compare itself with other competing public and private sectors
especially those in visitor services and hospitality, to be able to recruit and retain a strong workforce.

(d) Renaissance in the Regions

NMDC fully supports the Renaissance in the Regions programme. Funding for the third phase is essential
to strengthen the whole sector and enable audiences in each English region to benefit from the outcomes of
the programme. National museums have extensive partnerships with museums throughout the UK,
including the Renaissance Hub partners, and are committed to collaborative initiatives such as the Subject
Specialist Networks.70

69 Export of Objects of Cultural Interest 2004-5’ Department for Culture, Media and Sport
70 Further details of collaboration between national and regional museums, can be found inNational Dimensions (NMDC 2004

ıwww.nationalmuseums.org.uk/publications.html)



3298812088 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 268 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

5. National Lottery Funding

Investment from the Heritage Lottery Fund, with funding levered from many sources, has enabled a
transformation of museums in the UK. Iconic buildings have transformed public perceptions of museums
and attracted vast new audiences. Less visible, but no less important have been the improvements in
collections care and exhibitions spaces in many national and non-national museums which mean that items
from the national collections can be loaned to museums all over the country.

The transformation of museums is by no means complete. There are areas of our national museums that
have been largely unchanged for half a century, and the need for capital investment in regional museums is
just as serious. After the initial wave of investment in the 1990s, funding for capital projects in national
museums has fallen dramatically. National museums received £334.2 million of Lottery funding for capital
projects in 1995–2000, compared to £59 million in 2000–05.

The HLF’s own estimates of the decline in the amount it can distribute by 2008 are a great concern. It is
essential that the HLF retains at least the same share of funds for good causes in the forthcoming review.

6. London 2012 Olympics

The 2012 Olympics provide a unique opportunity. National museums will play a vital part in showcasing
London to the world. They are actively involved in preparations for the Cultural Olympiad, and in plans
to secure the legacy of the Games.

In the run up to the London 2012 Games, national museums will face severe restrictions in their ability
to raise income from sources other than Grant-in-Aid. There will be increased competition for corporate
sponsorship. Experience from Sydney suggests that tourism is likely to fall in the period immediately
preceding the Games, and there is also the potential cut to Lottery funding. In addition, museums will be
hit by rising building costs in the run up to 2012. Sustained government investment is therefore vital
throughout this period to maintain a thriving national museums sector, meeting the needs of users, and
helping to maximise the benefits to the UK of staging the Games up to 2012 and beyond.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the achievements of national museums in recent years are impressive, but there is still a
great deal more to be done to realise the vast potential of our national collections to contribute to society.
Our collections, public spaces, programmes and expertise are truly world class but often only in parts: there
is much more to be done to make the rest as good as the best. There are examples of innovative and successful
projects, but we have only scratched the surface of what is possible. Sustained investment from government
is essential to maintain museums that meet and exceed the rising needs and expectation of our users.

20 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the National Trust

Introduction and Summary of Recommendations

1. The National Trust welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the House of Commons Culture, Media
and Sport Committee Inquiry into Protecting, preserving and making accessible our nation’s heritage. It
comes at a critical moment for the historic environment sector—a moment when we are engaging in major
reform of the system of heritage protection, reviews of the National Lottery (from which the sector is a major
beneficiary) and the forthcoming Government Comprehensive Spending Review. We do so against a
backdrop of huge popular interest and support for history and heritage as well as growing pressure on
limited fiscal investment in, and growing costs of, maintaining heritage assets people care so passionately
about.

2. The Committee’s inquiry is, therefore, a welcome opportunity to reinforce the central role the historic
environment plays in defining our sense of identity and quality of life, to recognise the wider economic and
social benefits that it provides and to challenge the misconception that, despite huge public interest in history
and heritage, protection of the historic environment is a barrier to progress and unworthy of investment.

3. Our key points and recommendations are:

— whilst some progress has been made, the current public policy and funding framework fails to
adequately reflect the contemporary public value of heritage or the scale of investment needed to
care for the assets the wider benefits heritage provides are derived from;

— in particular, the current approach is in urgent need of reform to better reflect a bottom-up, people-
focused approach to protecting heritage all around us (rather than a simple focus on the special
and the rare) that is more responsive to the public as well as the expert view of what is important
and why;
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— the contemporary relevance of heritage and its contribution to the nation’s quality of life need to
be better understood and more eVectively championed across Government—this includes the role
of heritage in relation to regeneration, culture and national identity, education, volunteering,
tourism, skills, local environmental quality as well as the importance of heritage for its own sake;

— addressing these weaknesses has the potential to create some meaningful opportunities to engage
more people in understanding and taking positive action to participate in the management of the
historic environment and that seizing such opportunities will deliver wider benefits for society as
a whole;

— the forthcoming Heritage White Paper should be seen as an important mechanism to re-assert and
establish role of historic environment across a range Government interests—delivering more than
the legislative reforms necessary to implement the Heritage Protection Review;

— critical action is needed to reverse the recent decline in resources available for the maintenance of
assets themselves—including through the forthcoming Government Comprehensive Spending
Review and safeguarding the current levels of investment in heritage from the National Lottery;

— such fiscal and policy investment in the management of the historic environment needs to be
accompanied by measures to equip the people in the sector with the skills and resources required
to foster wider engagement—as well as in delivering the proposed heritage protection reforms; and

— in the short term, urgent action is needed to address some of the most pressing needs including:

— more visible leadership and support for the historic environment across Government from the
lead Department, DCMS;

— embracing management approaches such as public value as a means to recognise and support
the public benefits from heritage;

— development of a range of indicators to measure progress and target resources;

— establish a new national cultural forum to inform and oversee delivery the work of the DCMS
on the culture agenda, including the historic environment;

— development of a support package to ensure the delivery of the current DCMS Public Service
Agreement target PSA3 on new audiences;

— introduction of a range of measures (including a reduced rate of VAT and increased levels of
investment in capital grants for heritage) which support the repair and maintenance of
historic properties;

— fully implementing the recommendations of the Goodison Review into support for retaining
works of art and culture that might otherwise be sold abroad;

— investment in a solution that properly addresses the current threats to the setting of the
internationally significant site at Stonehenge;

— investment in the local authority skills needed to deliver conservation services at a local level
and in ensuring the availability of specific building conservation and craft skills;

— a range of measure to encourage workforce diversification and create opportunities for career
progression across the heritage sector.

— supporting ways of managing historic properties for visitors which help to reduce the impact
of rising traYc levels through, for example, Visitor Travel Plans; and

— give oYcial support to local means of identifying the importance and significance of places.

The Role of the National Trust

4. The National Trust is Europe’s largest conservation body with over 3.3 million members, 43,000
volunteers, an annual turnover of more than £300 million and a presence throughout England, Wales and
Northern Ireland. We currently protect and manage on behalf of the nation over 600,000 acres of
countryside and 600 miles of coastline together with a significant proportion of the country’s designated sites
and buildings of heritage significance. This includes six World Heritage Sites, over 6,000 listed buildings,
1,200 scheduled ancient monuments, 149 registered museums and 8% of registered historic parks and
gardens.

5. Our property portfolio is hugely diverse ranging from some of the nation’s most iconic and well-known
sites—from Sutton Hoo to the great country houses of Hardwick Hall or Kingston Lacy. We also care for
many of the more ordinary and everyday elements of our rich and diverse cultural heritage. This includes
places like the Back to Backs in central Birmingham, the Workhouse in Southwell, Nottinghamshire, over
1,000 vernacular buildings, three lighthouses, a gold mine and the national lawn mower collection. As well
as our houses, we look after an amazing collection of gardens and historic landscapes, like Stourhead or
Sissinghurst, have fantastic works of art, from Titian to Turner, and a rich and diverse industrial
archaeology, like the Stone Age Axe factories in the Lake District.
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6. Our approach to conserving these assets is a creative, not static activity. We believe that ideas of
historic significance constantly change—as each generation discovers fresh meaning and value through
interacting with the historic environment around them. Listening and involving is therefore central to our
work—helping us to understand and respond to changing views of significance and value. As some of our
more recent acquisitions demonstrate (for example, Mendips—John Lennon’s childhood home), this both
informs what we look after as well as how we look after and interpret these assets. Our leaflet History and
Place (copy enclosed) describes our approach in more detail.

The Role of the Historic Environment in the 21st Century

7. Our starting point is the widespread concern that all too often heritage is caricatured as a special
interest, elitist or irrelevant to contemporary issues and an obstacle to change. This lack of understanding
impedes and undermines the wider role that the heritage sector can play in delivering benefits across the
Government’s agenda and to society as a whole. It also takes too little account of the profound changes that
have transformed our society in recent decades and the impact this has had on society’s view of heritage.

8. Post-war moves to preserve a way of life defined by privilege, private interest and academic nostalgia
have long given way to a bottom-up, people-focused and consumer-driven search for more meaning and
resonance in our daily lives. Globalisation, changing lifestyles, increased communication, political
devolution, multiculturalism and the emergence of a strong voluntary sector have all led to changes in the
way we think, feel and act towards our local environment and heritage and how it reflects our sense of
identity and community.

9. As History and Place demonstrates, conservation bodies like the National Trust have responded to
and embraced this wider societal change, no longer simply preserving places, but learning to manage change
and engage people in the process in ways that benefit them as well as their heritage. We are concerned,
however, that this approach is stifled by a public policy framework which is no longer fit for purpose—an
approach that is pre-occupied with sites and special places rather than the wider historic environment, that
fails to suYciently embrace and engage the community and lay person’s views and values alongside that of
the expert, and an approach that fails to promote and connect the positive contribution of the historic
environment across a whole range of contemporary social, economic and cultural issues.

10. The Select Committee Inquiry is, therefore, a welcome opportunity to examine the ways in which
heritage enriches lives and stimulates enterprise and to recommend ways in which public policy and
investment can respond to contemporary needs and this more democratic, individualistic and immensely
popular concept of heritage. The popularity of heritage was most recently confirmed by Taking Part the
DCMS’s own research into participation levels across its range of interests—with visits to historic sites
coming top of the list.

11. We believe the historic environment is about ordinary people and ordinary places as well as iconic
sites and rare artefacts. Heritage is a source of inspiration and learning for us all and makes a huge
contribution to the quality of people’s lives and the distinctiveness of the places, both rural and urban, we
inhabit. Engaging people in the local significance of these real places and objects contributes to a sense of
community, underpins quality of life and can make the diVerence between aspiration and disillusionment.
We know from our practical experience, enabling 500,000 school visits, inspiring over 43,000 volunteers and
engaging thousands more in a wide range of ways, including the re-skilling of oVenders, that opportunities
to understand, experience and contribute to real places promotes well-being and confidence in individuals.

12. Distinctiveness also makes business sense, driving tourism and creative industries, and generating
employment and demand for skills. Managers of the historic environment are investors in local economies:
buying and attracting services, building financial and social capital, caring for public spaces and creating
new models of development in rural and urban areas. Our research shows that each National Trust job
generates between five and nine full time equivalents in the local economy (see copy of Valuing our
Environment (enclosed)). Heritage is a fixed asset and a critical part of our infrastructure, already widely
valued and likely to become a bigger influence in decisions over where people and businesses want to locate,
and how people spend their leisure time or go on holiday. For example, research for Visit Britain find that
history, heritage and culture are all important attractors for international tourists to this country. It is,
therefore, a powerful yet vulnerable resource which, harnessed eVectively and with the right support, can
make a major contribution to the Government’s objectives for economic, social and environmental
progress.

13. Despite growing recognition that heritage matters, it remains in very real need of investment and
protection. Only 5% of our historic environment is protected by statutory legislation, and the annual State
of the Historic Environment Reports shows that even protected sites are at risk. The costs of building and
repair work are inevitably higher for conservation work and are likely to escalate the longer work is left
undone. The National Trust alone estimates that our maintenance backlog for buildings and their contents
is over £200 million. This is at a time when building costs are rising faster than the general rate of inflation
and the voluntary sector is struggling to bear the burden of rising pension costs, insurance premiums and
low investment returns. Successful regeneration projects in places as diverse as Grainger Town, Newcastle
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and the Lizard, Cornwall have shown how timely intervention can release private capital and restore
optimism, but the lessons learnt there have yet to be applied more widely or enshrined in planning policy,
and more innovative fiscal solutions remain untested.

14. We are determined not to see this potential wasted, and recognise the need to do more ourselves in
promoting and championing the historic environment. As well as seeking to get our own house in order, we
have been working closely with our partners in the historic environment sector to address fragmentation
and ensure a more coherent voice and articulation of the benefits and needs of the sector. This has included
supporting the establishment of Heritage Link and leading the development of sector-wide priorities and
activity (which have been developed in isolation from any Government commitment to its own
contribution) to help us modernise, broaden our appeal and deliver greater public benefit. Critically, unless
such activity is supported by wider reform and investment from Government, we will struggle to realise the
true potential of heritage.

15. The sections below set out the case for such wider reform.

1. What the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper.

Role of the Heritage White Paper

16. As part of the welcome modernisation of the system of the heritage protection (the Heritage
Protection Review (HPR)), DCMS has committed to the development of a Heritage White Paper. To date,
however, the Department has been keen to play down expectations of the White Paper and to view it
narrowly as a vehicle for the legislative reform to deliver the HPR. We believe this would be a missed
opportunity.

17. The Heritage White Paper is one of the few Government heritage initiatives that potentially has a
profile beyond DCMS and, as a result, could provide a significant vehicle to demonstrate the role and value
of the nation’s cultural heritage across a range of Government policy areas and Departments. By setting the
heritage protection reforms within a wider context of the historic environment’s role in contributing to
quality of life and sustainable development, the Heritage White Paper could oVer an important opportunity
to build support. In so doing it should provide the next step in the process of understanding and
strengthening the role of the historic environment initiated by the heritage sector in Power of Place and
confirmed in the Government White Paper The Historic Environment: A Force for our Future.

Priorities within the Heritage White Paper

18. As well as setting a vision for the historic environment as a whole and challenging some of the
commonly held misconceptions about the historic environment which inhibit its management and support,
the White Paper should:

— make the case for the better protection and management of the historic environment—outlining
its role in improving our quality of life, fostering community identity and engagement and
underpinning both urban and rural regeneration;

— look beyond the boundaries of existing statutory designations and the predominantly “expert”
view in determining what is important and why, towards a system of heritage protection that
engages a range of people in the process and values the local and the everyday as much as the
precious and the rare; and

— better integrate heritage protection and incentives with other systems of protection and support,
including agricultural support and land use planning—ultimately introducing a programme of
measures to ensure heritage assets are maintained in favourable condition—a mix of fiscal
incentives, capital investment, public policy and skills.

19. A key element of the White Paper should rightly focus on the delivery of the Heritage Protection
Review. This should seek to ensure the eVective management of, and engagement with, the historic
environment in ways that ultimately “democratises” and encourages positive engagement with the historic
environment without weakening the existing levels of protection.

20. Overall, the National Trust is very supportive of the approach adopted by DCMS and with the
changes being made. This includes the creation of a single and unified List of heritage assets and the
enhanced responsibilities for English Heritage. We are working closely with English Heritage on a couple
of the on-going pilot projects and look forward to sharing and discussing the lessons from these initiatives
as they emerge. At this stage, we have four key concerns which it would be helpful to explore during the
course of the Committee’s inquiry. These are:

— Delivery Capacity: There is widespread concern that, despite the welcome thrust of the proposed
reforms, they will become unstuck by limited capacity across the sector to deliver them—
especially, but not exclusively, in local authorities. What guarantees can the Government give that
the reformed system will be adequately resourced? What plans does it have to assess the delivery
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needs of the new system at local level? What does it see as the needs of the wider heritage sector
(including the voluntary sector) in preparing for the new system and what plans do they have to
support these needs?

— Scope of Protection: Whilst the proposed reforms address many of our key heritage assets, we
are concerned that they fail to enhance the protection and profile for historic parks and gardens,
including their setting. We know from our own experience that such assets are tremendously
popular and yet they currently enjoy only the weakest levels of protection and the proposed
reforms will do little to address the problem. As a result, some of our most popular landscapes and
gardens, for example the setting of Kedleston Hall on the outskirts of Derby or Saltram on the
edge of Exeter, are being undermined and eroded by incremental change and development.

— Tools for Engagement: Our hope is that the proposed reforms should result in greater levels of
engagement in the historic environment—helping people to understand and engage in decisions
about what is protected and why, how it is managed and its wider use. We believe greater emphasis
could be given to using and developing a range of engagement tools—including the use of
Statements of Significance—to deliver this;

— Sector Skills and Competence: Delivering a reformed heritage system in which more people are
engaged with the historic environment requires more than a change in the process—it also requires
a change in culture and ways of working. It requires an approach in which people (rather than
simply places) move centre stage. For many currently operating the system, this already lies at the
heart of what they do but for others, communicating and engaging people in the historic
environment will require a new skills set and confidence in dealing with people. The delivery of the
HPR needs, therefore, to be accompanied by a programme of development of the sector’s
communication and engagement techniques and skills.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

Understanding Heritage Interests and Impacts

21. Heritage is all around us and not just in self-contained sites. It delivers a wide range of benefits and
is relevant across Government. These benefits are not always immediately visible and, as a result, a key role
for DCMS as the heritage champion within Government is to identify, raise awareness and support for
promoting and enhancing the positive contribution of the historic environment in its many dimensions,
including meeting its needs. Of particular importance are the links with ODPM on land use planning and
regeneration and with Defra on local environmental quality, sustainable development, cultural landscapes
and land management. But there are also important Departmental and policy links with the Home OYce
on volunteering and community engagement; the DfES on out of classroom learning and skills; and the DTI
on regional productivity.

Role and EVectiveness of DCMS

22. DCMS currently has this critical role. We are concerned, however, that this is not properly being
fulfilled and that important opportunities to enhance the contribution of the historic environment are being
missed and the overall quality of the historic environment undermined. Whilst it is important to
acknowledge the progress that has been made, for example in taking forward the Heritage Protection
Review, and the attention the Secretary of State gave to heritage in her pamphlet Better Places to Live, much
more needs to be done. Of critical importance is the need to address the visible impact of the Department
on cross-Government agendas. This includes the failure to address the “national disgrace” that is the current
state of the Stonehenge World Heritage Site; the lack of visible evidence of the Department playing a role
in shaping major Government investment programmes (like the ODPM’s Sustainable Communities
Programme); standing up for heritage in the face of major developments that threaten heritage assets (such
as the impact of the Stansted Airport expansion plans on Hatfield Forest); tackling the low priority given
to the historic environment at a regional level—including with Regional Development Agencies; and
capitalising on opportunities to promote the contribution of heritage to other agendas (for example, out of
classroom learning). Moreover, some of the mechanisms introduced by Government in The Historic
Environment: A Force for Our Future to better integrate heritage interests across Government (ie the
“heritage proofing” role for Green Ministers) have proven inadequate and lacked commitment.

23. Such weaknesses are perhaps symptomatic of wider problems within the Department itself. By
comparison with other Departments with which the National Trust deals, DCMS performs poorly as a
champion for its sector. In particular, we would like to highlight to the Committee the problems caused by:

— the lack of priority given to the historic environment within DCMS itself. For example, there are
only 17 mentions given to heritage or the historic environment given in the Department’s current
five year plan and it regularly fails to secure Ministerial attention or be promoted by DCMS. Only
23 out of 146 press announcements last year had a heritage focus. This is despite the DCMS’s own
evidence that heritage is the most popular aspect of the Department’s areas of responsibility—with
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the recent participation survey Taking Part showing the most frequent activity undertaken by the
public was visiting historic sties. This makes it diYcult for the wider sector to engage and
contribute to more mainstream initiatives—both internal and external to the Department;

— the lack of resources and delivery plan supporting the PSA target for the historic environment
(PSA3). Whilst we broadly welcome the target to encourage greater access to the historic
environment to new audiences, there are very real risks that sector will fail to deliver it. We believe
the process of developing the target is symptomatic of the lack of political and senior level support
for the historic environment within the Department. This included a lack of engagement of the
sector responsible for delivering the target when it was broadened beyond English Heritage in
2005, the failure to allocate additional resources to support delivery and the lack of a clear delivery
plan. Whilst a group has now been established to help develop a delivery plan (which includes the
National Trust), the lack of additional resources to fully embrace the challenge of reaching new
audiences remains a real obstacle; and

— missed opportunities to join up internally. For example, the historic environment struggled to get
recognised in the DCMS voluntary sector work and an earlier pamphlet on culture (published by
the Secretary of State in 2004) failed to mention the important role of the historic environment in
relation to culture. This was later remedied by a subsequent pamphlet Better Places to Live.
Despite the welcome broadening and integration of the brief for the new Culture Minister, linking
historic environment with the wider work of the department remains diYcult with new challenges
including the preparations for the Olympic Games in London in 2012.

24. If heritage is to secure its proper place in the lifeblood of the nation, DCMS needs to become a more
committed and eVective champion of the historic environment. We believe the arrival of a new and energetic
Minister (with a broad portfolio) is a real opportunity to redress the current imbalance and low priority
given to heritage. The challenges are to ensure the visibility of the historic environment internally and across
Government, to constantly challenge the caricatures and sell the positive contribution of the historic
environment to quality of life, to champion heritage for its own sake (making a robust case for investment)
and building the capacity of sector help with the wider reform and modernisation of heritage management
and public engagement. Without more substantial progress on these and other fronts we believe the case for
exploring alternative structures to DCMS for dealing with our cultural heritage may need to be explored.

25. As highlighted above, the Heritage White Paper is a key opportunity to raise the game—to establish
the rationale and support for heritage investment (in policy and fiscal terms)—and the outcome of the
forthcoming Comprehensive Spending Review will be a tangible measure of both the Department’s and
wider Government’s willingness and commitment to this agenda. We look forward to working closely with
the Department as it prepares the case for greater investment in the historic environment.

26. As well as a greater commitment to the historic environment, we believe there is also a case for the
establishment of a national cultural forum—that reflects the make-up of the English regional Cultural
Consortia. This new mechanism would seek to better integrate the historic environment into DCMS’s work
and oversee delivery of the on-going reforms in ways that allow for greater participation of key sector
stakeholders.

Overall Role and EVectiveness of English Heritage

27. Following the most recent Quinquennial review of English Heritage, it has played an increasingly
important role in growing and developing the heritage sector as well as providing clear and independent
advice to Government on historic environment issues. Some of the most recent and welcome developments
include the role English Heritage has played in supporting Regional Historic Environment Fora, developing
the annual Heritage Counts reports (which monitor the state of the historic environment and create a
valuable platform to highlight the benefits of heritage as well as the need for greater investment), its support
for Heritage Link (which provides a valuable focus for collaborative action within the sector), and its
increasingly participative approach to research and developing projects (especially through the Historic
Environment Review Executive Committee and the Heritage Forum).

28. A key problem, however, has been the ability of English Heritage to influence wider policy and
investment and to build wider support for the historic environment. This is due, to a large extent, to the low
priority given to the historic environment by DCMS as well as wider Government we highlighted above.
This has been exacerbated by the overall reduction in grant in aid to English Heritage in real terms over
the last five years—undermining its work in many areas including its critical role in providing grants for
conservation work.

29. This lack of support and cut in resources has been exacerbated by the uncertainty created about the
future of English Heritage and other public sector heritage bodies following DCMS’s stated intention in its
five-year plan to “take a radical look at the way heritage bodies work together to preserve and provide access
to heritage and the built environment”. Whist we believe more could be done to enhance the role of English
Heritage—especially in relation to its support for the wider historic environment sector—we believe it is
more important to give it the time and resources needed to deliver the benefits of recent reforms and to
further develop its enhanced role. In other words, we believe the proposed plans for wider reform of English
Heritage as indicated in five-year plan would be an unwelcome distraction at this time and urge the
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Committee to call for a clear statement from DCMS to this eVect. Instead, we believe DCMS should
redouble its support for English Heritage and the historic environment and, in particular, reverse the decent
decline in grant in aid.

30. Recent cuts in the English Heritage budget, however, have highlighted the underlying tensions
between its role as an advisor, sponsor, regulator and provider of historic environment assets. We are
concerned that when resources are tight, the current terms of reference and the role of English Heritage in
managing sites can place the organisation in an invidious position of having to make choices between its
responsibility to look after the assets in its direct management, its role as an advisor and its ability to deliver
wider sector support.

31. We, believe, therefore, there may be advantages in formalising the key role of English Heritage in
sponsoring and developing the sector—provided such reforms are backed with the resources needed to make
this a reality. Key areas which would benefit additional resources and clarity would include:

— supporting the proposed national cultural consortia and ensuring the sector is represented and
engaged in policy development and delivery at a national level;

— leading the development and supporting delivery of strategic sector priorities—building on the
success of the Historic Environment Review Executive Committee; and

— developing and sharing best practice tools and techniques across a range of areas of expertise
including deepening and broadening public engagement with the historic environment.

Role and EVectiveness of Other Bodies

32. Given the broad scope of the historic environment, there are also a range of other bodies that have
a significant impact on the sector and the wider management of our cultural heritage. In particular, we would
highlight the following bodies:

— Museums, Libraries and Archives—the MLA, with its targeted remit and dedicated support, has
played a critical role in raising awareness and fostering support for the museum, library and
archives sector. The Renaissance in the Regions initiative has, in particular, provided a catalyst
for wider reform and development of this sector at a regional and local level. The National Trust,
with 149 registered museums welcomes our recent accreditation as a museums authority and looks
forward to working more closely with the MLA in the coming years. As both a major player in
the museums world and a leading body within the heritage sector, we would welcome greater joint
working between the MLA and English Heritage and other heritage sector bodies—to share
resources, expertise and wider support for the sector. A current area of concern remains the lack
of progress in fully implementing the recommendations of the Goodison Review Securing the Best
for Museums: Private Giving and Government Support which looked at the support to regional
and national museums and galleries to help them acquire works of art and culture of distinction
that might otherwise be sold abroad.

— Heritage Lottery Fund—the HLF has had a hugely positive impact on the sector—changing
attitudes and perceptions about who and what heritage is for (including targeted support for the
local and everyday, as well as special and rare); driving culture change within the sector
(specifically on social inclusion and engagement); and critically funding capital investment—for
which there are limited other opportunities or bodies to turn to. Its support has enable the Trust
to undertake major renovation work (for example, at Hardwick Hall, Derbyshire); acquire some
of most exciting and significant properties (for example, Tyntesfield near Bristol and the Chambre
Hardman photographic studio at Rodney Street in Liverpool); and to develop our participative
approach to conservation—engaging new and existing audiences in our work and deriving wider
benefits to society (for example, our innovative approach to interpretation and the arts—
Untold Story).

— Heritage Link and the wider voluntary sector—Much of the energy of the historic environment
sector comes from the diverse range of voluntary groups and local organisations that it comprises.
In its relatively short life, Heritage Link has rapidly become an invaluable focus for the sector,
enabling greater participation of the voluntary sector in policy development; helping to combine
and build our influence; and sharing and developing our capacity and expertise. Underpinned by
welcome support from English Heritage, it delivers well above its weight and with more support
can deliver more for the sector and the public.

— Private Owners—It is also important to recognise that the vast majority of heritage assets are in
private ownership. The HHA has an important role to play in representing the interests of privately
owned houses and more work is needed to ensure private owners are adequately supported in their
work looking after the historic assets in their care. There are also opportunities through the
Heritage Protection Review, to do more to engage and build the support of private owners for
heritage management.
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3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

33. The protection of heritage assets and regeneration are all too often seen as opposing forces. Heritage
is misunderstood as a barrier to progress—something that needs to be overcome to enable development to
take place. We know from our own experience, however, that the reality is that with care and attention
heritage protection and regeneration can go hand in hand. Indeed, research has shown that heritage
protection can deliver greater regeneration benefits (see, for example, the English Heritage report Heritage
Dividend). Our own work investing in our properties shows the positive contribution of heritage protection
to economic and community regeneration.

34. Whilst we accept that we cannot protect everything, we believe that given the positive benefits of
heritage protection, current levels of protection are not strong enough. We see the impacts of this lack of
protection across our estate—from the threats of major development to the more insidious impacts of small-
scale change. For example:

— the growing urban sprawl of Derby around the classical Palladian mansion and surrounding
Robert Adam designed parkland at Kedleston Hall is eroding the setting and integrity of this
important asset;

— the proposed major development at Stansted Airport, and the new second runway proposal, will
potentially have a devastating impact on the ecology and tranquil character of the ancient hunting
ground of Hatfield Forest and on the countryside and settlements nearby; and

— the numerous insensitively located telecommunications masts and wind turbines in and around the
Lake District are disturbing much treasured views and tranquillity of this important landscape.

35. The recently published primary planning policy statement PPS1 states that planning should facilitate
and promote sustainable development by “protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment,
the quality and character of the countryside and existing communities”. This is a welcome principle, and an
improvement on earlier drafts of the PPS but it is still too early to assess its impact on the wider planning
and development control process. In the meantime we still await the long overdue revision of Planning
Policy Guidance notes 15 and 16 (following the Heritage Protection Review)—which should clearly set out
why planning authorities should be committed to protecting and enhancing the historic environment and
ensure planning authorities have the tools needed to deliver this. This includes communities and planners
having the tools and knowledge to understand what is important and why (see Recharging the Power of
Place: Valuing local significance (copy enclosed)).

36. As important as ensuring the planning policy framework encourages and supports the protection of
the historic environment is ensuring those implementing or engaging with the planning system understand
and support the contribution of the historic environment to regeneration and a range of other objectives.
The work of English Heritage in actively engaging local authorities, developers and other partners at an
early stage of planning and development is critical—and maximises the chances of securing a win-win
outcome.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The Benefits of Access to the Historic Environment

37. As we highlighted in paragraphs 7 to 15 above, we believe heritage has a central role to play as a
cultural and community asset in the 21st century. History and heritage are enjoying tremendous popularity
and public interest. Membership of organisations like the National Trust and English Heritage are at record
levels, TV schedules packed with history programmes and the DCMS Taking Part survey found that visiting
a historic environment site was the most popular activity across the DCMS’s range of interests.

38. We believe this interest is being driven by a wider desire to understand our place in the world, to find
meaning and resonance in our daily lives. Providing access to the historic environment also provides a range
of wider benefits including fostering social inclusion, encouraging community engagement, generating civic
pride, and underpinning national and cultural identity. There are also wider economic benefits of heritage
which we highlighted above. Such benefits come over and above the intrinsic value of heritage—its
existence value.

39. The National Trust is committed to fulfilling our core purpose of looking after special place for ever,
for everyone. Access is central to what we do and what we stand for. Indeed it was a primary motivation
for our founders including Octavia Hill, the social reformer, who was passionate about ensuring people had
access to beautiful and inspiring places as a means of improving their lives. We have stayed true to this
passion throughout our existence and currently invest significantly in ensuring access to our properties and
that this experience is a rewarding one. We welcome over 12 million visits to our pay for entry properties
each year and over 50 million to our open countryside and coastal properties. We also oVer a range of deeper
levels of engagement including catering for 500,000 school visits, 33,000 students in formal education, 43,000
volunteers (without whom we couldn’t open—but the vast majority of whom really enjoy and value the
experience) and countless projects from theatre and arts projects to wildlife walks, tours, talks and other
events.
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40. Such opportunities provide a range of wider benefits. For example, a recent evaluation of our
volunteering eVort Vital Volunteers (copy enclosed) found that their work for the Trust also helped our
volunteers to develop new skills, widen horizons, make friends, keep active and feel good about the fact that
they are giving something back to the community. More recently, we have evaluated the long term impacts
of our education programmes. Some of our early findings are that engaging with the National Trust
properties has helped pupils understand and feel responsible for their local environment and to develop
social skills like tolerance, group work and understanding diVerent perspectives.

41. A growing concern has been the impacts of the tourism and leisure sector’s dependence on visitors
arriving by car. Research show that the distance travelled for day trips in the UK has increased more than
30% since 1985. More than seven out of ten day trips, and nearly eight of ten holiday trips are currently
made by car. Not only is such car dependence (sensitive to increases or shortages in fuel), the impacts of
traYc and traYc management can damage the quality of the visitor experience and undermine the assets
visitors are attracted by in the first place. Our leaflet Visitor Travel: Policy from Practice (copy enclosed)
outlines the scope of the problem and makes a series of recommendations to tackle these. In particular, we
urge the Committee to call on DCMS to work with DfT and Defra to develop ways of managing historic
properties for visitors which help reduce the impacts of rising traYc levels.

Reaching New Audiences and PSA3

42. The National Trust is committed to deepening and broadening our engagement with the public.
Whilst we have been concerned about the process by which the current PSA3 target was established, we are
committed to supporting its delivery. To be successful, however, we need help. Not only does reaching new
audiences require significant investment in marketing and product design (and in many respects is a business
risk), it also requires the tools and expertise to engage new and diVerent audiences and it comes at a time
when we as an organisation are focusing on deepening our engagement with existing audiences.

43. If we are to maximise access to the historic environment then some of the key barriers we will need
to address include:

— challenging perceptions among new audiences about what we are about—demonstrating our
wider relevance;

— understanding their needs and developing “oVers” that reflect these needs and interests; and

— ensuring our staV and volunteers are trained and feel comfortable about welcoming new visitors.

44. We look forward to working with DCMS and our sector partners in making the vision underlying
the demanding PSA3 target a reality. This means ensuring the subsequent delivery plan addresses the key
issues and develops the tools and techniques to tackle these.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

Costs and Levels of Support for Maintenance and Repair

45. The costs of maintaining and managing the assets which so many people care about and from which
the benefits we have outlined above are derived, is becoming a major concern and challenge—for the
National Trust and the wider sector. For example, the Trust’s current backlog of maintenance work
amounts to more than £200 million, and this is over and above our short term and regular maintenance costs.
More widely, English Heritage estimates the total amount needed to bring all the buildings on the buildings
at risk register into a good state of repair to be over £400 million.

46. We face such costs against a backdrop of declines in real terms of available resources and support.
This includes the cuts in English Heritage grants, pressure on resources available through the National
Lottery and a threat in the medium term of reductions in support available through other channels such as
the agri-environment schemes. For example, over the last three years the Trust has seen a 38% reduction in
grant support from English Heritage. This grant is used to support the maintenance and repair costs in
places like Hardwick and Keddleston Halls and for activity which is not eligible for support from any other
public funds. Such pressure on resources has a knock-on impact on other parts of our work. For example,
as our limited resources are absorbed into maintaining the fabric of the assets in our care, so our ability to
find the resources needed to develop and broaden appeal is undermined.
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Benefits of Heritage Investment

47. We know, however, that investing in heritage assets can deliver a range of wider benefits. For
example, the National Trust’s Valuing our Environment work demonstrated that our activities in looking
after the historic and natural environments alone generate between five and nine additional full time jobs
for every person (Full Time Equivalent) directly employed by the Trust. It also demonstrated the wider
connections between a high quality environment and a healthy economy—with, for example, up to 70% of
jobs created through tourism dependent upon the quality of the environment.

48. More widely, there is a range of research that demonstrates the broad benefits of heritage investment.
For example:

— theHeritage Dividend report for English Heritage found that £10,000 of heritage investment levers
£46,000 match funding from the private sector and public sources;

— research on behalf of the Association of English Cathedrals and English Heritage found that the
additional spend in the local economy by visitors to cathedrals was estimated to be some £91
million a year. When additional multipliers are added to this, the total economic impact rises to
£150 million; and

— a report for Heritage Link into the contribution of the voluntary sector to regeneration The
Heritage Dynamo found that local conservation groups rather than being an obstacle to change
were a catalyst for action—spotting opportunities for investment, providing skills and advice and
generating economic benefits for the local area.

49. More recently, we have been exploring new methods of assessing the benefits of heritage investment—
including the concept of public value. This has found a way of capturing both the economic and wider social
or public benefits of historic places. This includes, for example, the fact that over 90% of our visitors leave
our properties having learned something—whether or not that was a motivation for going there in the first
place. It is helping us find ways of assessing and measuring the true value of heritage—as people experience
it—and the value of investing in the care of the assets themselves.

50. With the Government now preparing for its Comprehensive Spending Review in 2007, there is now
a critical and important opportunity to reverse this recent cycle of decline in heritage investment. This needs
to go beyond the restoration of English Heritage grant and the retention of a heritage strand to Lottery to
consider the whole range of ways in which Government can support the historic environment. This includes:

— a reduction in the level of VAT on repairs;

— fiscal incentives for the management of heritage assets in private ownership;

— developing an approach to tax eYcient giving which supports the donation of heritage assets, such
as lifetime legacies;

— support for skills and capital investment through agri-environment measures; and

— incentives to address the loss and dispersal of collections from their local or historical context and
to meet the challenge of conserving them in the long term (implementing the Goodison Review).

Impact of Olympics

51. The success of London securing the 2012 Olympic Games presents both tremendous opportunities
as well as some potential threats to the heritage sector. On the positive side, the prominence of heritage sites
and assets in the bid itself, and the role of our cultural heritage as an integral part of the UK’s tourism oVer,
means the Games and the publicity around them potentially provide a once in a lifetime opportunity to
showcase this to the world and raise awareness of their inherent and wider value. Funding and ensuring a
successful Games will inevitably demand a diversion of attention and potentially much needed resources
away from the existing good causes. The challenge is to maximise the potential and minimise any short-term
negative impact. Critically, it will be important to ensure the reality of attending the Games and experiencing
our unique heritage meets visitor expectations—especially if to encourage repeat and longer-term benefits
of the Games.

52. We are already engaging with DCMS and others to ensure the success of the Games and to make the
most of the opportunities they create for the historic environment. Our main concerns are that:

— the heritage assets showcased in the run-up and during the Games are in good condition and that
there is a lasting and meaningful legacy from the Games for the wider heritage sector. This includes
seriously addressing the transport solutions that are urgently needed to address the loss of
tranquillity and quality of Stonehenge, exploring the value of establishing a new Sporting Heritage
Trust (to care for some of most important sporting heritage sites and stories) and a general raising
of public and political awareness and understanding of heritage and its value;

— there is a strong focus on domestic marketing (rather than a concentration on international
visitors)—to reduce the potential displacement of current domestic visits and make the most of the
economic impact of the Games (as most people attending will be UK residents);

— a historic environment visitor oVer is developed that seeks to spread and lengthen the impact of
the Games beyond London; and
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— the development of the cultural programme for the Games with a strong heritage focus is launched
in Liverpool (City of Culture 2008) in 2008 and is designed to build up to the Olympics themselves.

6. Roles and responsibilities for English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, local authorities, museums and
galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage

53. See previous answer to question 2.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

54. There is also growing evidence that as well as the lack of funding to support the maintenance of
heritage assets, a shortage in the availability of maintenance skills is making the job all the more diYcult.
This shortage has been identified in a number of reports including by the National Heritage Training Group
and a skills mapping exercise undertaken by Heritage Link. We have recently secured funding from the HLF
to develop a new heritage building skills bursary scheme with English Heritage which should help address
some of the key shortages but a more concerted eVort to address the issue of skills is needed. This includes
raising the profile of the heritage sector with the new sector skills councils—including the Creative and
Cultural Industries Sector Skills Council. Some of the more generic issues that need to addressed, in addition
to shortages of people with specific skills, include career progression, workforce diversity and volunteer
management.

55. As well as ensuring we have the skills needed to maintain our heritage assets, we also need to ensure
we have the skills and resources needed to manage the new system of heritage management. This has a
number of dimensions including:

— the numbers and capacity of staV (especially in local authorities) to deliver the new system of
protection;

— the skills and understanding of these people of the requirements of the new system—which
potentially impacts on private owners, volunteers and voluntary organisations who are also
engaged in heritage management; and

— ensuring that all of those people involved in heritage are equipped with the skills and confidence to
communicate and importance and value of the historic environment—to build support, encourage
engagement and ensure the heritage in our care reflects the contemporary views and values of
people today.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the National Youth Agency

Introduction: Making Heritage Accessible

The National Youth Agency (NYA) welcomes the announcement of a new inquiry into the heritage
sector. Heritage matters to people, and The NYA supports the work that the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF)
has done in putting people at the centre of heritage and heritage at the heart of community life.

Our submission draws on our experience of managing the Young Roots Programme (administered by the
HLF and delivered in partnership with The NYA). The programme oVers grants of between £5,000 and
£25,000 and aims to involve 13–20-year-olds (up to 25 for those with special needs) in finding out about
their heritage, developing skills, building confidence and promoting community involvement. Young Roots
projects stem directly from young people’s interests and ideas, harnessing their creativity and energy and
helping them work with others in their local community.

We know from this experience that heritage matters to young people though they often struggle to engage
with it as it is conventionally defined (ie focusing on historic buildings, museums). However, where a broader
definition is used (focusing on identity, culture, faith, traditions etc), the involvement of young people is
substantially increased. Heritage ceases to be something remote and irrelevant and becomes more accessible.

Heritage and Young People

More research is required to capture the wider benefits of heritage related activities, and not just by
monitoring visitor numbers. The Young Roots programme is currently monitoring 500 projects to identify:

— Skill development of young participants;

— Long term impact on young people;

— Impact on wider communities.
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Key findings so far include:

— Overall, 91% of participants stated that young people had acquired new skills, particularly
practical skills such as photography and team working.

— Young Roots has changed some young people’s conception of heritage, often prompting young
people to think about the subject for the first time.

— 95% of participants identified one or more benefits to the community.

Other benefits of the programme include:

— Relationships formed in the projects have enabled better inter-generational communication
through oral history and reminiscence projects;

— Reducing anti-social behaviour by relieving boredom and frustration;

— Increasing community pride through a greater awareness of people’s contribution to civic life and
their place in history;

— Developing a range of practical and creative skills (for example ICT, photography;

— Encouraging community cohesion through contacts between diVerent ethnic groups an greater
understanding of cultures and migration;

— Reducing racial tension, by sharing experiences and increasing understanding across communities.

Evidence from Young Roots would suggest that where heritage is broadened to include a cultural and
personal definition then access is increased, particularly amongst those less likely to engage with more
traditional forms of heritage. From the examples we have given above it not diYcult to see the impact on
wider government policy (community cohesion, behaviour etc).

The Role of Cultural Organisations

The NYA believes that there is much that the Department of Culture, Media and Sport could do to align
spending on heritage and culture with wider social and educational policy priorities. The work HLF has
done in recent years to improve its consultation with the public is a useful model. The Young Roots
programme has evolved significantly as a result of this community consultation.

There is sometimes a lack of clarity about representation in the heritage sector and a danger of
overlapping roles. Greater clarification on the remit of publicly funded bodies and their funding
programmes may help this and avoid the potential for duplication of eVort.

Co-Operation and Partnership

Many local authority funded museums and galleries are beginning to do excellent outreach work and
recognise the importance of reflecting the diversity of the communities in which they are located. We do not
believe there has always been a comparable shift in approach in private sector museums and galleries. This
need to happen. Money is the main problem here although demand for these services (eg from schools) can
be high both the statutory and private sectors struggle with grants that are often time-limited and short-term.

Partnerships should be encouraged further—for example between museums and youth services. The
success of the Young Roots programme is based on the development of local partnerships between youth
work and heritage organisations. Each sector has brought their experience and knowledge to create a broad
range of opportunities for young people to explore, celebrate and recognise the diverse heritage of the UK.
The partnerships have benefited through:

— Sharing resources eg access to venues, equipment, information;

— Bringing together the essential skills and approaches to deliver a quality learning programme;

— Broadening and improving access to a range of activities for young people.

Conclusion

— Heritage projects can be an excellent way to engage young people in communities, but a broader
definition of heritage is essential if this is to happen and the funding is to flows from it.

— Partnerships (for example between heritage and youth work sectors) can demonstrate real success.
94% of Young Roots partnerships continue to develop activities beyond the HLF funding period.

— The DCMS needs to adopt a wider and more inclusive definition of heritage which would help it
to align with wider social and educational policies and recognise the value to the public in
improving social capital.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Natural History Museum

Introduction

The Natural History Museum is one of the world’s great museums

In a world where human societies are changing rapidly, there are intense economic and social pressures
on the natural environment that is essential for our survival. The rate of change is rapid and potentially
unsustainable and the need for understanding, knowledge and eVective action is pressing. The Natural
History Museum has always been closely aligned with humanity’s practical, economic and cultural interests
in the environment, but at no other time has the need for the Museum been so great.

The Natural History Museum is one of the world’s greatest resources for reference, research and
information on the natural environment, guardians of a 70 million specimen collection of living species,
fossils and minerals, a powerhouse of scientific research, an institute for inspiration and creativity that
annually welcomes over 13 million scientists and visitors.

The Natural History Museum is an iconic British institution and a core part of our nation’s heritage.

This submission will address the following issues:

A. What the Department of Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper;

B. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community;

C. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English heritage and for
museums and galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage
projects, and forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good
causes;

D. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed
by planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more
accessible to planning oYcers, councillors and the general public.

(A) What the Department of Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper

1. The NHM believes that a priority of the forthcoming Heritage White Paper should be the redefinition
of heritage within a wider context. Conceptions of heritage have traditionally had a leaning towards the arts.
There is a need for a broader definition that incorporates the heritage to be found in the natural world and
links in with our scientific heritage. This is logical given the grown in both number and recognition of World
Heritage Sites such as the fossil-rich Jurassic Coast in Dorset and East Devon.

2. As a scientific museum, the NHM has always broadly agreed with the UNESCO definitions of heritage
embodied in the international treaty on the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, adopted
by UNESCO in 1972:

UNESCO Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage
(1972).

I. Definition of the Cultural and Natural Heritage

Article 1

For the purposes of this Convention, the following shall be considered as “cultural heritage”:

monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, elements or
structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations of features,
which are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or science;

groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their architecture,
their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal value from the point
of view of history, art or science;

sites:works of man or the combined works of nature and man, and areas including archaeological
sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethnological or
anthropological point of view.
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Article 2

For the purposes of this Convention, the following shall be considered as “natural heritage”:

natural features consisting of physical and biological formations or groups of such formations,
which are of outstanding universal value from the aesthetic or scientific point of view;
geological and physiographical formations and precisely delineated areas which constitute the
habitat of threatened species of animals and plants of outstanding universal value from the point
of view of science or conservation;

natural sites or precisely delineated natural areas of outstanding universal value from the point of
view of science, conservation or natural beauty.

3. This definition allows for the relationship between natural heritage and cultural heritage to be made in
the museum context. The definition in Article 1 of the Convention allows for much of the NHM’s collections
to be classified as cultural heritage under the “monument” section, as our collections represent a
combination of features which are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of science, and in
some cases from the point of view of both history and art as well. The unique and comprehensive natural
history collections of the NHM constitute cultural heritage through providing a context for the world’s
natural heritage.

(B) Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

4. The NHM sits within the Queen’s Gate Conservation Area and forms a key part of the South
Kensington “cultural quarter” together with the Science Museum and the Victoria and Albert Museum.
Recognised as a world leader in natural science research, the NHM is also one of the nation’s most enduring
and popular cultural attractions. As guardians of the nation’s natural history collections and in delivering
a learning, outreach and access agenda on behalf of government, the NHM is a key cultural asset in the
community.

5. The NHM’s Buildings as part of the nation’s heritage

The Natural History Museum is recognised as a heritage building of outstanding architectural and
historic interest and is a Grade I Listed Building. Opened in 1881, the main Waterhouse Building of the
NHM is one of London’s most memorable and dramatic public buildings and an internationally recognised
example of Victorian design. Today the Waterhouse Building stands on its site at South Kensington as the
treasured centrepiece alongside the Grade II Listed former Geology Museum (Earth Galleries building) and
amongst administrative and scientific buildings built between 1932 and 2001. The Museum also runs the
Walter Rothschild Zoological Museum, Tring, another Victorian Grade II Listed Building of architectural
and historic importance.

6. The NHM’s Collections as part of the nation’s heritage

In addition to the broader definition of heritage discussed above in (A), many items held by the NHM
are part of the nation’s heritage as, iconic, historically significant collections in their own right, for example,
the collections of Charles Darwin, Sir Hans Sloane, Joseph Banks and Alfred Russel Wallace.

(C) Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

7. It should be recognised that large grants from the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF), together with
substantial private donations, are now the only means for major institutions such as the NHM to create new
infrastructure. The HLF has proved to be a successful funding source—the list of achievements is long and
includes Tate Modern and the NHM’s own Darwin Centre project. Given the likely impact of the 2012
Olympics on the HLF, there is a strong need for preservation of government grant-in-aid in real terms. There
is also an ongoing tension for resources between the desire for new infrastructure and the, often desperate,
need to replace and refurbish existing infrastructure. Unlike new infrastructure, there is no source of external
funding for ongoing replacement and refurbishment of core infrastructure—the funds must come from
existing resources which are mostly unable to stretch to the task.

8. The Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) has gone some way in recent spending reviews
towards making “ring-fenced” allocations towards capital expenditure. However, sums of £2–3 million per
annum are insuYcient to preserve core infrastructure and the amounts allocated are dwarfed by
depreciation figures. In 2004–05 the NHM’s depreciation stood at £8.8 million. In March 2005, the fixed
asset base was valued at £388 million, of which approximately £380 million directly relates to the built estate
including plant, machinery and capitalised permanent exhibitions. Salaries remain the largest proportion of
the NHM’s annual spend. Hence, the NHM has substantial fixed costs that also incorporate expectations
of pay-award increases.
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9. If grant-in-aid were not preserved in real terms, that is taking account of inflationary pressure, the
consequences would be a cut in programmes/services and/or a further squeezing of the amounts allocated
to the preservation of core infrastructure.

10. The NHM is focused on maximising self-generated income, but clearly this can only go so far. The
Museum’s financial regime is restricted to a large extent by government accounting rules and regulations.
The NHM cannot borrow funds for investment and cannot become overdrawn on its bank accounts. The
Museum is not permitted to build up any significant reserves of funds such as would be required for
investment in major projects. The recently introduced “End Year Flexibility” (EYF) is useful in principle,
but the constraints in 2005–06 have not given encouragement that this is a practical working mechanism for
managing financial aVairs. There is a general level of confusion of the interaction between reserves, EYF
and resource accounting and a misunderstanding of the associated risks regarding valuations. The NHM
remains committed to the benefits of access returned from free admission. However, it is essential that grant-
in-aid funding is maintained, especially as secondary spend from the greater number of visitors, spending
on average less time in the Museum, is not as was foreseen when the policy was introduced and below cost
inflation settlements erode the financial compensation.

11. Investing in the NHM’s historic core estate

The NHM’s buildings of varying age and composition are an ongoing challenge in terms of maintenance
and repair. The Waterhouse Building itself is over 120 years old and now in a period where renewal is needed
to keep the buildings functioning for the next 100 years. Heavy maintenance and facilities upgrades are
necessary across the estate and this will represent significant financial commitment. The estate currently
faces a build-up of outstanding maintenance as a result of many years of chronic under-investment. This is
now having a serious impact on NHM operations at both South Kensington and Tring. A review of the
principal outstanding maintenance items reveals the need for a £20 milion investment to keep our buildings
properly maintained and in operational order. A master plan for the estate is currently being developed,
setting a vision for development of the estate over the next 20 years. This suggests that if the NHM is to
address its accommodation needs and preserve the Grade 1 listed site whilst adapting the buildings to meet
contemporary and future demands, then investment in the region of £250 million would be required over a
20-year period.

12. Specific issues include:

— Maintenance of the ageing building fabric, particularly maintenance and conservation of the
terracotta façade and mosaic flooring;

— Maintenance and repairs to stained glass windows;

— Maintenance of the historic roofs, specifically the western infill galleries and the central hall;

— Replacement of obsolescent plant to achieve acceptable environmental conditions within the
historic building and to important scientific and collections storage areas;

— Improvements to the electrical infrastructure and lighting, particularly within public areas;

— Improvements to the gardens to improve visitor access and enable use as an exhibition space;

— Remodeling of the front entrance steps to achieve level access and meet access requirements;

— Poor quality buildings at the north end of the site nearing the end of their useful life and in need
of demolition and replacement.

(D) Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public

13. Conservations skills within the natural sciences (palaeontology, zoology, botany, mineralogy and
entomology) are in extremely short supply within the UK, particularly when compared with other specialist
areas of conservation such as the arts or archaeology. The skills, ethics and principles that are applied by
the NHM’s conservation staV are identical to those applied by conservators in other recognised fields in the
arts and archaeology.

14. Review of Conservation Skills across the NHM

The NHM conservation staV have developed a unique range of skills which allows for conservation and
preservation work on the Museum’s collections. These skills represent a valuable resource to the institution
and more broadly represents the majority of expertise in the field in the UK. StaV have retained the
traditional bench conservation skills from mainstream conservation and have developed a new range of
ethical skills to deal with the diVering roles of modern natural history collections. The skills developed
ensure the preservation of specimens for use by the Museum’s broad user base. In particular they have been
developed to ensure that specimen-based research can be advanced.
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15. The NHM employs the equivalent of six conservators who advise mainly earth science staV on issues
relating to the conservation of their collections. The conservation staV also provide advice and contract
support for life science collections. In comparison, the British Library has approximately 60 conservators.
The skills of the Museum’s conservation staV include preservation of the biological and geological
environment, building management, materials and material science, conservation chemistry and
conservation of natural history art, ethnographic and anthropological collections. Most of the conservation
staV have developed these specimen based collection care skills through hands-on experience while working
in the NHM rather than through academic training. Additional skills have been gained through attendance
at, and adaptation of, specialist preventive conservation training. Most of the core skills can be considered
to be “craft based”.

16. Craft-based skills form the majority of skill sets that collection management and technical staV use in
basic collection care and specimen preparation (stabilisation).

However, it should be noted that at the NHM fewer than 2% of collection management staV have core
conservation skills and fewer than 1% of collection management staV have a qualification (or equivalent)
in conservation. Approximately 30% of science department collection management time is occupied with
basic preventive conservation (re-storage, environmental monitoring).

17. Craft (technical) skills used to preserve and prepare materials include:

— Plant mounting.

— Specimen Fixing.

— Skin, Osteological preparation and Taxidermy.

— Fluid preservation techniques.

— Fossil Preparation.

— Thin Sectioning.

In other specialist areas of conservation (such as the arts or archaeology) these skill sets would be expected
to be part of the overall skill set required by conservation staV. However, in the natural sciences they are
seen as separate skill groups to conservation and are therefore craft-based rather than scientifically-based.

18. The extent of the backlog of material requiring preparation for entry into the collections of the NHM,
is evidence of the lack of support (both personnel and skills) in conservation. The lack of available skills
means that there are not enough conservation skilled (trained) staV to adequately ensure that suitable
conservation advice is available to support the collections’ preservation needs.

19. Outside the NHM there are very few skilled conservation staV available in natural history in the UK,
or even further abroad in North America. There are only six other skilled conservation staV employed in
the UK who specialise in natural history conservation.

20. Training

The NHM Conservation Unit collaborates with the Royal College of Arts (RCA) in the organisation of
the two-year Master of Arts course jointly organised by the RCA and the Victoria and Albert Museum. The
course produces one NHM graduate every two years. Based around a core conservation course, the NHM
provides project-based training that meets a syllabus developed by the Head of Conservation. The student
is provided with projects from all the NHM science departments as well as the NHM’s Library and
Information Services. Sadly, at present there are very few posts (either permanent or contract) where these
trained conservators can gain employment. Thus, there is a vicious and negative cycle of too few trained
natural science conservators and too few jobs for the trained conservators who are available. Specifically
designated funding for natural history conservation posts could be one means of alleviating the lack of
conservators in the natural history field.

20 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by John K Preston

Introduction

This is a short personal memorandum highlighting issues. I regret that this is all that I can do in the time
available, due to current overwhelming workload compounded by staV shortages. This is a matter of great
personal frustration, as I have been particularly keen to seize this opportunity to develop the pro-active
management of our nation’s heritage.
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I had hoped to write a formal memorandum in my professional role as Historic Environment Manager
for Cambridge City Council. I have also been involved directly in the issues on a national basis in my roles
as Education Secretary for the Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC), in representing the
IHBC on Heritage Protection Review and other Working Groups, and in working to develop shared
understanding among the professions involved in the Historic Environment.

I would be very keen to follow up my suggestions and comments below in written form, if supplementary
evidence can be submitted after the deadline, and/or in providing oral evidence to the Committee.

Priorities for the Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

1. A fully integrated Government approach, with ODPM, DEFRA, the Treasury and other Government
departments both signed up, and committed, to recognising the needs of the Historic Environment in their
own actions.

2. All proposals to be based on clear and realistic resourcing (note: resource assessments should include
the possibility of synergies/support through an integrated approach to other government initiatives—
eg ODPM e-government requirements/initiatives should include Historic Environment needs).

3. A coherent and radical approach, taking forward the principles of Heritage Protection Review.

4. To deliver this, a Statutory basis for Historic Environment services.

The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Bodies

1. The influence of DCMS has been severely limited by its lack of direct resources, and the lack of support
from other Government departments.

2. ODPM has to be considered as the key player in both its resourcing and direction of Local Government
activities, and its regulatory role:

(a) ODPM’s failure to place the Historic Environment at the heart of its Sustainable Communities
and Sustainability agendas has been a major setback, which could (with hindsight) have easily
been avoided.

(b) This strategic omission has been compounded by ODPM’s apparent exclusion of Conservation
policy work from priorities for the new Planning system (Local Development Frameworks) and
for the Planning Delivery Grant.

(c) The lack of priority given by ODPM, and hence Local Government, to the Historic Environment
has been compounded by a succession of initiatives imposing ever-increasing demands on local
authority resources.

(d) E-government represents a very significant opportunity, in some respects, to develop Historic
Environment services, but ODPM and DCMS have failed to coordinate e-government
requirements and standards, or to recognise the resource and other implications of e-government
measures for the Historic Environment (for example: ODPM’s NLIS—National Land
Information Service—commitment to accurate on-line property information is undeliverable in
relation to listed buildings unless and until their curtilages are captured spatially in digital form).

(e) A major diYculty has been the lack of coordination between diVerent parts of ODPM. For
example, there is no counterpart in terms of Conservation Area controls (and no sign of the long-
awaited follow-up to the Shimizu case) to the special consideration under Building Regulations
for historic buildings under Parts L, E, and M.

3. It is local authority conservation staV who are “at the sharp end” in terms of making sense of often
conflicting Government requirements. This problem-solving role has become ever more important in
dealing with the balances between the Historic Environment and Access, Energy Conservation, and other
competing demands. The diYcult tasks involved in successfully managing change could be made much
easier by a more coherent approach from Government.

4. I have worked closely with colleagues in English Heritage over many years. Recently I have been
particularly involved in bringing the Conservation and Archaeology professions together, and trying to
develop new shared visions of the Historic Environment (eg through the 2005 Oxford Conference
“Managing the Historic Environment in the Digital Age”). There are issues which have emerged in work
on the Heritage Protection Review, in relation to whether projecting forward existing archaeological
approaches and practice are suYcient basis for a holistic approach to the wider Historic Environment.
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The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy (Access to Heritage

and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community)

There has been an entirely false dichotomy, regrettably endorsed by DCMS in its “People and Places”
consultation, between the Historic Environment and Contemporary Architecture and design. This has been
reinforced by the separate roles of CABE and English Heritage, and in particular by CABE’s reluctance to
engage with matters of design quality in the 50% of construction work that is repair and maintenance, rather
than new building. As a professional enthusiastically involved in both conservation and new design for over
30 years, I find this dichotomy very depressing. I was, and remain, particularly concerned that CABE and
English Heritage have respectively promoted Architecture Centres and Historic Environment Record
Centres without, apparently, realising the synergies and virtues of thinking about the future in a way that
takes roots in the past. The (Hackney) Building Exploratory remains a sadly lone example of what might
be achieved.

Funding

The single most direct improvement to the present funding position would be the removal of the VAT
burden from repairs to historic buildings.

Roles and Responsibilities

Owners of buildings and other heritage assets have the front-line role in maintaining the nation’s heritage.
Public bodies need to support them in that role, with advice, help, and funding where available. Local
authorities have a particularly important role in relation to the built heritage because they are the regulators
implementing the whole range of Government legislation aVecting buildings, and the way in which those
regulations are applied can be decisive in maintaining (or not) the character of that heritage. [Note: the
availability of long-term, coherent advice is a key factor in promoting Maintenance and Conservation plans;
ODPM’s devolvement of Building Control to Approved Inspectors has been a retrograde step in this
context.]

Supply of Professionals

There is a well-documented shortage of professionals in conservation, but this has not been reflected in
ODPM’s Local Authority Pay and Workforce priorities. As a manager, in the past two years I have tried
twice to recruit experienced professionals to work in Cambridge, which should, at face value, be one of the
best places in the country in which to work in conservation. On the first occasion, I advertised for a Senior
Conservation OYcer: only four applications were received, none of which met the person specification; I am
now having to send the appointee on a two year postgraduate course in conservation. On the second
occasion, I advertised a post for a Career Grade Conservation OYcer, but (having failed to get the
experienced person I needed as a Senior OYcer) I sought someone able to “hit the ground running”.
26 applications were received, most being either students who had just completed a course but lacked
experience, or career changers with no experience or training who were willing to take a salary cut. None
of the 26 fully met the person specification.

Conservation staV recruitment and retention in Local Government has been further aVected by the low
valuation given, in the Single Status agreement between Local Authority employers and trade unions, to
this complex and often very demanding job. The outcome of Single Status is that salaries for Conservation
staV are uncompetitively low. All bar one of the short-listed candidates for my career-grade post would have
had to take a pay cut to accept the job. Because I was unable to oVer a competitive salary, the recruitment
process took nine months, at a time of extreme work pressure.

Planning Authorities and Conservation

There is an urgent need to update PPG15 into the promised PPS15, with full supporting guidance on best
practice. The British Standard (BS7913:1998:Aguide to the principles of the conservation of historic buildings)
provides an excellent but inadequately-known basis for approaching the diYcult decisions involved in
conservation. The lack of statutory status for Historic Environment and Conservation services has meant
that Planning Authorities give them a low priority at budget time. In two successive budget rounds I have
bid, unsuccessfully (notwithstanding the introduction of Best Value Performance Indicator BV219), for
additional conservation staV to undertake long-overdue conservation area appraisal work.
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Accessibility of Expertise

The obvious way to make expertise more accessible is to have more of it. More fundamentally, a key task
is to make planning oYcers, councillors, building owners and the general public more aware of the
significance of the heritage and its conservation, and of the role of and need for appropriate skills. This
outreach and educational role has always been a key part of conservation work, but one which is
inadequately recognised and supported in Local Government. (Note: see Hackney Building Exploratory,
above.)

Conclusion

I am sorry that this memorandum is not as thorough as I would have wished. I will, as stated above, be
happy to supply further information in written or oral form.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by John Price

“THE PRICE OF PERMANENT PRESERVATION IS ETERNAL VIGILANCE”

“Our built heritage is of extraordinary quality. Too much of it, however, is fragile and vulnerable. We must
take the best care possible of it. All who have a responsibility for its stewardship must work vigilantly and
imaginatively for its preservation and enhancement. . . .” (Arts Minister Alan Howarth, 2 February 2000
in DCMS Press Release 21/200)

Personal Comments

It is gratifying that the House is considering the possible improvement of current attitudes to our heritage
and the potential exciting benefits and developments that the DCMS could initiate and plan for our future.
There have been strong indications in some areas that government has not been entirely interested in the
important and growing heritage sector and is more concerned in cutting services to enable other national
interests to expand. I cite the example of the unfortunate reduction in resources available to English
Heritage—a few million pounds. In the press I read that the plans for Government to introduce identity
cards could cost £28 billion, that it has lost £1 billion in failed IT contracts, millions of pounds elsewhere
and, as a junior health minister said on Radio 4 before the last general election, that the overspend (or was
it the underspend) of £73 million was a “small” sum in the overall costs of the NHS. I find it hard to reconcile
this with the reduction in resources available to English Heritage.

With the national tax income (2005) of £487 billion, it would surely not be impossible to use 0.005% of
this to restore previous levels of funding to English Heritage. In his public speeches, the Chancellor appears
to favour heritage interests. Experienced senior staV have joined English Heritage to find themselves
spending much time on planned reduction of services rather than building them up. Is this what the
public wants?

I do not believe a word that the recent loss of experienced and valued staV from English Heritage has
made it more “eYcient”. Rather the reverse. I do not understand the Government’s treatment of this sector
when it is one of the world’s finest, not perfect, but making great headway over the decades. Most people
working in this sector, not altogether well paid, whether professional or volunteer, possess a keen and
dedicated view that it is important, long-term work—for young and old of the present generation and for
many future generations.

Are English Heritage sites being maintained as they should be? Are hours available for public viewing
being reduced and some monuments closed? Does it have suYcient resources? The Committee should
ask.

1. Points Which the DCMS Could Consider Now and in a Future White Paper

Museums

Local Government museum services should be made mandatory as libraries have been for many years.
This was suggested by the All Parliamentary Party Archaeology Group in its first report.

The public are ill informed as to how local authority museums are funded. Whilst the DCMS deny that
they fund these museums (except help through the Renaissance “Hubs”) surely they are not entirely funded
by local rates. Does not the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister provide some element in its annual grant?
If so how is it calculated and by whom?
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Museums seem permanently on the edge of cost cutting and it is tiring for local residents to have to keep
lobbying councillors to retain services. Surely there should be a more professional approach to funding these
important heritage centres?

Airport Development

The Government, could, if in the unfortunate case that historic buildings or historic villages have to be
destroyed in the enlargement of airports, provide resources or insist that costs are absorbed in overall
construction, to allow specialist firms to remove them intact and re-site them elsewhere. The technology
exists, the experience is available from British firms (or overseas contractors), and a compromise could be
reached in obtaining the survival of historic assets together with the future aviation needs in the South East.
Ministers should consider whether legislation is needed.

2. Remit and Effectiveness

Road shows for councillors

The DCMS, along with other heritage bodies, should institute regular travelling “road shows” dedicated
to informing local authority councillors on all heritage and conservation matters.

Who is the champion to government bodies?

English Heritage sets itself out to be the “Champion” of many heritage themes such as archaeology,
historic buildings and landscapes (ie the Historic Environment). It is unclear whether it wants to do this with
excavated archaeological finds. It is also unclear whether it maintains eVective liaison with all relevant
government and professional bodies on the conservation needs and huge storage problems of archaeological
material found each year.

3. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs

Developer funding. Costs of conservation?

The fusing together of PPG 15 & 16 advice notes should include proposals for at least a minimal level of
investigative conservation of archaeological finds for subsequent publication paid for by the developer. If
further work is undertaken for the long-term preservation or research on this material in public museums
then funding should come from public resources.

Rescue of interesting structures

Emergency funding should be made available when required to preserve (ie remove) examples of fine
structures revealed in excavation when complete destruction of the site is required for development. The
present policy of Record (with full archive) and Destroy should be occasionally amended when rare and fine
structures suitable for public retention and display are found. Local authorities generally feel unable to find
finance quickly. There should be a scheme along the lines of the “Prism” fund for interesting archaeological
structures.

4. Access to Heritage

National Conservation Library

A national conservation library, open to all, should be established. A number of institutions have small
dedicated libraries but access by all is not normally available.

Travelling exhibitions and communication

Regular travelling exhibitions on recent archaeological work should be produced for the public on a
national, regional and local basis. Also relevant are exhibitions on the craft, scientific and conservation
techniques that are increasingly important for heritage work. Some are presently mounted but are few and
far between.

More publications on work by the “backroom” staV

The quality of publications provided by English Heritage is of a high standard. It could provide more
general purpose and attractive guides to the public on the scientific, engineering and conservation techniques
used today for preserving all categories of our heritage.
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High quality replicas of our earliest art for the public

Funding for a long-term project should be started now to record in 3D all very early rock art which
survives on rock faces, using laser scanning techniques or by silicon rubber moulding to enable very accurate
replicas for public display. This would be in addition to present projects of careful photography/laser
scanning and conventional illustration techniques.

The object would be to create a new museum in the North using high grade facsimiles of our earliest “art”
which could be accessible by all. Current field sites are very inaccessible and diYcult to find and stone is
subject to continuous deterioration.

Travelling exhibitions of facsimiles (and other material?) should be regularly mounted for the public and
sent around the UK.

The attention of the Committee could be drawn to the great Cast Gallery at the Victoria & Albert Museum
where one can see excellent results of the first examples of inter-European co-operation, exchanging of
copies of works of art, a scheme which was undertaken in the mid 19th century.

More practical development of modern technology

Controlled experiments should be undertaken to assess whether laser scanning or silicon rubber
techniques for recording and making casts are the most accurate.

5. Funding

Re-allocation of heritage resources to 2012 Olympics. Cause for concern?

With its state supported agencies and the great strength and diversity of national, regional and local
societies throughout the land, it is recognised throughout the world that England is one of the premier
countries working in this sphere. There seems widespread disquiet as to the continuing cuts of the resources
available to English Heritage and growing anger that funding may be diverted to the Olympic Games in
London.

The Government should allay these fears with a statement.

Archaeological parks

Thought should be given to the creation of new archaeological “parks” or the expansion of existing open-
air building museums to enable the occasional archaeological structure, found in rescue excavations, to be
saved and re-sited rather than destroyed.

Creation of trusts to help fund conservation activities

Additional sources of finance could be considered through tapping the huge charitable sector by the
creation of dedicated Trusts such as “for preservation of historic waterlogged timbers”, “recording and
making replicas of rock art” and for “preserving newly found fine archaeological structures which are
worthy of public display” but which would otherwise be destroyed by the nature of new construction or
mineral extraction.

6. Roles and Responsibilities

Information required on numbers of new artefacts recovered each year

Data on the amount of new archaeological finds should be gathered annually to try to estimate the
amount of conservation provision needed.

Information required on annual creation of posts for renaissance in the regions scheme

Data should be made available as to the number of practical posts being established by the “Renaissance
in the Regions” scheme by the MLA. How many archaeological curator posts, how many archaeological
conservation posts have been created and how many are permanent? It may also be useful to find out how
many administrative and consultancy posts have been created.
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7. Adequate Supply of Professionals

Specialised training for conservators

Funding of English Heritage must be increased so that useful and important sectors are not closed down.
Examples are the central archaeological laboratories, originally founded in 1951, where new, superb
facilities exist to provide excellent training and experience for conservators, science students or interns. StaV

should be increased to allow for high level training and “in-house” specialised courses for conservators in
“mid-career”.

Continuous annual loss of trained archaeological conservators

This small sector has seen a large loss in permanent posts in the past 15 years throughout local
government, government agencies, universities, museums and archaeological trusts. Please see attached list.
There have been conservators establishing themselves in the private sector and some short-term contacts
appearing from the “Renaissance in the Regions” scheme but there is concern over long-term eVects as local
government continues to make yearly cuts. There should be some enquiry as to what is needed in future
years. There is obviously each year an increasing amount of finds material for the collections of local and
national museums arising out of developer funded and research excavations.

At Durham, one of the three university training institutions, highly regarded for post-graduate
conservation, has closed its course and it is not certain how many UK candidates are undertaking
conservation studies at CardiV and London.

Marine archaeology and lack of conservator posts

The English Heritage Laboratories should take on more staV dedicated to research and conservation of
marine artefacts possibly in liaison with the nearby Mary Rose Trust. This would help Portsmouth (and the
UK) to house the leading specialist maritime and wood conservation units in Europe.

Background Notes for Information on Archaeological Material in the UK: Its Conservation and

Preservation

“On the east side of this churchyard lieth a large field, of old time called Lollesworth, now Spitalfield,
which about the year 1576 was broken up for clay to make brick; in the digging whereof many earthern pots,
called urnae, were found full of ashes, and burnt bones of men to wit, of the Romans that inhabited here;
. . . Moreover, there were also found the skulls and bones of men without coYns . . . Divers great nails of
iron were there found, such as were used in the wheels of shod carts, being each of them as big as a man’s
finger and a quarter of a yard long . . . and therefore I caused some of the nails to be reached up to me, and
found under the broad heads of them, the old wood, skant into earth, but still retaining both the grain and
proper colour. I reserved one but the nail lying dry is by scaling greatly wasted” (John Stow in A Survey of
London, 1598).

The above quotation and that on the front page are relevant to Archaeology in the UK. For “built” insert
“archaeological” and for “1598” replace with “2006”. Archaeological material is often fragile and
vulnerable and excavated ironwork found today is also diYcult to preserve.

The problems

All categories need care and attention if they are to survive. Some, of course, will need minimal inspection
and others will require regular investigation and treatment by qualified and expert staV. The landscape is
continually, slowly changing and eVects such as degradation and loss from natural erosion, annual fire
damage, environmental conditions such as humidity and temperature levels, biological, animal and human
activities (of all types from war to wear and tear, tourism etc) all need to be taken into account. With the scale
of archaeological activities, the pressures of work and the minimal resources available, the archaeological
profession in general seems not too bothered with conservation, preferring instead to put records into paper,
book or computer based information data-bases. However, the public are greatly interested in “artefacts”
which may be viewed by tens of thousands at exhibitions.

Archaeological collections

Year on year, large quantities of artefacts are recovered, both in planned excavations and also by metal
detectorists. A proportion of the finds from the latter will probably end up in museum collections either soon
after discovery or on the death of the collector. There appears to be no real data available on numbers,
condition and the total resources needed to maintain this “national archive” for future generations. Besides
the growth of private collections (often from metal detecting), material is housed in national, regional and
local museums; English Heritage stores; National Trust and university museums, archaeological unit stores
and sadly, it is said, an increasing reversion to an old practice—under the bed for local unpaid
archaeologists.

Archaeological collections in the UK also include a considerable amount of foreign material, notably
from Egypt, which has survived because of extremely dry conditions. Proper care, inevitably requiring
resources is required in the damp British Isles.
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Nautical archaeology

Although the greatest archaeological conservation project undertaken in the UK has been that of the
“Mary Rose”, in general there has been very poor funding of the proper conservation of finds from nautical
archaeological sites. Material from this group needs further resources.

Scientific advances

University and other institutional research often produces a growing number of techniques which would
be beneficial but there can be problems in introduction, often in costs and availability, because of the
development required to make them useful for day to day work.

The role of the archaeological conservator

There are five basic categories of work which may involve the conservator:

1. Working on “investigative conservation” (ie continuing excavation on a micro scale in the
laboratory) with archaeologists, finds specialists, illustrators and scientists to treat excavated
artefacts and to extract as much Information as possible for excavation reports. Fieldwork may
involve very careful removal of fragile objects, sometimes very small and sometimes very large.
Conservators will be expected to write reports and articles for publication.

2. Working for museums and institutions to ensure artefacts survive long into the future. A
substantial amount of material in collections comes from abroad.

3. Working to ensure that artefacts are safe and well displayed in exhibitions for the public.

4. Working for the private sector helping to maintain collections.

5. Working with and advising detectorists.

InsuYcient resources?

Work on cultural material is often carried out by trained conservators, who, like other professions such
as engineering, health or archaeology, have a number of specialist sub-groups such as painting, stone, metal,
stained glass, paper, furniture, textile etc. Archaeological conservators specialise in materials recovered
from the soil (or underwater). There remains an argument as to whether enough resources are provided, on
a countrywide basis, to service the existing and growing collections of artefacts now existing in the UK.

Artefact abuse and the future eVect of “best value”

The number of trained archaeological conservators in post is not large, yet in the last decade or so a
possible 10-15 local government posts have disappeared. In addition, about 27 posts (several disciplines)
have disappeared from the Area Museum Services in the past quarter of a century.

The Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings (DoE), in the 1970s obtained Treasury
permission to establish 12 contract regional posts and established seven at Durham, Doncaster, Manchester,
Bristol, East London, Salisbury and Kent together with two training posts at its central Ancient Monuments
Laboratory. Together with its permanent core staV and the addition of short-term contract posts funded
internally, together with vacation students, the laboratory provided the largest group of dedicated
archaeological conservators in the UK, probably in Europe. The core conservation staV in the Laboratory
appears to have shrunk to three from a previous total of seven. One contract post remains at Durham. There
is no doubt that the laboratory, now based at Portsmouth oVers some of the finest technical facilities and
could easily provide high quality experience and training as it has for many years. No other laboratory in
the country has had so many “students” or interns gaining valuable practical experience. It is in a prime
position to evaluate and develop new ideas and techniques to a practical stage but does not really have
suYcient staV resources.

The future for local government laboratory archaeological conservation appears poor as councils respond
to “Best Value” and cut or abolish whatever non-mandatory services they can find. Museums with
“conservation budgets” may spend funds on other competing but more acceptable cultural material such
as paintings, to the detriment of archaeological finds. Counties such as Kent, Berkshire and
Buckinghamshire have eVectively closed down their conservation departments and cities such as SheYeld
have lost their archaeological staV including conservators to concentrate on “Art”. Local Councillors could
question whether their role is to fund the “research” needed to publish finds and likewise developers could
object to having to fund the full costs of specialised examination and analysis.

There is evidence that a relatively high number of posts have been lost in recent years. Very few new
permanent posts are advertised and the training institutions have a considerable number of foreign students
on conservation courses, probably because it is realised in the UK that available posts are now few in
number or are short-term. We have also to realise that each year the “national” stock of recovered artefacts
is continually growing but staV to service it is shrinking.
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The outlook is poor and new strategies must be introduced for proper long-term maintenance. Should
artefacts suVer “abuse” because of political diVerences at local level in funding options? Can some form of
central government aid be provided to “ring-fence” the basic resources needed to care for the more
vulnerable material which needs tender, loving, care if it is to survive for future generations? This material
may often be of national significance. It is interesting that counties are updating their Archive Centres often
with large grants from the Lottery Commission etc. These new £5–6 million centres usually have up to date
conservation units with at least two paper conservators. Perhaps large county or regional archaeological
stores such as operated by London, Oxford and Hampshire County Councils with modern conservation
facilities are the answer? Or is the long-term solution to sell finds on the open market, further enlarging it
and encouraging private ownership?

Conclusions—Outlook is unsatisfactory

Although the SE of England has probably the greatest concentration and diversity of conservation
activities in the world, all is not well with the long-term future of archaeological conservation (artefacts)
throughout much of the UK. Financial pressures on local government and universities will probably result
in a continuing decline in specialist posts. Even the most prestigious conservation post in the UK, that of
Keeper of Conservation at the British Museum, has been abolished. No one really knows what resources
are really required in order to maintain our portable heritage. Steps should be taken to audit the country’s
public archaeological collections and to decide where the future lies.

Some Permanent (as Opposed to Short Term Contract) Archaeological Conservation Posts

(Artefacts and Possible Social History) Abolished in England since the Late 1980s

County Services

Berkshire (Reading Museum) 1
Buckinghamshire (Aylesbury) 1
Cheshire 1
Hertfordshire 1-2
Kent (West Malling) 1-2
Oxfordshire ?

Area Museum Services All posts

Museums

Birmingham 1
Bristol 1
Cirencester?
Doncaster 1
Dorchester 1
Ipswich?
Leicester 1
Manchester ?
Northampton 1
Portsmouth 3
SheYeld 1
London (Passmore Edwards) 2?

Archaeological Trusts

Chichester 1

University

Leicester 1
Oxford 2
Durham University Conservation Diploma

English Heritage

(AML and three-year contracts) 8

British Museum (in 2002) 10?
Keeper of Conservation 1

Note: A few posts have been restored at the British Museum

(January 2006)

18 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by Prospect

Introduction

1. Prospect is a Trade Union, aYliated to the Trades Union Congress, representing more than 100,000
members. 5,000 of these members work in what we regard to be the Heritage Sector. Members are employed
in specialist and professional jobs such as Curators, Conservators, Archaeologists, Archivists, Designers,
Photographers and Scientists. They are employed across the United Kingdom in the National Museums and
Galleries, other Non Departmental Public Bodies such as English Heritage, the British Library, the
Museums, Libraries and Archives Council and Historic Scotland, the National Trust and Independent
Museums and Galleries. The Prospect Heritage group co-ordinates the views of our members in the Sector
and this evidence is provided by that group.

Priorities for Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

2. Prospect is aware of the work that has been carried out between English Heritage, DCMS and ODPM
on the Heritage Protection Review. Pilot projects and case studies are being concluded and it is likely that
proposals to radically reform the statutory protection, regulation and management of the historic
environment will be forthcoming. Prospect would seek to ensure that any radical reform did not destroy
the many strengths of the current system but instead built upon them. We also believe that proposals for
implementing Heritage Protection Reform by enhancing local delivery will almost certainly have significant
resource implications for Local Authorities and it is crucial that any such proposals in the White Paper are
backed by the necessary funding.

Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

3. It is undeniable that DCMS has had many successes, one of the most notable being the reintroduction
of free admission to National Museums and Galleries. Nevertheless the DCMS suVers from being a very
small Department which distributes the large majority of its funds to NDPB’s. The Department appears to
find it hard to convince the Treasury that the work carried out by the NDPB’s it sponsors is important and
only ever appears to receive increases in line with inflation. The Sector is indeed still suVering from real terms
cuts in funding throughout the 1990s which have never been made good. If it distributes extra money to one
sector in one year the other sectors have to take a real cut. One recent Minister, openly admitted that the
DCMS would not be able to secure adequate funding when there were so many other priorities such as
health, education, transport etc. We believe that it is important that the Department continually makes the
case for additional real funding for Heritage particularly as the NDPBs are being asked to do, and indeed
are doing more to meet the Government’s agenda in relation to education, social inclusion and access etc.
The run up to the Olympic games in 2012 presents both an opportunity and a threat in this respect. The
opportunity is to emphasise and recognise the importance of heritage, as the bid did. The threat is that the
focus of the Government will shift towards Sport leaving Heritage in its wake.

The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

4. Prospect believes that including heritage in the planning system has produced much information that
would have been lost but we believe that competitive tendering for archaeological investigation is the
unacceptable face of this process. It has driven the cost of projects down to the point that it is depressing
wages (notably for the lowest paid digging staV) and reducing the quality of excavation and recording.
Competition has also encouraged units to carry out work in places far beyond their locality, often resulting
in redundancies in archaeological units which have been unsuccessful in bids. Redundancy will often lead
to skilled archaeologists leaving the profession as they do not want to be continually fearful of redundancy.
Consequently skills are being lost and low pay is narrowing access to the profession. Other side eVects of
this competitive tendering include more traYc, fuel consumption and stress for staV as archaeological units
chase work around the country.

5. Prospect believes that developer funding has also led to a decline in participation in fieldwork by the
general public not least by local societies. This and the inaccessibility of much of the results to the public
has the potential to reduce public support for archaeology. We support greater provision for outreach which
has suVered due to the lack of funds associated with the planning process.

6. Prospect is concerned that there is far less publication of the results of fieldwork than before. Much of
the information goes no further than the “grey literature” reports held by local authorities. As museums are
underfunded they are often unable to receive material from archaeological interventions and it remains in
storage with the contractor. Until the material is deposited, it is not available to the public and information
about heritage is not being disseminated. The fact that archaeological units now work all over the country
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means that there is a fragmentation and loss of local knowledge with archaeologists not knowing what has
been found in their area. We believe that a publication levy on developments should be introduced in order
to improve the level of publication.

7. Prospect suggests that a regional franchise system should be introduced to reduce the unhealthy
competition described in this section. At the very least, there should be a preference for local units within
the tendering system.

8. Prospect considers that in the light of any proposed Heritage Protection Reforms English Heritage
should retain a monitoring role given its expertise and wider perspective on the position of heritage features.
The role of English Heritage is likely to be enhanced, in fact, and as such it will be important to ensure that
its expanded role is fully funded.

Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

9. As indicated above Prospect would like to see the Government make a more sustained case for heritage
to be seen as a cultural asset and as a fundamental part of the bedrock of society. Too often it is seen as a
luxury. In order to fulfil this role as a cultural asset heritage needs to be properly funded and the people who
work within it need to be paid properly for their contribution (see later.) Furthermore improving access to
heritage requires a greater commitment from Government and the heritage employing bodies to improve
the diversity of the current workforce. Currently black and minority ethnic groups are woefully
underrepresented in the Sector. David Lammy’s speech at the British Museum in October 2005 was an
important step forward in this area.

Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and for

Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for Heritage

Projects, and Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds From Lottery Sources Between

Good Causes

10. As indicated above successive Governments have been underfunding heritage for many years. The
previous Conservative Government cut heritage funding in real terms over several years at a time when it
was asking them to produce more, The current Government then continued with the previous Government’s
spending plans for the first two years it was in power. Since then funding increases have been broadly in line
with inflation. Where additional funding has been gained it has been for specific issues such as the
reintroduction of free admission to national museums and Galleries. Some NDPB’s have received additional
funds but this has tended to be for specific projects or for building repair. Where they have been successful
other NDPB’s have suVered. NDPB’s have also been asked to sign up to Public service Agreements which
place additional burdens on them but without additional resource been provided. Furthermore many
National Museums and Galleries have complained that they have not received adequate compensation for
the extra costs associated with the increase in visitors since the reintroduction of free admission.

11. Several NDPB’s have created new posts to meet the extra demands in relation to access, learning and
development but the consequence has been that Curatorial and Conservation posts have been left unfilled.
Posts which are crucial to the statutory duty of museums and galleries to collect and care for the Collections
and to exercise scholarship are often left unfilled or deleted and in the worst cases staV are made redundant.
The worst example of this was probably the British Museum in 2000 when as a result of the building of the
Great Court and the necessary employment of more customer facing staV as a consequence, more than 100
posts were made redundant. Some of these were the experts in their field and that expertise has been lost
on a permanent basis. More recently, but as a typical example, the National Museums Liverpool has left a
curatorial post looking after the Egyptology Collection vacant for years and is only now in the process of
filling it. One senior conservation post in metals has been vacant for three years (a 50% reduction in staYng)
and a number of other conservation posts are vacant in the same organisation.

12. There is no doubt that there is growing pressure on funding and this is impacting on staV in relation
to jobs and pay in all of the NDPB’s. Restructuring is now regular and ongoing with concerns about the
loss of expertise and professionalism. A recent restructuring exercise at Tate has resulted in the loss of some
senior and expert staV. In many Museums the low rates of pay, which are a consequence of the squeeze on
funds and the extra demands, are resulting in high rates of turnover in even the specialist grades. StaV with
postgraduate qualifications in grades such as Museums Assistant are joining the British Museum on a salary
of £14,000 in London and are staying for a few years and then leaving because of the low rates of pay. Where
NDPB’s want to address pay problems they can only do so by worsening pay rates for other groups of staV

which just transfers the problem from one group of staV to another. This high turnover together with the
retirement and redundancy of experts is in danger of creating a demographic timebomb in terms of
succession planning. This concern was recognised by the previous Minister of State but it is important that
action is taken to improve pay rates in the NDPB’s. These are now substantially lower than pay for jobs of
equivalent weight in the Civil Service compared to 1996 when pay delegation was introduced and the Civil
Service link was removed.
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13. As an example of the funding problem English Heritage has calculated that, based on its 2000–01
position it now has a real terms shortfall of £9.7 million in grant-in-aid. Given that grant-in-aid is now
£125.28 million this represents a shortfall of 7.75%. English Heritage has only been able to meet most of its
PSA targets by “eYciencies“” which have resulted in significant job loss. Many of the staV who have left on
redundancy or on retirement (without replacement) were involved in giving relevant case specific advice and
advice to inform policy. It is vital that policy has a practical knowledge-based foundation and it is of concern
that this expertise is being lost at a time when it appears that it will be required more than ever. It should
also be noted that the tight financial situation English Heritage has faced has resulted in pay restrictions
which have severely limited progression through pay ranges. This is not likely to retain existing expertise or
encourage development of it. It is crucial, in our view, that if the White Paper proposes major reforms there
is clear evidence that English Heritage will have the financial and staYng resources necessary for it to
undertake its new role.

14. As indicated above we believe that it is important that heritage continues to benefit from Lottery
funding in the runıup to the 2012 Olympics.

Whether there is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and Means of Making Conservation Expertise

More Accessible

15. It does appear that there is a problem in relation to the supply of archaeological and conservation
professionals in local government. The development of such expertise demands an improvement in pay and
conditions to encourage young conservators and archaeologists to join the profession, stay in it and build
up expertise. Prospect is working with the Institute of Field Archaeologists and the Standing Conference of
Archaeological Unit managers to establish minimum standard terms of conditions of employment. This
could prevent the undercutting of pay rates which takes place through competitive tendering.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Public Catalogue Foundation

1. Summary of the Public Catalogue Foundation’s Findings

1.1 The Public Catalogue Foundation believes that a priority for the forthcoming Heritage White Paper
should be a call for the DCMS, MLA, Heritage Lottery Fund and local authorities to focus more on
identifying what and where our heritage is. Giving wide access to our heritage is essential but this cannot
be achieved if that heritage is not recorded and published. A requirement for the guardians of our heritage
must be to create basic, comprehensive illustrated catalogue records of the objects in their care and to ensure
these records are made available for all to see.

1.2 In the case of our National Collection of oil paintings—being dispersed obscures the fact that in sum
this is a national collection—it is our finding that this is not the case. A surprisingly large number of
collections lack a complete list of paintings with basic cataloguing information and very few have a complete
photographic record. Hardly any has a printed comprehensive illustrated catalogue or an equivalent online.
Given that over 80% of the oil paintings in public ownership are held in storage or buildings without public
access, this means that both the public and the guardians of our National Collection have a poor awareness
of the oil paintings we all own. What is publicly owned is not publicly accessible.

1.3 A combination of lack of funding, insuYcient curatorial expertise and a perception that this is not a
DCMS priority are the reasons for this poor state of aVairs. Our view is that without leadership from the
DCMS on the need for improved catalogue records and the provision of funds to achieve this, the guardians
of our National Collection will continue to be overwhelmed by the task of caring for their collections and
making them accessible. As a result we will remain ignorant of a rich and important part of our national
heritage. Moreover, over time a proportion of this will be forgotten and will decay. This, in our view, is
irresponsible.

2. Brief Description of the Public Catalogue Foundation

2.1 In the absence of any government (central or local) action to address this problem, the Public
Catalogue Foundation, a registered charity, was set up to publish a national series of illustrated catalogues
of all oil paintings in public ownership in the UK. The project will give UK public collections and the general
public their first comprehensive, photographic record of these works of art. Subject to funding being found,
these catalogues will be put on the Net for the public to see at no cost. Money raised from the sale of
catalogues by collections is held by them to finance painting conservation and gallery education. At the end
of the project, surplus funds will be returned to the participating collections for this purpose.
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2.2 The Public Catalogue Foundation (PCF) was founded in late 2002 by Dr Fred Hohler. In April 2003
it was oYcially launched at the National Gallery, London. In October 2003, the PCF merged with the
National Inventory of European Paintings. This project (now called the National Inventory Research
Project) is a separate but complementary project with a more academic focus. This merger and the
appointment of Christopher Wright (an art historian who had already published an un-illustrated inventory
of publicly owned European oil paintings), to the PCF’s Advisory Panel brought together the key parties
working on creating an inventory of oil paintings in public ownership in the UK.

2.3 The Board of Trustees comprises Dr Fred Hohler (Chairman), Dermot Chichester (Chairman of
Christie’s), Charles Gregson (Non-Executive Chairman of ICAP, Director of United Business Media),
Robert Hiscox (Chairman of Hiscox Insurance) and Dr Charles Saumarez Smith (Director of the National
Gallery). Dr Alan Borg (former Director of the Victoria and Albert Museum) is Chairman of the Advisory
Panel. Andrew Ellis is the Director.

2.4 With a permanent staV of only three and dynamic use of freelance staV, the PCF is able to publish the
catalogue series in an extremely cost-eVective manner. The team aims to publish 10 catalogues per year. The
project is based in the National Gallery, London. The Foundation is a company limited by guarantee
incorporated in England and Wales with number 4573564 and was registered as a charity in February 2003
with number 1096185.

3. Our National Collection of Oil Paintings—PCF Findings and Concerns

The National Collection of oil paintings

3.1 Our National Collection of oil paintings is a national heritage asset of great importance and value,
and probably without equal amongst other public collections in the world in terms of size, range and variety.
These paintings are important not only as works of art but also as representations of our history and
evolving landscape. It is diYcult to estimate how many paintings there are but our Advisory Panel
conservatively puts it as upwards of 150,000. Whilst some of these paintings are held in our National
Museums, the vast majority are held elsewhere, principally in regional museums but also in civic buildings
such as town halls, libraries, universities, hospitals and fire stations. The PCF is cataloguing all of these.

3.2 What unites this collection is the common medium and the fact that these paintings are held in trust
for the nation and for future generations. “Held in trust” implies that the guardians of the National
Collection are all responsible for recording, preserving and displaying (where possible) the paintings in their
care. Viewing this as one collection and as a single resource should hold considerable advantages for the
collection’s guardians and the viewing public. It should mean that large numbers of paintings are available
to be lent between collections. And it should mean that information, resources and skills are shared
eYcaciously between collections. However, in our view, the guardians of our National Collection of oil
paintings are not able to fulfil this responsibility and these opportunities are not being exploited.

The poor quality of painting records

3.3 The poor quality of data about the paintings in the National Collection is the most surprising finding
of this project. Whereas the OYce for National Statistics can tell us how many visits we made to the cinema
last year, we have no real idea as to the number of paintings we own. This is not due to a lack of attempts
to aggregate the paintings owned by each collection; it reflects the fact that the majority of collections simply
cannot tell you how many paintings they have. The SheYeld Galleries and Museums Trust could give us no
more accurate estimate of the number of oil paintings it owned than that it was between 3,000 and 4,000.
This is not unusual.

3.4 Collecting painting data from collections is an important aspect of this project. Our “essential” data
requirements are straightforward: title, artist, execution date, dimensions, medium, acquisition method,
inventory number. Of the c.150 collections we have catalogued to date only one (a hospital) has been able
to provide a complete set of data on the first attempt. In almost all cases, it has required a number of attempts
to pull together records that often end up being incomplete; the PCF then has to find the remaining
information itself. Painting records vary greatly in their sophistication. Larger museums typically (but not
always) have a database of records although in a number of cases they do not have the technical expertise
to export the data from these records. For smaller and medium-sized collections, records are either on
databases, spreadsheets, Word documents or card. In a few cases—mainly outside the museum sector in
town halls and libraries—there are no records at all. Within collections the consistency of record-keeping
is often variable and it is common to find collections where there are paintings without records or, worse,
records without paintings. In a few cases in the museum world there are paintings that have not been
accessioned properly and in many cases in non-museum collections there are paintings without inventory
numbers. No collection catalogued to date has been able to provide existing colour images for more than
50% of the paintings in its collection. Indeed the vast majority of collections have virtually no good quality
colour photographs of their paintings.
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3.5 There are a number of reasons for this. The principal reason is that over recent years there has been
a significant reduction in the number of painting curators and support staV able to complete records. The
vast majority of museums included in the PCF series to date do not have painting expertise on their staV

now. In a few cases, museums with significant numbers of oil paintings do not have a painting curator.
Interestingly, (and disturbingly) collections without such expertise do not have a county source to turn to
for advice. Another reason for the poor record-keeping in our National Collection has been, in our opinion,
a focus over the last few years on “access” at the expense of the more mundane collection record-keeping.

Poor access to our National Collection of oil paintings

3.6 With over 80% of UK publicly owned oil paintings in storage or in buildings without public access,
this lack of publicly available catalogue data and photographs for so many of our nation’s paintings means
that at the most basic level the public (let alone the art world) has no chance of knowing what it owns and
engaging with it fully.

3.7 At the national level this lack of comprehensive information about the collections we own means that
there isn’t the knowledge of the stock of paintings to ensure mobility of paintings between collections
through loans. At the local level, the lack of painting expertise within collections means that there is often
insuYcient knowledge to rotate paintings within the same collection. This is increasingly compounded by
a reduction in the number of technicians to move paintings.

3.8 Despite a national emphasis on “access”, the insuYcient emphasis on record-keeping has resulted in
a reduced ability to show the paintings we all own.

Oil paintings at risk

3.9 A large number of the oil paintings in our National Collection face an increasingly high risk of decay.
All paintings are vulnerable to incorrect or fluctuating levels of humidity and temperature as well as, of
course, accidental damage or insect infestation. Regular checks of stores and conservation work should be
a routine aspect of collection care. However, many regional museums and civic buildings have poor and
inappropriate storage, and no budget whatsoever for conservation and restoration. And where budgets
exist, in many cases they have been significantly cut in the last few years. It is diYcult to gauge the extent
of this but what is certain is that each year the state of repair of the National Collection deteriorates further
and the number of paintings that it is no longer worth restoring increases. Without a record of what they
look like now, many more paintings will fall into this category and in time be forgotten and ultimately lost.
Collections that are damaged accidentally also fall into this category. Much of the collection in Ramsgate
Museum which was destroyed by fire in August 2004 would have been forgotten if it had not been
photographed by the PCF a few months before. On a final depressing note we should add that we have come
across at least one major collection of oil paintings including a large number of Gainsboroughs and
Constables that appears to be uninsured due to cut-backs in local authority support. We would be surprised
if this is the only one.

Poor access and oil paintings at risk; what is being done?

3.10 We accept that it is impossible for collections around the country to show all their works or even a
high proportion of them. However, it is our impression that the guardians of paintings in collections around
the country are now so overwhelmed by the task of caring for their oil painting collections that without
external help there is little chance of an improvement in access to this National Collection over the next few
years and there is a significant risk of further deterioration to the paintings.

3.11 Our impression is that the focus in the museum world on “access” relates principally to making a
small number of paintings (generally by well-known artists) more easily understood by existing museum
audiences and by audiences they would like to attract. Whilst this is important, this focus appears to be at
the expense of allowing general access to all the paintings (whether physically or through photographs)
owned by the public. We believe the public has every right to connect with the entirety of the National
Collection, a collection that has been given to it or been bought for it with public funds.

3.12 In our view whilst the issue of poor collection catalogue data is now at last being recognised (vide
the 2005 Museums Association report Collections for the Future), the extent of the problem is still not fully
appreciated. More importantly, little seems to be being done about it. In our view the DCMS and MLA are
putting insuYcient emphasis on improving collection catalogue records. Similarly, the Heritage Lottery
Fund does not appear to believe that providing basic photographic records of our National Collection of
paintings is an important step towards improving access. Not surprisingly, local authorities, with apparently
no statutory obligation to care for these objects, do not have this as a high priority. Our experience to date
suggests that programmes to digitise collections (such as the New Opportunities Fund programme) have
only had limited impact. Meanwhile, as far as we are aware, despite reductions in funding available for the
conservation and restoration of paintings, there are no centrally-led initiatives to put a stop to the gradual
deterioration in the condition of the national collection.
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4. What the PCF is Doing About This

4.1 The PCF is producing a series of county-by-county catalogues of all oil paintings in public ownership.
Each catalogue contains a colour photograph of every oil (and acrylic and tempera) painting together with
basic information about the painting (as described above). At the back of the catalogue extra information
covering acquisition information and copyright credit lines is given. Paintings are shown nine to a page and
are organised first by town, then by collection and finally in alphabetical order of artist surname. Many
collections are preceded by a curatorial foreword and full-page reproductions appear every 10 pages. All
paintings receive the same attention whether they are by Caravaggio or by a local Cornish artist. All
paintings are reproduced, whatever the quality, whatever the condition. It is left to the reader to decide what
is good and bad. Catalogues are priced at £20 for the soft cover and £35 for the hard cover.

4.2 Six catalogues have been published to date by the PCF. The first wasWest Yorkshire: Leeds in June
2004. Since then Kent, London: the Slade and UCL, West Sussex, East Sussex and SuVolk have been
published. A dozen catalogues are in preparation. In total the PCF believes that there might be around 80
catalogues in the series. The PCF is determined to complete this work in eight years.

4.3 The catalogues are regarded as invaluable by the art world. Sir Nicholas Serota has said “The colour
reproductions, the comprehensiveness of the catalogues and the assembly of so much information in one
volume will make this an invaluable tool for research, scholarship and education.” Sandy Nairne, Mark
Jones, David Verey, David Barrie, Roy Strong, Brian Allen and, of course, Charles Saumarez Smith and
Alan Borg are among a long list of leaders in the art world who support the work we are doing.

4.4 The national, local and specialist art press has praised the project. Our work has been the subject of
a Burlington editorial. And the Editor of Apollo magazine has said that the catalogues are “unputdownably
browsable.”

4.5 Following a long article in the Observer colour supplement in December 2005 the PCF has been
approached by a number of television companies about making a series of programmes about paintings in
regional collections and the work the PCF is doing to bring these to light.

4.6 The benefits to collections are considerable and come at no financial cost to them. The principal
benefit is free digital images of all their paintings. This allows them to put their paintings on their own
websites as and when they wish. Importantly, it also allows the collections to generate an income stream for
themselves from these images. The PCF gives to collections in a county 250 soft cover copies for free to be
sold in museum shops to raise money for restoration, conservation and gallery education related to the
catalogues. The catalogues act as the perfect art gazetteer for art lovers visiting the county and as such raise
the profile of the collections. This should result in improved visitor numbers to the collections and the
county. Finally, the catalogues act as perfect reference works for the collections’ curators. David Beevers,
Keeper of Art at Brighton and Hove Museum (one of the largest collections in the South) says, “I do not
know how we managed without it. An open copy is always besides me.”

4.7 The PCF is currently seeking partners in order to put the project online (Public Catalogue Online). It
is planned that access to the illustrated database would be free at the point of use. Search facilities would
allow users to find paintings by artist, collection and subject matter. Public Catalogue Online would in time
hold images and data for all oil paintings in public ownership—over 150,000. As a single comprehensive
illustrated database of possibly the finest public collection of oil paintings in the world, this would represent
an extraordinary resource for a large variety of users particularly in education. The 21st century will be the
century of digital libraries and the UK will have the first complete photographic record of all its publicly
owned oil paintings.

5. Ensuring the Work of the Public Catalogue Foundation Continues

5.1 Each catalogue costs on average £60,000 to publish including an allocation of the PCF’s fixed costs.
Catalogue sales will in time provide a significant part of the project’s funding but for now this is not the case.
Instead, each catalogue’s production costs are funded through donations and grants, much of which is raised
locally. In almost every case this is an uphill struggle. As catalogues cannot be printed without being funded
in advance, our production rate has suVered (although this is still respectable at six catalogues published in
the last 18 months).

5.2 The vast majority of funds raised for the project have come from the private sector—in total some
80%. Grant-giving trusts, foundations and societies have proved to be the most generous supporters of the
project contributing 40% of total funding to date. This is followed by companies (26%) with Christie’s PLC,
Hiscox PLC, Saga and ICAP being strong supporters. Individuals have provided 15% of funding. In the
early stages of the project, loan finance (principally from Christie’s and Fred Hohler) was important in
providing the start-up capital.

5.3 Despite our focus being publicly owned oil paintings, public money has not readily supported this
project (it constitutes just under 20% of our funding to date). After an encouraging grant of £30,000 from
the DCMS paid to the National Gallery in 2004 to support our first two catalogues, the main source of public
money for the project since then has been County Council grants (typically £5,000 to £10,000 per catalogue).
The central MLA has not provided any funding and only one regional MLA (East of England) has provided
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financial support—£2,500 across two catalogues. More promising has been the commitment of the West
Midlands Museums Hub to give a grant of £15,000 towards our StaVordshire catalogue with an indication
that further similar grants might be forthcoming towards the four subsequent West Midlands catalogues.
We are told that the North East Museums Hub might also consider making a grant. The South East, South
West and East of England Hubs have indicated they cannot support us. No other Hubs have been
approached. Finally, the Arts Council said this was not a project they would fund.

5.4 It has always been our view that the PCF’s objectives of improving access to our national heritage
and helping to preserve it are in perfect accord with the Heritage Lottery Fund’s focus and remit. However,
despite encouraging noises from senior personnel at the HLF, our “Your Heritage” application for the
funding of one county (SuVolk) was rejected. We were told “the project does not directly deliver any
activities which would encourage new audiences to get involved in heritage, it does not improve physical or
other wider forms of access to the paintings themselves, and it does not provide supporting interpretive
materials to help people learn more about their artistic heritage.” We would note that as a small team bent
on completing a large national project, our focus has to be narrow and disciplined. This has precluded our
being able to add interpretive material and being “pro-active” in creating access. However, illustrated
catalogue records are a sine qua non if we are to improve access to our national heritage. Our work provides
the essential building blocks in this process.

5.5 Poor collection records mean that we cannot identify, preserve and make accessible our National
Collection of oil paintings, a national heritage asset of unrecognised importance. The PCF’s objective is to
correct this. However, these are public assets and the public sector should bear its fair share of the costs of
this work. The PCF urgently needs public sector financial support. The PCF is completing this work in an
eYcient and cost-eVective manner. The greater the support it receives now, the faster this important work
can be completed and, ultimately, the lower the cost of the overall project.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Public and Commercial Services Union

Introduction and Summary

1. The Public and Commercial Services Union (PCS) is the fifth largest trade union in the country
representing over 325,000 members working in most government departments, non-departmental public
bodies and privatised areas.

2. PCS represents over 4,500 members working across the culture sector in the Department for Culture
Media and Sport (DCMS), English Heritage (EH), the British Library, national museums and galleries
throughout the UK working at all levels and grades. We therefore are in a unique position to comment on
the preservation and accessibility of our nation’s heritage, as this is core business for our members working
across the sector.

3. PCS are eager to be a positive partner in the sector and welcome the Committee’s inquiry as an
opportunity to review investment levels across the sector. We would also be happy to supplement this
written submission with oral evidence or further written evidence.

4. We believe this inquiry is especially timely with preparations for the 2012 Olympics beginning in
earnest. We recognise that the success of the Games depends upon the experience of visitors during the
Games and afterwards, not only in London but across the UK. Investment in the Olympic infrastructure
must therefore be reflected in the rest of the culture sector, not drawn out of existing culture sector funding.

5. This submission oVers constructive commentary on:

— Priorities that we believe should feature in the forthcoming White Paper;

— The eVectiveness of DCMS in representing heritage interests;

— Access to heritage;

— Funding and the adequacy for English Heritage, museums, galleries and our concern that funding
will be diverted to prepare for London 2012; and

— The supply of professionals to preserve our heritage.

Heritage White Paper priorities

6. The priorities we consider vital to the continued development of the heritage sector and therefore
should feature in the forthcoming whitepaper are:

— Sustained and improved investment in heritage in conjunction with the preparation for the 2012
Olympics, which will deliver long-term benefits and income to the sector, as well as enhancing
visitor experience in 2012;
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— Promoting an agenda that develops the access, equal opportunities and inclusiveness for the whole
community in the sector;

— A cohesive and eVective approach to more eYcient pay bargaining and funding;

— Recognition of the need to preserve and invest in the specialisist expertise and scholastic resources,
whilst continuing to explore and develop income streams/sources.

DCMS eVectiveness

7. We recognise there are numerous organisations involved in managing, maintaining and developing
heritage. One of our primary concerns is to ensure that staV are recruited, motivated and retained in order
to deliver the wide range of services available across the sector.

8. Decent pay levels are essential for this and the discrepancy in pay and terms and conditions across the
sector, that have evolved since pay delegation, implemented by the Conservative government in 1996, has
not helped. There is a crucial role for DCMS in co-ordinating, monitoring and prioritising this to ensure
heritage sites, museums and galleries are adequately resourced with skilled staV.

9. We have concerns that DCMS does not use its authority in agreeing pay remits, which are below the
pay bill cap. In an area that is notorious for its low levels of pay, particularly since pay delegation, staV are
frequently made to wait for annual increases while DCMS defers to Treasury, contrary to the assurance
given in the pay remit guidance on “fast-tracking”.

10. PCS believes the sector would benefit from a co-ordinated, sector wide approach to funding,
including establishing credible and sustainable pay rates and broader terms and conditions.

11. We further believe there is considerable scope for eYciency savings in this area, which could be
redistributed, to increase pay levels—not least due to massive replication arising from delegated pay
bargaining with each employer across the culture sector.

Access

12. The culture sector has benefited from free access to museums and galleries with increasing numbers
of visitors. It is essential this is maintained and developed with education programmes and outreach work.

13. It is also important that development work to make Britain’s heritage accessible, interesting and
relevant to all sectors of our community is promoted more positively in all regions of the country.

14. However, PCS and our members are well placed to know that free access has not come without cost
to the sector.

15. Many institutions have struggled to replace lost income. Consequently, many institutions are
currently unable to fulfil their potential as core activities have been eroded or compromised. For instance,
the Townley Collection of classical sculpture at the British Museum, acquired in 1805 and displayed in the
Wolfson Galleries is rarely open. This practice is not isolated as owing to staV shortages galleries 28, 29, 83,
84 and 85 are only opened by special request.

16. We believe this lost income could also threaten academic research, close museum libraries such as the
Science Museum library which has been threatened with closure due to a lack of funding, the reduction of
specialists in the fields of architecture and archaeology.

17. This lost revenue also threatens the renovation and maintenance of the cultural built environment,
particularly with increased public access to heritage sites, museums and galleries. In this context, proposed
cuts in administration budgets of 2.5% only exacerbate an already diYcult situation.

18. As we have stated earlier in this submission we fully support increasing access to cultural institutions.
However, our members have grave concerns about the significant reduction in maintenance of property and
exhibits when damage occurs, which has led for example to the closure of galleries in the Science Museum,
Victoria & Albert museum (V&A) and the constant presence of cosmetic scaVolding at heritage sites like
Dover Castle.

19. Equally, we are increasingly aware of how the pressures on funding are aVecting service delivery—
from poorer cleaning standards across all museums; fewer front of house staV to help visitors at EH sites
and reduced security and warding in museums; the proliferating use of agency and casual staV, for example
at the Natural History Museum in retail and security; the outsourcing of services, in particular the security
and cleaning services to outside contractors, such as OCS at the V&A and Profile in EH, lower investment
in development and research and the crucial loss of expertise because of low pay and low staV morale.
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Funding

20. Cuts in funding and any diversion of lottery funds away from the heritage sector would be deeply
regrettable at this time, especially as we build towards the Olympics. Whilst the bulk of additional revenue
will be spent on the Olympics we would urge that the Committee recognise the need for continued investment
in the heritage sector, as this will enhance the experience of visitors to this country both before and after the
prestigious event.

21. In Sydney and Barcelona significant investment was made in maintaining, supporting and developing
the wider cultural legacy, not only in the cities but across Australia and Catalonia.

22. Likewise the 1999 Rugby World Cup and the 2002 Commonwealth Games were accompanied by
investment in culture, which is now reaping a longer term dividend for CardiV and the North West.

23. We believe that the government must consider this approach to ensure investment happens
nationwide for the 2012 Olympics and this must be prioritised by DCMS.

24. Institutions in the sector need to be able to plan and develop; therefore they would value stable
funding. This must be adequate, well targeted and carefully monitored.

25. We strongly feel there is a case for greater co-ordination and monitoring of spending to ensure all
funding avenues are being utilised, but also fairly, across regions and areas of the sector.

26. There are examples of good practice in other sectors where diVerent businesses/sectors work and
develop each others’ products, for example football clubs that open new conference facilities partly funded
by government grants or schools promoting literacy schemes and running temporary exhibitions.

27. We believe these should be promoted and encouraged and that such initiatives should be supported
by DCMS co-ordinating and monitoring activity regarding heritage funding throughout the country.

Supply of professionals

28. Few, if any of the positive ambitions and potential mentioned in this submission will be possible
without skilled and committed staV in all areas of the culture sector.

29. PCS believe there is a looming crisis that the Committee may have recognised by instigating this
inquiry in several areas, such as conservationists, architects, archaeologists, librarians and information
management professionals.

30. From contact with our members it is clear the over-riding reason the sector is losing skilled
professionals is due to low pay across the sector—both in absolute terms at the lower end of pay rates and
in comparative terms in graduate posts. This cannot realistically change without greater investment in pay
and terms and conditions for staV.

31. We are also very concerned about the under-representation of black and minority ethnic groups at
most levels within the sector. We believe this is directly linked to low relative and absolute pay in the sector.

32. This under-representation undermines the crucial work being undertaken to make our institutions
more inclusive and relevant to all groups in our communities.

33. The majority of employees, who are not white, tend to work in the lower paid jobs: as cleaners,
security oYcers or gallery assistants. We believe that many black graduates see the sector as low paid and
un-representative so therefore not an attractive employment prospect. If the sector is to become more
representative then this must change.

34. We believe this change would be positive and could be achieved by instigating sponsored forums,
support groups, through networks and also the internet. This would help to ensure the diversity of our
communities and shared heritage is properly reflected and representative.

Conclusion

35. The perception of our members, many senior executives of cultural institutions and the specialist
heritage press is that heritage is regarded as a low priority in the long list of Government initiatives. Yet the
Culture sector, whether its galleries, heritage sites or museums, is vital to the marketing of Britain, especially
in the context of 2012.

January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Railway Heritage Committee

The Railway Heritage Committee (RHC) is a GB-wide NDPB which has the function of designating
railway records and artefacts (or classes of record and artefact) which are historically significant and should
be permanently preserved.
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1. What the DCMS Should Identify as Priorities in its Forthcoming White Paper

1.1 The most important priority is to embed awareness of heritage issues into all departments of
Government. For example, DfES should be aware of the value of heritage to the delivery of the education
agenda; whilst DfT should consider the impact of any new legislation on preserved railways or vintage
vehicles. The important contribution of heritage to economic regeneration, tourism and inward investment
should be emphasised.

1.2 In the museum sector, continued funding should be secured for the Renaissance in the Regions
initiative operated by the Museums, Libraries and Archives Council. This funding should ensure that the
eVectiveness of the programme is extended to all museums, not just those in “hubs”. Issues of overlap
between MLA, MLACs and Hubs should be resolved to avoid waste of precious resources.

1.3 A great deal of activity in the heritage sector depends on volunteers. Many country houses, museums,
preserved railways and other attractions would not open to the public without them and nature reserves
would not be maintained. The role of the volunteer should be fully recognised and celebrated in the
White Paper.

1.4 The White Paper should address the current iniquity of VAT being charged on repair and restoration
of historic properties, as opposed to no VAT on new build. This is an unjustifiable tax on heritage, and
increases the threat of dereliction and demolition.

2. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

2.1 See 1.1 above. The eVectiveness of DCMS in ensuring that heritage interests are considered in all
relevant situations seems to have been limited in the past.

2.2 The current remit of English Heritage should be maintained and it should be allocated suYcient
resources to carry out its role eVectively. EH has a good track record of setting standards for the recording
and conservation of sites and buildings; of liaising with local authorities, property owners and tenants in
the management and repair of sites and buildings; and of working with other agencies such as English
Nature and the Environment Agency to ensure consistent approaches to natural and historic heritage.

3. The Balance between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

3.1 The White Paper should ensure that heritage has at least an equal voice with development in planning
policy. Regional and local structure plans should emphasise historic character, and surviving historic
features. Heritage plays a large part in “local identity” and this should be a very strong consideration in any
planning decision. A “heritage value” should be placed on areas of wildlife interest, and on areas of past
industrial activity, such as disused railway lines, to ensure fair consideration in the planning process.

3.2 In order to ensure full and fair consideration of heritage issues, suYcient resources should be provided
to ensure up-to-date and comprehensive Historic Environment Records (HERs), and Environmental
Record databases are maintained for all parts of the country. HERs should include evidence of past
industries as well as conventional archaeology and historic buildings. These databases should be made fully
available to planners, developers and members of the public.

4. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

4.1 Government policies, and particularly the availability of Heritage Lottery funding, over the last few
years have ensured that there is more physical and intellectual access to heritage sites and properties than
ever before. This is greatly welcomed but the potential of heritage as a cultural and community asset has
not yet been fully realised. This potential is particularly strong at a local level, where individuals and local
communities can become involved in their own particular “heritage asset”, whatever that might be.

4.2 Schemes such as the Community Heritage Initiative operated by Leicestershire County Council, and
funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund, are excellent ways of encouraging participation in, and appreciation
of, local heritage. This scheme allows for the appointment of “heritage wardens”, the identification of local
heritage assets, and the running of events enabling people to learn about and enjoy those assets. More such
schemes should be encouraged.

4.3 Heritage railways are another excellent example of heritage as a cultural asset. Heritage railways are
operated largely, or entirely, by volunteers and there is considerable engagement with the community in
which the railway is situated. They are operated by and for the local community, as well as the wider public.
Such sites can act as a focus for local pride as well as providing a venue for other cultural activities. They
also have a strong educational role.
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5. Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and

for Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for

Heritage Projects, and Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources

Between Good Causes

5.1 English Heritage is a vital part of the country’s heritage infrastructure. It has never been generously
funded and recent cuts mean that it is unable to deliver the range and standard of services to the public that
is desirable, and indeed that is vital for the future well-being of our heritage. The budget should be increased
to take account of recent new responsibilities, and all inflation increases should be fully funded in the future.

5.2 The same is true for the National Museums and Galleries that are funded directly from DCMS.
Recent restrictions on budgets have led to staV reductions and reductions in events and activities. This is at
a time when there is, rightly, more emphasis on greater access for people from all backgrounds, requiring
more resources to attract non-traditional audiences.

5.3 For the non-national museums and galleries, support provided by the Museums, Libraries and
Archives Council, particularly through Renaissance in the Regions, and through the Regional MLA
agencies, is extremely important. Having made such a good start, full funding for the Renaissance
programme should be found. The very cost-eVective contribution made by largely volunteer-run
independent museums and heritage railways to the museums scene in the UK should be fully acknowledged
and supported through this programme.

5.4 MLA support for Special Subject Networks should also be extended to ensure a “level playing field”
for independent and volunteer-run museums so that they can play their full part on the national
museums scene.

5.5 Whilst acknowledging the importance of the Olympic Games 2012, support for this should NOT be
at the expense of the heritage of this country. Heritage is an important part of the tourism attraction of the
UK and will still be attracting overseas visitors long after the Games have been and gone. It is important that
the heritage infrastructure is maintained, and that spending on heritage is not decreased. Rather, it should be
increased to enable heritage attractions to play their full part in what the country has to oVer for the Games.

5.6 The Heritage Lottery Fund’s support for heritage projects is now a vital part of the funding stream,
particularly for volunteer run museums and for industrial and transport heritage attractions. Its current
share of the Lottery funding MUST NOT BE DECREASED.

6. What the Roles and Responsibilities Should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery

Fund, Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and other Non-Governmental

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

6.1 This is a huge question and one that cannot be easily answered in a few paragraphs. However, the
main points are: that English Heritage should continue to be the main adviser to Government on heritage
matters, but should have suYcient resources to deliver its important public role as well. This includes its
statutory role in relation to protected sites and buildings; its role in setting standards for protection,
conservation and recording; and its important role in interpretation and encouraging public involvement.

6.2 As already mentioned, HLF should continue to deliver funding for worthwhile projects with the
minimum of bureaucracy and Government intervention.

6.3 There should be a statutory requirement on all local authorities to provide heritage services, but this
could be delivered by existing heritage providers in the voluntary and charitable sector, as well as through
museums and galleries run directly, through Service Level Agreements. This would acknowledge the
significant contribution made by the charitable sector, and reduce the current “post-code lottery” eVect of
the very uneven provision of heritage services across the country.

6.4 As mentioned above (5.3) the charitable and voluntary sector makes a huge and very cost-eVective
contribution to heritage provision. This is particularly true in the field of industrial history, where hundreds
of railways, pumping stations, canals and industrial sites are restored, maintained and operated by
volunteers for the benefit of the visiting public. Such volunteer activity should be supported, encouraged
and developed by the “funded” sector, to ensure continuation of motivation, and the recruitment of new
volunteers.

7. Whether There is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and means of making Conservation Expertise

more Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

7.1 RHC is not able to comment on the adequacy of historic buildings conservation skills, which appears
to be what is referred to in the question.

7.2 However, in the area of historic artefacts and sites there are issues that need addressing. The people
involved in these activities have a reservoir of increasingly rare skills, in particular, knowledge of how to
repair and operate historic machinery safely. There should be Government support to ensure that these skills
are passed on to a younger generation through recognised training programmes.
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7.3 Much of this expertise lies in the private sector. Local authorities should make it their business to be
aware of where such expertise lies within their area, and access it as necessary.

7.4 Government should also ensure that new legislation, such as in the area of Health and Safety, does not
make it impossible to continue to operate historic machinery, which is such a popular part of our heritage.

28 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by RESCUE—The British Archaeological Trust

Introduction

RESCUE—The British Archaeological Trust was founded in 1972 in response to the building boom of the
later 1960s and early 1970s and the enormous losses sustained by the nation’s heritage as a result. RESCUE
campaigns locally and nationally for the interests of archaeology, seeing the subject as lying at the heart of
our nation’s cultural life. The recent successful resolution of the issue of ongoing damage to the site of the
Roman town of Verulamium through ploughing followed 16 years of campaigning on the issue and is an
example of the type of work that we undertake. We are active in supporting local and community groups
in protecting archaeological sites and landscapes. Examples include our support for the Dartmoor
Preservation Association in their campaign to save the Blackbrook Valley and Crownhill Down from open
cast mining. We are also active in opposing the plans to extend gravel quarrying in the vicinity of the
Thornborough henges in North Yorkshire and regularly highlight threats to sites and landscapes in our
publication RESCUE NEWS. We are also active in calling for far better funding for local and regional
museums, seeing these institutions as of fundamental importance to the care and curation of the archives
resulting from the activities of the commercial archaeology sector undertaken as part of the PPG 15/PPG
16 regime.

We respond regularly to discussion documents issued by the DCMS, English Heritage, CADW and
Historic Scotland and have recently produced substantial responses to Power of Place, Force for our Future,
Understanding the Future:Museums and 21st century life and Tessa Jowell’s recent essayBetter places to live.

RESCUE is entirely funded by the contributions of members who are drawn widely from amongst the
profession, the voluntary sector and the interested public. We publish RESCUE NEWS three times a year
and distribute this to our members and, free of charge, to a variety of institutions and individuals concerned
with the historic environment in general and archaeology in particular. We hold a half-day public meeting
in March each year during which a theme of relevance to the heritage sector is discussed by invited speakers
with diVerent angles on the issue.

We have published a number of practical handbooks which are widely used within archaeology. In co-
operation with the Institute of Conservation Archaeology Group (ICON-AG) we have published First Aid
for Finds, a handbook for the on-site conservation and handling of archaeological finds. This is widely used
in the UK and has been translated into Greek, Japanese and, most recently, Georgian (the latter in
association with David Connolly of the British Archaeological Jobs Resource).

We are an active member of bothTheArchaeology Forum andHeritage Link but retain our own individual
character, seeing the considerable diversity within the heritage sector as an indication of its strength and
wide significance within British society.

Response and Evidence

RESCUE is pleased to be able to oVer the following comments on the issues raised in the call for
contributions to the work of the Committee. We will be happy to elaborate on any or all of the issues at a
later date, should the Committee feel that this would be helpful and we are more than willing to supply the
Committee with copies of our responses to recent Government discussion documents (as referenced in
the text).

Question 1: What should theDepartment forCulture,Media and Sport identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper

— Sites and Monuments Records/Historic Environment Records (SMR/HER) should be placed
upon a statutory footing as soon as possible.

This move has been suggested by numerous bodies concerned with the historic environment (including
RESCUE) on every available occasion since the publication of Power of Place (English Heritage 2000) and
the Government’s response, The Historic Environment: A force for our future (DCMS 2001). We regret that
there has, to date, been no sign of this measure being implemented. RESCUE believes that a statutory
requirement for every local authority to maintain an SMR or HER is essential in order to give every
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planning authority access to fully independent local and regional expertise in the historic environment field
and also to ensure that the public interest is served through the maintenance of high quality resources
available impartially to all.

— The non-statutory planning guidance notes PPG 15 and PPG 16 should be strengthened and
placed on a statutory footing as soon as possible.

This move has been repeatedly urged by those concerned with the future of the historic environment.
While a revision of PPG 15 appears to be in progress, that of PPG 16, which is concerned specifically the
buried archaeology, has yet to be addressed. This delay has already led to serious losses as re-development
in towns and cities is proceeding rapidly, often at the expense of unique archaeological sites, rural landscapes
and townscapes.

— Reform of the system of Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM) class consents.

The current system of class consents allows the continuation of wholly unsuitable activities on the sites
of Scheduled Ancient Monuments, notably ploughing. RESCUE looks for reform of this situation and the
provision of powers for English Heritage to insist on the cessation of unsuitable forms of land use or
management which threaten these uniquely valuable sites.

— A change to the funding of local and regional museums which will either place on local authorities
a statutory obligation for their eVective funding, staYng and maintenance or will remove them
from local authority funding entirely and ensure their eVective direct funding from increased
DCMS resources.

We have highlighted our many concerns about the ongoing decline of the local and regional museum
sector in our recent response to the DCMS document Understanding the future: Museums and 21st century
life (RESCUE 2005) and must restate our profound concerns here. The vulnerability of museums to cost
cutting exercises which aVect staV numbers, staV training, the quality of staV and the adequacy of the care
and curation available for existing museum collections are a matter of public record. Throughout the
country local and regional museums have lost staV and have been forced to take decisions which have
negative implications of the future of collections and archives which are of national and international
importance. We would also emphasise the lack of adequate storage space for the new archives generated by
work undertaken under the PPG 16 regime. The direct result of this is to place in peril the eVectiveness of
the principle of “preservation by record” which is fundamental to archaeology as a discipline. It also makes
continuing work on collections by museum staV and visiting scholars diYcult or impossible and so may
preclude the use of these collections in contributing to public enjoyment and appreciation of the results of
work carried out under the PPG 16 regime.

— Support for innovative archaeological and historical research through existing institutions
including museums, SMRs/HERs, university-based archaeological units, and the larger
archaeological Trusts.

Research is the life-blood of archaeology. It is a research-based discipline which depends upon the
research process in order to develop and deploy new approaches to the material remains of past human lives
and actions which lead to new interpretations of our past and new ways of presenting the results of our
endeavours to the wider public. We are concerned that the DCMS does not fully appreciate the central place
that research plays within archaeology (or within the historical disciplines generally) and so fails to
understand the tension that exists between aspects of developer-funded archaeology and the research
process. To neglect research is to imperil the development of new approaches to the past which emphasise
context, contingency and the significance of alternative viewpoints. All of these are essential if we are to
move beyond an essentially static notion of the past and of archaeology as a means of illustrating existing
narratives. We look to the Committee to investigate this aspect of the discipline and the ways in which
research can be encouraged and supported.

Question 2: The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in
representing heritage interests inside and outside Government

— The Department of Culture Media and Sport

With reference to the Department of Culture, Media and Sport, RESCUE welcomes the recent
appointment of Mr David Lammy as Minister with specific responsibility for matters concerning the historic
environment. RESCUE is an active supporter of both The Archaeology Forum and Heritage Link,
organisations which are working to increase understanding within the DCMS of the scale, diversity and
significance of the heritage sector generally. In spite of these positive steps we remain concerned that there
appears to be little understanding amongst ministers, their advisers and civil servants within the Department
of the significance and importance of the diversity which is a characteristic of the heritage sector. We believe
that this is a significant problem for the Department and one which can only partially be addressed by the
sector itself. We would like to see a much greater engagement by the Department with the heritage sector
generally and with those elements which are specifically archaeological in nature. Ministerial involvement
in high-profile exercises in public archaeology is to be welcomed and we recognise that the Minister cannot
himself investigate individual areas of concern. We would, however, suggest some form of fact-finding
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activities which would see civil servants and ministerial advisers engaging in a practical sense with the day-
to-day realities of life in the heritage sector. A low-profile visit to a typical local museum storage area would,
we suggest, be extremely eVective in focusing minds within the Department on the very real and practical
problems created by the long-term underfunding of these mundane but essential facilities.

Civil servants and ministers within the DCMS appear largely ignorant of the essentially dynamic nature
of archaeological and historical research. We are not illustrating established “stories” about the past but are
actively engaged in the writing of diverse and often competing accounts of the past from the raw data which
emerges from research founded upon the activities of excavation, survey, recording and analysis. It is these
activities which make the study of the past vibrant and dynamic. The apparent ignorance of these aspects
demonstrated by Ms Tessa Jowell’s recent essays has been profoundly depressing and steps should be taken
to improve the relationship between the DCMS and the heritage sector (and particularly the archaeological
component) by improving the understanding of archaeology and its objectives within the Department.

A related issue is the repeated calls from Ms Tessa Jowell and the Department generally for the heritage
sector to engage with the wider community. RESCUE is, and has always been, deeply concerned with the
amateur and voluntary archaeological sector (we were, for example, responsible for the formation of Young
RESCUE in 1972 which became the network of Young Archaeologists Clubs now ably managed by the
Council for British Archaeology). British archaeology has always benefited greatly from the participation
of the amateur/voluntary sector but the extent of this seems to have passed the Department by entirely (as
we outlined in our response to Better places to live). Throughout the country local and regional bodies
(societies, clubs, trusts and other organisations as well as individuals) regularly undertake original
archaeological fieldwork and are supported in this by museum staV and professional archaeologists, often
on a voluntary and unpaid basis. Some recognition of the value of this work by the DCMS would be much
appreciated, as would the recognition that within professional archaeology there is an existing commitment
to working with amateur/voluntary groups which is unmatched in any other area of cultural or social
scientific endeavour. RESCUE challenges the Committee to find anything comparable to the network of
local archaeological societies in, for example, sociology or anthropology. Only in the fields of ornithology
and natural history can comparable levels of amateur/voluntary input be found but this state of aVairs is
simply unrepresented within recent statements emerging from the Department. We shall return to this point
in connection with the future of Lottery funding for the heritage sector as this has been of great value and
appears to be threatened by the sports lobby and particularly the looming threat of the levels of funding
required for the staging of the Olympic Games in 2012.

— English Heritage

RESCUE supports the principal of a strong, state funded body responsible for the care, management and
investigation of the historic environment and believes that English Heritage is the body best suited to this
task.

We believe that English Heritage requires a period of organisational stability in order for the many
changes of the last few years to take eVect and for the new ways of working and the increased remit of the
organisation to stabilise. “Constant Revolution” is a discredited policy which undermines the morale of staV

and damages the eVectiveness of institutions. RESCUE is aware, from information supplied confidentially
by English Heritage employees, of the negative eVects on morale of staV of the recent rapid and often
contradictory changes within the organisation. Such matters, although diYcult to quantify or define in any
precise way, have a profound eVect on the eVectiveness of any organisation. English Heritage has lost many
eVective and experienced members of staV in recent years and there may well be problems in coming years
in persuading new high quality staV to join the organisation. We believe that now that new organisational
structures and a plan for the next five years have been put in place (English Heritage 2005a, 2005b, 2005c),
the organisation must be given time to stabilise and to implement its new policies. We would hope that, in
the next few years, it will be possible for English Heritage to seek to recruit individuals with recent research
experience from universities and to seek to attract back some of those who have left to join the commercial
sector. Job security and an environment in which excellence in both the academic and fieldwork areas of
endeavour and proven research ability is recognised and rewarded are essential if the ambitious plans
recently outlined are to bear fruit. In order to do this, we would suggest that the following steps should
be taken:

— The DCMS should support the recently announced five year Research Strategy and should
maintain a “hands-oV” policy with regard to the structure and functioning of English Heritage
until the eVects of recent changes to the organisation can be fully assessed and evaluated;

— Existing budgets must be maintained as a basic minimum and increases which exceed the rate of
inflation should be sought as a matter of urgency in order to allow expansion in the research and
development areas of the organisation. A greater proportion of the resources available to English
Heritage should go directly into the investigation of the past so that new, innovative and exciting
perspectives can be developed and, ultimately, presented to the public;

— The budget for English Heritage should be guaranteed against the potentially adverse eVects of
the Olympic bid and other bids for the hosting of large-scale sporting events. Work required to
deal with the negative impact of such events on the historic environment should be funded over
and above the existing commitments and should be viewed as an additional burden upon English
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Heritage, not something to be dealt with out of existing budgets. A levy on the already amply
funded sporting sector (and its related media industries) should perhaps be considered as a source
of funding for these activities.

RESCUE is in the process of completing an assessment of the English Heritage Research Agenda and the
proposals for a UK-wide research strategy. We will be happy to supply copies of these to the Committee,
should they be considered to be of relevance.

Question 3: The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

RESCUE is deeply concerned about the balance between the needs of the development industry and the
historic environment. We are particularly concerned by the fact that the demands of the former are generally
assigned a much higher priority than the latter. Inevitably, the investigation of any archaeological site or
landscape will always involve compromises in terms of the detail of the fieldwork and post-excavation
analyses undertaken, but RESCUE believes that, at present, the advantage is weighted towards the interests
of the developer and against that of the historic environment and the public benefit which can be derived
from it. As an example of this, we would cite the case of the current controversy surrounding the proposals to
extend gravel quarrying in the immediate vicinity of the Thornborough Henge complex in North Yorkshire.
Although the henges themselves are Scheduled Ancient Monuments, the area around them enjoys no
protection at all, rendering it susceptible to inappropriate and destructive quarrying which will not only
destroy archaeological evidence pertaining to activities around the henges (which are generally believed to
be the focal point of ritual and communal activities, linked to religious rites) but will also destroy the unique
landscape setting of the henges, something which is essential if visitors are to appreciate the henges
themselves. The area involved is something less than four square miles in extent and represents only a small
fraction of the areas of sand and gravel suitable for extraction in the wider region. We would argue that in
cases such as this (a relatively small number when considered on a national basis) the interests of the historic
environment should be accorded a higher value than those of commercial development; Thornborough
Henges and their setting are unique while sand and gravel are relatively widely available resources.

As outlined above, RESCUE has long advocated that Historic Environment Records be placed upon a
statutory footing in order to give additional weight to the limited powers currently available to development
control staV (also known as archaeological curators) within the local authority planning system. We have
also advocated the drafting of strengthened versions of the existing PPG 15 and PPG 16 guidance notes and
the translation of these into law, again as a matter or urgency. The adoption of these two long overdue
measures would go some way to giving the historic environment parity with the development industry.

In terms of the detail of planning policy, the principle of preservation in situ, (which underlies PPG 16
as it operates at present) while it is not without its merits, has become a restraint upon the investigation of
archaeological sites threatened by development. It is widely used as a way of decreasing the financial
responsibility of developers towards the wider society of which they are a part. Excavation should not be
limited to the minimum necessary in any given case but should be adequate to investigate a given site as fully
as is needed in archaeological terms.

RESCUE is also concerned about the implications of the emergence of a class of commercial
archaeological practitioners known as “archaeological consultants”. Often operating under the aegis of
larger civil engineering companies, consultants are employed to act for the interests of the development
industry, their role being to undermine and limit the conditions attached to planning permission for specific
developments and to constrain the work being carried out by archaeological contractors. As they are paid
directly by the developers, they are clearly not independent of their employers and they cannot be considered
to be in a position of oVering independent or impartial advice. While we recognise that many consultants
struggle to find a balance between the demands of their professional responsibilities towards the historic
environment and their financial responsibility towards their clients, we are deeply concerned about reports
which suggest that, on occasion, a small number of companies find it advantageous to lean more towards
the interests of their clients than towards the wider public benefit represented by the historic environment.
The absence of any eVective professional body within archaeology (comparable to the Law Society or the
British Medical Association) means that there is no method of internal self-regulation and so no eVective
recourse for those who have legitimate complaints against archaeological consultants or contractors.

The wider implications of the role of consultants and the nature of the consultant—client relationship
have attracted some comment in the archaeological literature (eg Cumberpatch and Blinkhorn 2001), but
the powerful influence wielded by consultants (exercised through their central role in the awarding of
contracts for fieldwork and post-excavation work) has tended to restrict discussion of these issues to the
margins of conferences and to informal gatherings of archaeological practitioners. RESCUE is aware of
situations in which the influence of consultants has been detrimental to the full investigation of
archaeological sites. Concrete examples of such cases are diYcult to substantiate because of the
unwillingness of individual archaeological contractors to risk the displeasure of consultancy companies and
the loss of potentially lucrative contracts.

At the more general level, it seems that the fees paid to consultants are included in the calculations of the
sums coming into archaeology under the PPG 16 regime. These are not translated into tangible
archaeological outcomes as the money does not go into the costs of fieldwork or post-excavation analysis,
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but rather into the provision of advice at the managerial level. The outcome of this is that fieldwork and
post-excavation work is under-funded while consultants, who, in the overwhelming majority of cases, make
no direct contribution to the investigation of the archaeological deposits on a given site, take a
disproportionate segment of the total available budget. The expenditure of these sums of money does not
translate directly into the quality of the archaeological outcomes in spite of the fact that it appears to have
been spent on archaeological fieldwork. No figures exist for the sums thus used, but RESCUE believes them
to be high.

RESCUE believes that the strengthening of the powers available to curatorial and development control
archaeologists working within Sites and Monuments Records and/or Historic Environment records
together with the restatement of their position as the only truly independent monitors of work undertaken
under the PPG 16 regime might be a way of reducing the current undue influence of consultants on the
conduct of archaeological fieldwork. It might, additionally, have the eVect of bringing more money into
archaeology through the PPG 16 regime without increasing the liabilities of developers to any degree. We
stress this last point, because we are not arguing for an increased financial burden to be placed upon
developers, but rather for greater eYciency in the use of currently available resources.

Question 4: Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

— The amateur/voluntary sector

Britain has one of the most active and eVective amateur/voluntary archaeological sectors in the world, a
result of the unique social conditions which were responsible for the emergence of archaeology as a discipline
in the later 18th and 19th centuries. For many years the voluntary/amateur sector was organised through a
network of local societies and field clubs (often based in local and regional museums), but recent years have
seen the diversification of the sector as a wider range of community groups have taken on heritage-related
projects and the scope of what is considered to be archaeology has broadened and deepened. The recent
availability of funds from a number of Lottery-related institutions (notably the Heritage Lottery Fund) has
allowed a much greater degree of collaborative work between amateur/voluntary groups and the
professional sector. This has given the voluntary/amateur sector the ability to commission specialist work
from professionals to answer questions which have arisen as a result of their own fieldwork projects.
RESCUE welcomes such developments enthusiastically and sees such collaboration as an enormously
positive step in that it connects the interests of local communities with the skills and abilities of professionals.
In our experience both sides benefit greatly from such collaboration and the net eVect is to enhance the
public understanding and enjoyment of the historic environment by improving the levels of involvement and
the quality of the outcomes.

Amateur/voluntary projects not only involve a greater number of individuals in the excitement and
immediacy of archaeological fieldwork and post-excavation analysis, but also increase wider public access
to the historic environment through open days and exhibitions. Such events are now a regular feature of
weekends in many parts of the country and it is rare that we hear of such an event which attracts less than
a thousand visitors over a weekend, even where there is an admission charge. The following quotation, one
of many which we could present, comes from a volunteer involved in a project near Oldham in Lancashire:

We held an open weekend at which over a thousand people attended. It was free entrance so you can’t
really compare with a site which charges, but then there was almost no publicity either. The site is one
of the many 16th century and later halls whichmet its end in the years immediately prior to the Second
WorldWar. It was bulldozed by the predecessor of the very council which is now so enthusiastic about
digging up the remains. The dig continues next year, under the auspices of a very well organised local
history society. There were almost no small finds but that didn’t prevent me from being allocated the
job of presenting such finds as there were to the public on the open weekend. I’ve never spent so much
time talking about early lemonade bottles!

Other, larger, projects such as Dig Manchester have achieved remarkable results in increasing community
cohesion, reducing local crime rates and engaging a broad cross-section of the community in investigations
of their own past. An excavation at Northenden Mill in southern Manchester, part of the Dig Manchester
initiative, saw a team of seven professional archaeologists working with a total of 512 adult volunteers and
528 children from 13 local schools, including a special needs school and teenagers from a local pupil referral
unit (Redhead 2005). Such a ratio of professionals to amateurs surely indicates a highly eVective use of
public resources (in this case a grant from the Heritage Lottery Fund) and amply refutes the charge, made by
some, that the professional sector is siphoning oV funds for its own benefit under the guise of public benefit.

Equally importantly from the strictly archaeological point of view, such projects make a real contribution
to our understanding of the historic environment. The collaborative project at Mellor near Stockport which
involves the local Mellor Archaeological Trust, the University of Manchester Archaeological Unit, Greater
Manchester Archaeological Unit and Stockport Museum attracted 1,410 visitors to an Open Weekend in
September 2005. It has also involved the production of an accessible but scholarly volume consisting of
interim reports on aspects of the project and the wider later prehistoric and Roman periods in the region
(Nevell and Redhead 2005) which has been sold widely to visitors and professionals alike.
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This is not the place to try to summarise the country-wide success of recent public-professional
partnerships and initiatives but RESCUE has good reason to believe that the picture from Manchester is
repeated elsewhere and could be extended throughout the country, given the availability of suitable funds.
The crucial factor is that the volunteers are aware that they are participating in genuinely original research
while visitors to the site are seeing the past of their local community revealed before their eyes (and those
who visit one year often become more directly involved in later years). In some cases (such as Mellor) the
opening of a new museum dedicated to the history of Stockport will allow the finds from earlier years to be
displayed while new work continues on the site above the town.

The DCMS seems, belatedly, to be recognising the value of initiatives such as those described above (and
we welcome David Lammy’s visit to Shoreditch in the summer of 2005), but it is clear from the content of
Tessa Jowell’s essays Government and the value of culture and Better places to live, that there was, until
recently, widespread ignorance of the level of popular involvement in such projects and the level of public
enthusiasm for them within the Department. Ms Jowell is eloquent in her own enthusiasm for theatre, opera
and dance, but seems unable to appreciate that such events are inaccessible or unattractive to many people
who would rather spend their time in activities which involve the acquisition of new skills and new
knowledge for themselves rather than the passive appreciation of relatively arcane skills practised by others.
Clearly the DCMS has a remit to oversee the whole range of cultural activities within the country and we
are certainly not seeking to detract from the importance of the provision of a wide variety of cultural
pursuits, but we would expect the Department to accept that while traditional theatrical and artistic events
no doubt have wide appeal, they are not to the taste of all and that active participation in the production
of the past is considered by many to be both more exciting and also more relevant to their own lives and
experiences.

In addition to the examples cited above, RESCUE will be happy to supply further examples of publicly
funded projects which have had a real and lasting impact on the communities which have participated in
them, should this be required.

Question 5: Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for
museums and galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and
forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

Much of what has been stated in the previous section is of relevance to the question of budgets and
funding. The examples quoted above clearly demonstrate the importance of ensuring a secure future for the
Lottery funded collaborative projects involving the professional and amateur/voluntary sector, as well as
for those which involve the amateur sector alone. This section calls for a wider consideration of funding,
however and the various aspects cannot be subsumed into each other.

English Heritage

As noted above, we believe that the recent programme of cuts to English Heritage budgets have been both
deep and savage. Further cuts will, we believe, damage the institution severely and probably irreparably
both through their direct impact on staYng levels and on the nature of the work undertaken by English
Heritage staV. Equally significantly, further cuts will cause further damage to morale within the organisation
and this will contribute to problems in recruiting high quality staV. No one, we suggest, would relish working
within an organisation in which the overall theme is constant decline and this will have a direct impact on
recruitment. The recent publication of the corporate plan and the five year research agenda should, we
believe, mark the end of cumulative year-on-year cuts to English Heritage budgets and should be seen as
the start of the resurgence of English Heritage as the country’s leading institution concerned with the historic
environment. We believe that funding should be increased at a rate above that of inflation in order to fund
an expansion of the research capabilities of English Heritage to support the principles embodied in the
research agenda.

Museums and Galleries

RESCUE has been active in highlighting the progressive run-down of local and regional museums
throughout the country over the last five years. The present funding arrangements, whereby museums and
galleries must compete with social services, education, police, fire and civil defence requirements for a share
of local authority budgets is wholly inadequate and requires reforming. The funds made available via the
HLF, Renaissance in the Regions and similar project-orientated initiatives are no substitute for reliable core
funding for institutions which have fixed staV costs, a need to conserve, maintain and make accessible
permanent collections of local, regional and national importance and to carry out or to facilitate research
into these collections.

The success of the PPG 15/16 regime in ensuring that the “polluter pays” for damage to, and the
destruction of, archaeological assets, while eVectively bringing more money into archaeology, has failed to
lead to an increase in funding for the curation and care of the archives resulting from such fieldwork or to
expanded opportunities for research based upon these archives.
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The inability of the present system to support the creation of appropriate new facilities for the storage
and study of material recovered from new excavations is a matter of extremely grave concern as it
contributes directly to a failure to maintain the link between excavation, post-excavation research and
analysis and the process of publication whereby new knowledge gained from excavation and survey is
translated directly into public awareness via publication.

While educational and presentational facilities have been created (often to very good eVect) in a wide
variety of museums, heritage centres and visitor attractions, the infrastructure which supports educational
outreach work and the presentation of new discoveries and new interpretations has been neglected. The
extent of this neglect cannot be over-estimated. Collections and archives of national and international
importance are rendered virtually inaccessible through their storage in inappropriate and inconvenient
buildings. In some cases it is diYcult for curatorial staV to maintain basic standards of access with the result
that new and innovative work is diYcult or impossible. As it is only through such work that our
understanding of the past in enhanced, this has a direct eVect on the types of information communicated to
the public and thus on public perception of the past and its relationship to the present.

RESCUE sees the establishment of a new and improved means of delivering appropriate resources to
local and regional museums as an urgent priority and one that should be given careful consideration by the
Committee.

The Impact of the Olympic Bid on Funding of Heritage Projects

. . . it is community archaeology projects that provide a way forward to engage with the public in all sorts of
proactive and stimulating ways. Many thousands of people have taken part in archaeological excavations in
Greater Manchester this summer. Community schemes are also flourishing in other parts of the country, for
example the Chester Amphitheatre project (Redhead 2005).

The availability of funds administered by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) has increased the ability of
the archaeological profession to undertake work alongside the traditional voluntary sector. Perhaps more
importantly it has allowed the professional sector to engage with many people who have, hitherto, had little
or no opportunity to participate in archaeological investigations and research (and we should not be afraid
of characterising such work as research, even though the word appears to be anathema to many, largely
because they have little notion of what it actually entails). RESCUE is not in favour of using HLF or other
public funds to replace or support work which should be carried out under the “polluter pays” principle of
PPG 15/PPG 16. We believe that the opportunity to bring the benefits of archaeology (including the many
diverse skills that must be learnt in order to carry out fieldwork and post-excavation analysis eVectively) to
a wider public should be seized and acted upon. HLF funding represents an opportunity to do this and after
such a promising start over the last few years, the prospect of losing that opportunity for whatever reason
is profoundly disturbing. We would argue that the prospect of hosting the Olympic Games or other high-
profile sporting events should not be allowed to have any impact on the provision of funds for other
activities, particularly those associated with the historic environment.

RESCUE is not anti-sport and we are not opposed to the holding of the Olympic Games in London in
2012, but we believe that the revenue generated through the Lottery should be used in diverse and
complementary ways and should not be devoted to a single, relatively narrow range of activities such as
sport. We look to the Committee and to Parliament generally to ensure that Lottery revenue is spent
equitably and wisely for the benefit of the country and society as a whole and not solely for the benefit of
one region or for one sector of the population. The sports and media industries (which eVectively combine
to form an extremely powerful lobby group) have a revenue-raising potential far in excess of that of the
voluntary/amateur archaeology and heritage sectors and this should be recognised in the appropriate
allocation of funds. We believe that such a policy will have social benefits far beyond those which will accrue
from the Olympic Games alone. We shall oppose any reduction in the funding available to the heritage
sector generally between now and 2012 on the grounds that investment in one area of activity should not
be allowed to have a negative impact on unrelated areas. We would suggest that as the sports broadcasting
and merchandising industries are worth vastly in excess of the costs of work related to the historic
environment, that a levy on these activities should be employed to provide any additional funds to support
sporting activity in the UK, allowing other funds to be devoted to other areas of public interest.

Question 6: What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund,
local authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining
the nation’s heritage

English Heritage

As stated above RESCUE believes that after several years of “continual revolution” English Heritage
should be allowed a period of stability in order to be able to put into operation the ambitious plans outlined
in the five-year corporate strategy and Research Agenda. The role of the organisation has been extended
beyond that originally conceived of at the time of its establishment and this expansion has been accompanied
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by a period of reduced budgets and staYng. We look to the Committee to ensure that English Heritage is
given the opportunity to re-establish and renew itself before any further changes to its remit or
responsibilities are considered.

Heritage Lottery Fund

As noted above, RESCUE believes that the Heritage Lottery Fund has played a vital part in facilitating
and expansion in popular participation in archaeological and historical research. We believe that this is an
enormously positive development and something that should be encouraged. We therefore look to the
Committee to act to safeguard existing levels of investment in community archaeology and partnership
schemes involving the archaeological profession and local communities with a view to engaging the interest
of people in the active researching of the history and archaeology of their own communities.

Local Authorities

As outlined above, RESCUE has argued consistently for the creation of a statutory responsibility on local
authorities to maintain and make accessible Sites and Monuments Records/Historic Environment Records
as an integral part of the planning process and to facilitate access by the public to information about the
historic environment. We look for a situation in which the Historic Environment is accorded the kind of
importance that surveys of popular attitudes indicate that it deserves. Local authorities play a central part
in this through their responsibility for the local planning system and their role in local and regional
development. We are particularly concerned that staYng levels within local authority archaeological
services should be brought up to and maintained at a level which will allow the eVective monitoring of
planning applications and the provision of high quality and well-informed advice to local authorities.
StaYng levels should also be suYcient to ensure the maintenance of full and up-to-date records. These
records are the backbone of any eVective Sites and Monuments Record/Historic Environment Record and
play an important role in both the provision of advice in respect of planning matters and are also unique
educational resources. We welcome the increasing move towards public accessibility through
computerisation, but note that this is an expensive and time-consuming process which requires investment
and support from both local and national government. We look to the Committee to emphasise the role of
local authorities as curators with responsibilities for the Historic Environment in the medium and long term,
and to emphasise that this responsibility requires eVective investment in both staV and facilities.

Museums and Galleries

Our concerns about the current state of museum provision for the curation and long-term protection of
archaeological archives has been described above. We have evidence that in some areas of the country
archiving facilities are no longer suYcient to cope with the volume of material being generated by fieldwork
undertaken under the PPG 16 regime. We look to the Committee to investigate this matter and in particular
to look at novel and innovative ways to deal with the situation that do not involve the destruction, dispersal
or discard of existing collections. The re-use of suitable surplus military sites (notably bunkers and other
structures built during the Cold War) might be one avenue worth investigating. Another might be
collaboration with the warehousing and logistics industry which has considerable experience in the field of
space and cost-eVective bulk storage in relatively low-cost facilities which may be applicable to the storage
of archaeological archives. At the very minimum we would hope that future investment in new museums
and galleries is matched by investment in storage and research facilities. The results of improved access to
collections will be increased public appreciation and understanding of the past and an improved level of
communication between historic environment professionals and the public to the benefit of both.

Charitable and Non-governmental Organisations

Charitable and non-governmental organisations play an important role in the safeguarding, investigation
and safeguarding of the nations heritage and historic environment. RESCUE is not aware of any specific
issues surrounding the ways in which these activities are currently conducted, although we have consistently
argued (along with virtually all organisations active in the historic environment field) for the reform of the
VAT regime which currently favours demolition and rebuilding over the repair and reuse of historic
buildings. While we appreciate that the resolution of this matter involves negotiations with the European
Community, we do not feel that such essentially bureaucratic considerations should stand in the way of the
reform of a system which actively encourages the destruction of parts of our historic landscape. This VAT
burden falls unfairly on charitable and non-governmental organisations and should be removed as a matter
of priority.
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Question 7: Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed
by planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to
planning oYcers, councillors and the general public.

Although the question is aimed at conservation specifically, RESCUE would argue that archaeology
should be included within its remit. We note that the Institute of Conservation Archaeology Group (ICON-
AG) will be making a separate and independent submission to the Committee and for this reason we will
limit ourselves to comments on archaeology.

Conservation of the historic environment is one important aspect of the heritage sector, but there is a need
for improvements in all aspects of the sector, particularly with regard to pay and conditions within both
publicly funded and commercial archaeology.

Data pertaining to pay and conditions within archaeology and related sectors have been presented in two
editions ofProfiling the Profession (Aitchison 1999, Aitchison and Edwards 2003) and these provide a useful
snapshot of the state of the profession at the dates of publication. No significant change has been noted since
the publication of the 2002–03 edition of this authoritative survey.

RESCUE is concerned that the relatively low rates of pay within the profession (particularly marked
within commercial sector) and the lack of clear career structures are damaging to the recruitment of
individuals of ability. We are particularly concerned that the combination of these two factors means that
recruitment remains largely limited to a relatively narrow section of the population and we are convinced
that the combination of low pay and limited opportunities for professional advancement and development
are a major factor in perpetuating this state of aVairs. The perceived lack of social inclusivity within the
heritage sector has been noted by the DCMS on a number of occasions. RESCUE agrees that this is a serious
problem but notes that the DCMS has failed to address the fundamental reasons for this problem which lie
within the area of career opportunities, pay and conditions. These are problems which must be tackled both
by the profession itself and also by other agencies, including English Heritage and local government. A clear
lead from the DCMS is required in this area. The shrinking of staYng levels in both English Heritage and
the local and regional museum sector means that opportunities for new entrants to the profession are
increasingly limited as “downsizing” reduces staV numbers and the opportunities for promotion.

RESCUE is particularly concerned that the cuts to English Heritage budgets have had (and continue to
have) an adverse eVect on training and professional development. This means that there is an ever shrinking
core body of experienced professionals, available for employment within both the public and the commercial
sectors with the skills that are developed through experience outside higher education. While a first degree
and, increasingly, a post-graduate qualification are essential first steps towards employment in the heritage
sector, academic qualification is but one aspect of the range of skills needed within the sector. The
acquisition of experience and knowledge of the type that comes from cumulative “on-the-job” experience
and close engagement with the archaeology of a particular region or geographical area are still as vital within
archaeology as they ever were, something that is probably unique to the discipline. Existing structures of
employment based upon short term contracts, the contract-tender system and commercial competitiveness
are inadequate for the creation and maintenance of the kind of skilled and experienced workforce which is
required if the heritage sector is to fulfil its potential. Members of RESCUE have direct personal experience
of the problems which are arising on an increasing basis as a result of the withering away of the relatively
informal but eVective training regimes which hitherto characterised archaeology. These problems aVect
both the commercial and the publicly funded sectors and require immediate attention if they are to be
remedied.

The structure of the commercial archaeology sector is such that there is extremely limited provision for
the training of the next generation of professional archaeologists. Britain has a reputation throughout the
world as a leader in the theory and practice of archaeology, but this position (which results in our
archaeologists working all over the world, taking a lead in the excavation, conservation and presentation
of World Heritage and other sites of global importance) cannot be sustained under the present funding
arrangements. At present the provision for eVective career structures for researchers and skilled
professionals in the fields of excavation, survey, artefact research, paleo-environmental research and other
areas of specialisation are wholly inadequate to sustain the present levels of innovative and original thought
upon which the sector relies.

RESCUE regards this issue as an extremely serious one which requires urgent action if it is to be rectified
before the present older generation of practitioners retires.

17 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Royal Archaeological Institute

The RAI advocates the preservation of the nation’s heritage, as well as any active investigation into it that
leads to a greater appreciation of the past by people in the present. Access to the physical survivals, such as
buildings, monuments, artefacts in museum displays, enhances people’s understanding of the significance
of their heritage, as does the use of diVerent media to explain why these things were important for the
societies that produced them.
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Heritage Lottery Funding has facilitated public participation in a wide range of diVerent projects that
have enhanced access and appreciation. It has also supported the Portable Antiquities Scheme, mitigating
the anti-social aspects of metal-detecting and placing on public record the new discoveries that have been
made. Any diminution of funding, for the Olympics or any other cause, would inevitably curtail such
activities and squander the gains made in the last decade.

It is the opinion of the RAI that the present systems for controlling development in the interests of heritage
preservation should be strengthened rather than weakened. It must remain a priority for English Heritage
and for local authorities to ensure that unnecessary destruction does not occur, and that the principles
established by Planning Policy Guidance 16 and other measures are maintained undiminished. We realise
that there is a delicate balance to be struck between heritage and development needs and we do not expect
heritage requirements to stifle progress; however, inappropriate development can damage tourism potential
in an area as well as result in a bland, “faceless” environment which is unpleasant for the resident local
communities.

Conservation must be for the long term and requires skilled, trained practitioners; further analytical
research is always needed to ensure selection of the most suitable methods and materials for the preservation
of the heritage. It is important that traditional skills, such as thatching, hedge-laying, etc do not die out, but
it is also important that changes in agricultural funding do not result in our historic landscapes being altered
irretrievably.

We see the separate roles of English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local authorities and other
bodies as providing an essential system of checks and balances. It is, however, important that each of these
roles is clearly defined and complementary.

This submission has been prepared by Lindsay Allason-Jones, President of the Royal Archaeological
Institute, following a discussion at the RAI’s December Council meeting. A note about the Royal
Archaeological Institute’s role and activities is attached.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Royal Institute of British Architects

1. Introduction

1.1 The Royal Institute of British Architects is one of the most influential architectural institutions in the
world, and has been promoting architecture and architects since being awarded its Royal Charter in 1837.
The 30,000-strong professional institute represents 85% of registered architects in the UK through its
regional structure as well as a significant number of international members. Our mission statement is
simple—to advance architecture by demonstrating benefit to society and promoting excellence in the
profession.

1.2 The RIBA, through the RIBA Trust, is also custodian of the British Architectural Library, which
contains around four million objects from books and manuscripts to drawings, photographs and models.
These are held and displayed at the RIBA Headquarters and in recently-opened premises at the Victoria and
Albert Museum.

1.3 The RIBA greatly welcomes the Committee’s inquiry, which is extremely timely in the light of the
Government’s own review of heritage protection legislation and a useful opportunity to address some of the
points we made to and which were adopted by the ODPM Select Committee in its 2004 report The Role of
Historic Buildings in Urban Regeneration.71

1.4 We do not seek to address every question posed by the Committee’s inquiry terms of reference.
Instead we seek to address those points where we feel our views may be most helpful—as an organisation
with a public duty to campaign for good design, as a membership organisation and as custodians of
important heritage assets. We would be delighted to provide oral evidence to the Committee as part of the
inquiry if the Committee feel that would be useful.

2. What the DCMS Should Identify as Priorities in the Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

2.1 We feel that the Heritage White Paper should give a clear and unambiguous statement that heritage
is important to the Department and its value as a cultural, educational and economic resource, and that the
Department will treat it as a policy and financial priority.

2.2 We agree with English Heritage and other heritage organisations who hold that heritage is an issue
which concerns several Government departments. In A Manifesto for Architecture, published by the RIBA
to coincide with the 2005 General Election, we called for eYcient Government involvement in planning,

71 The Role of Historic Buildings in Urban Regeneration, ODPM: Housing, Planning, Local Government and the Regions
Committee—11th report of Session 2003-04 (HC 47-1).
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architecture and construction. There needs to be deeper co-operation between DCMS as the lead
department on heritage policy with those others whose responsibilities impact on Britain’s heritage, as
getting the best out of the built environment for public benefit requires strong, joined-up leadership by
Whitehall. This has been recognised in part by English Heritage’s funding agreement with both the DCMS
and the ODPM. But outputs do not always reflect such joined-up inputs.

2.3 In 2004 the ODPM: Housing, Planning, Local Government and the Regions Committee recognised
the issue and said:

“The ODPM and the DCMS have co-operated closely on the review of the Government’s heritage
policies and the built environment. However, the split in responsibilities, particularly in terms of
heritage protection and development control between the DCMS and ODPM continues to create
confusion and additional complexity. DCMS’ commitment to the heritage agenda must be
questioned.”72

2.4 The RIBA, in evidence submitted to that inquiry, spoke of the “stately progress” of the heritage
protection review. Six years after the launch of the review of heritage policies begun by the DCMS in
February 2000, and with a White Paper still to be published, progress towards legislation has slowed to a
geriatric shuZe.

2.6 The heritage protection regime is addressed in section 4 of this submission.

3. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

3.1 DCMS needs to do more to champion heritage across Whitehall. The Secretary of State for Culture,
Media and Sport has an explicit role within Government to champion design quality. She and her
Ministerial team ought also to make explicit their role to champion the heritage. We would like to see a
reassurance that the range of Government policies will be subject to “heritage-proofing”: for instance
evidence that the ODPM Pathfinder Scheme has taken full account of the heritage implications of large-
scale clearance and refurbishment programmes, or that the managed disposal of historic government assets
such as hospitals or land can, where possible, preserve the heritage value of those assets.

3.2 We would maintain that the Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment is a great force
for good in the field of architecture which we regard as a crucial partner in the challenging game of
architecture and place-making. We enjoy a particularly close working relationship with CABE and it is an
important part of our respective responsibilities to campaign for high-quality architecture and show its
benefits to the public. Heritage is well represented by CABE commissioners Les Sparks OBE—who is also
an English Heritage commissioner—and Anthea Case CBE.

3.3 We also enjoy an excellent relationship with English Heritage, which is represented on the RIBA’s
Conservation Group. The English Heritage commission also includes RIBA members Piers Gough and Les
Sparks, while the Chairman, Sir Neil Cossons OBE, is an Honorary Fellow of the RIBA.

3.4 We have some concern about English Heritage’s ability to continue providing a high level of service
in straitened financial circumstances. There is a fear that English Heritage has insuYcient resources to
provide the necessary support to owners of historic properties, particularly with regard to the maintenance
of smaller properties such as houses, which has a cumulative eVect upon the historic nature of our cities,
towns and countryside. English Heritage needs better resources in order to run eVective grant schemes and
to provide high quality policy advice, both nationally and to individual owners.

3.5 The Regional Development Agencies are playing a vital role in many regeneration schemes across the
country. It might be said that their role could and should be more enabling than direct—using their influence
and funding to attract the appropriate developer and putting together appropriate partnerships such as
historic building trusts, housing associations and commercial organisations, together with the necessary gap
funding to ensure delivery.

3.6 Many local authorities have realised the regenerative potential of their heritage to breathe new life
into formerly run-down areas. Newcastle City Council and Gateshead City Council are an excellent example
of how local authorities can work together.

4. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

“. . . every town centre need not obliterate all relics of its past identity. It need not become that
dream of the Royal Institute of British Architects, a capitalist Karl-Marx-Stadt. Old and new
could live in harmony, and with profit. We do not realise how lucky we are.”
Simon Jenkins, The Times, 18 November 2005

72 The Role of Historic Buildings in Urban Regeneration, ODPM: Housing, Planning, Local Government and the Regions
Committee—11th report of Session 2003-04 (HC 47-1).
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4.1 Simon Jenkins is quite right to say that new development ought to and can live in harmony with
historic buildings. But he is quite wrong to paint a simplistic portrait of the RIBA as crazed modernists. We
have always said that it is a well-designed mix of old and new that creates a sense of place—towns and cities
that work well and adapt easily to an evolving and shared sense of identity.

4.2 Architects are highly-trained and have a special set of skills that they can use to benefit the historic
environment. Conservation architects work all over the country to restore historic properties and extend
their viability. Modern architecture—in places such as the award-winning British Museum Great Court or
the Whitby Abbey Visitor Centre—can enhance the visitor experience and enable new ways of interpreting
and experiencing our heritage.

4.3 In Castlefields in Manchester, local entrepreneurs Jim Ramsbottom and the renowned Urban Splash
have made a spectacular diVerence with a mix of old and new buildings. This has been one of the principal
catalysts for the regeneration of Manchester with similar eVorts now being applied to Liverpool and
Salford.

4.4 There are still too many cases where development has had insuYcient or scant regard for the historic
environment. This has too often applied to town centre retail development, with some particularly poor
examples being the Fleet Street Development in Torquay Old Town and the Eastgate Centre in Inverness.
Both of these failed to utilise the historic environment in a positive manner that would have given greater
economic sustainability.

4.5 The RIBA successfully lobbied the Government to make significant changes to Planning Policy
Statement 1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), which now includes a clear statement that good design
is indivisible from good planning. PPS1 makes it clear that the Government is committed to protecting and
enhancing the quality of the natural and historic environment, and that a high level of protection should be
given to most valued townscapes and landscapes.

4.6 We support the Government’s moves to transfer responsibility for listing and scheduling from the
DCMS to English Heritage, which will correctly be subject to appeal to the Secretary of State. We support
a single unified register of heritage assets and a single application process for English Heritage support. We
consider the special architectural or historic qualities of buildings remain the soundest basis for listing
decisions. We would not want to see a further test of viability introduced. A redundant building may only
be temporarily so until time brings new uses or tastes change: under such a test many of our best-loved
buildings such as Bankside Power Station or the Baltic Flour Mill in Gateshead—both now enjoying new
uses as wonderful art galleries—would have been demolished long ago. Listing does not mean preserving a
building in aspic: it is a sensible means of ensuring that extra care is taken when considering changes to
historic buildings.

4.7 Like many others, we are disappointed at the continuing failure to equalise VAT to the lower rate on
repairs to historic buildings and indeed on all forms of construction. The historic built environment
continues to suVer while this perverse disincentive to regeneration remains in place. There are sound
environmental reasons for VAT reform too: demolition produces 24% of the annual 434 tonnes of waste
produced every year in the UK.73

4.8 Despite encouraging signs from the Deputy Prime Minister some time ago that he recognised the
problem and was lobbying his colleagues in the Treasury to press for VAT reform, we were saddened to read
a Parliamentary Answer by the Minister for Culture (David Lammy MP) in October 2005 when asked what
discussions had taken place with the Chancellor of the Exchequer on reducing the eVects of VAT on repairs
costs to owners of listed buildings:

“. . . Together with ODPM, we will keep the impact of VAT on the repair, refurbishment and
maintenance of buildings under review, but to date the case for change is unproven.”74

We submit that many heritage organisations and owners would disagree.

4.9 We are, however, encouraged by the Government’s response to the Barker Review of Housing Supply
which suggests, in introducing the proposed Planning Gain Supplement, that the supplement could be
applied at a lower level to historic properties. This could be a useful way round the current disincentive and
we will follow this proposal very carefully.

5. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

5.1 The RIBA is delighted that the RIBA British Architectural Library has been recognised as having
outstanding national and international importance under the Designation Scheme by the MLA (Museums,
Libraries and Archives Council). The Library is the largest and most comprehensive resource in Britain for
research and information on all aspects of architecture with collections numbering close to four million
objects: books, periodicals, manuscripts—which are held at the RIBA headquarters in central London—

73 Our Heritage Our Future, Heritage Lottery Fund 2005.
74 House of Commons OYcial Report, 27 October 2006, column 527W.
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as well as a hugely important collection of archives, drawings, photographs, models, paintings, medals and
artefacts which are held at the V&A under a partnership agreement between the RIBA and the V&A. Many
items are on display in the RIBA/V&A Architecture Gallery at the V&A which opened in 2005.

5.2 The Designation Scheme, which is funded by the DCMS, aims to identify and celebrate the best
museum, library and archive collections in England. Designated institutions are encouraged to apply for
“designation grants”, with which the RIBA hopes to secure an open access, free-use future for the Library
and its constituent collections: something which was previously out of reach to the RIBA as a membership
institution. We would also hope to secure funds for library instruction, student and public programmes, and
digitisation of important items in the collection.

5.3 Government support is welcome, as the “best practice” care of collections of our stature is
increasingly beyond the reach of institutions such as the RIBA without externally-sourced funding. Should
the DCMS decide in future that it wishes to support other programmes rather than continue the designation
grant subsidies, we would fear not only for the future of the collections under our care but also for the loss
of an ambitious initiative to put those collections at the heart of our educational and public outreach work.

6. Funding, with Particular Reference to Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from

Lottery Sources Between Good Causes

6.1 When the National Lottery was established in 1993, assurances were given by the Government that
funds raised by the Lottery for good causes would be additional to existing funding from central
government. Since then, the principle of additionality has been eroded. The Heritage Lottery Fund has
already seen its share of Lottery funds decline from 20% in 1993 to 16.7% in 2005 as the good causes were
expanded to cover charities and health, education and the environment. The Fund fears a further reduction
of its share from 2009.

6.2 The impact of the Heritage Lottery Fund has been terrific and its projects have added enormously
to the quality of life of people all over the country: from the restoration of historic parks to investment in
regeneration projects that have breathed new life into decaying areas, allowing safer communities and new
tourism businesses to flourish.

6.3 From the point of view of the RIBA British Architectural Library, the HLF has allowed us to make
accessions that would have been unthinkable before the Lottery, such as the archives of Charles Voysey or
Sir Edwin Lutyens. The Fund has been a remarkably fair, well-managed and encouraging supporter of
Britain’s heritage over the last decade and it needs to continue with a fair share of Lottery revenue.

6.4 There are, of course, other charitable funding sources such as the National Art Collections Fund
which, together with the publicly-funded National Heritage Memorial Fund, recently enabled the RIBA to
secure an important model by Hawksmoor which is now on public display at the V&A. But the NACF is
heavily stretched and the NHMF is a fund of last resort. We need the HLF—a publicly-supported
organisation with the ability to make a real diVerence through generous funding—if our ability to secure
important acquisitions for the public or prevent the break-up or export of valuable collections is to
continue.

6.5 Throughout the period 2008–13, the HLF will only be able to distribute the amount it receives in
Lottery income each year—currently around £200 million. That share may fall from 2009 as a consequence
of the Government’s review of Lottery good causes. Any reduction in the HLF’s grant-giving ability will be
a blow at a time when new heritage audiences are growing and as the need for adequate protection of our
heritage never goes away.

7. What the Roles and Responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery

Fund, Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Non-governmental

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

7.1 We consider English Heritage to be the appropriate body to be responsible for the designation and
protection of buildings and monuments of national historic importance. Our appreciation for a well-
resourced Heritage Lottery Fund has already been noted, and we should add that many schemes where
architects have been able to breathe new life into historic buildings would not have been possible without
HLF funding.

7.2 The role of private owners has often been recognised by Government but is not met with suYcient
financial support to enable them to meet the demands of the buildings in their care. We have already
mentioned the need to increase funding to English Heritage to enable them to support owners, and to
address the VAT issue that too often means owners are unable to aVord vital maintenance work to their
properties.
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8. Whether there is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and Means of Making Conservation Expertise

more Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

8.1 Skills recognised as important element of Government’s plans to create sustainable communities. As
detailed elsewhere in our evidence, the RIBA has campaigned hard and had some success at the “input end”
of the planning system such as revised planning policy statements. But more needs to be done to improve
the system’s outputs which are all too often characterised by delays and inconsistencies in local
interpretation and rulings. We want to do what we can to equip planners with the necessary skills to make
good decisions based on sound design and heritage principles. We look forward to working with the new
Academy for Sustainable Communities and other partners such as the Royal Town Planning Institute to
improve the quality of planning decisions at oYcer and elected level within local authorities.

8.2 The AABC (Architects Accredited in Building Conservation) register was established in 1997 with
the support of English Heritage. It provides clients with information on architects assessed by their peers
on their individual knowledge and experience in conservation work. In 2003 the RIBA signed an agreement
with the AABC board whereby the Instititue supported the register by including AABC listings in its
practice database and directories. The agreement also allows for four RIBA nominees on the AABC Board.
Since implementation of the agreement the number of architects on the AABC register has risen from
approximately 90 to 280 at the end of 2005.

8.3 Good planning—which includes careful stewardship of the historic environment—relies on strong
leadership within local authorities. The RIBA has called for city architects to be appointed with suYcient
authority to be eVective champions of good design and a resource of advice of information at the local level.
We would like to see design champions appointed in regional assemblies, regional development agencies and
local authority cabinets—duly empowered to give a clear lead and insist on the importance of good design.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Royal Society of Literature

The Royal Society of Literature would like to highlight the following four points when considering what
the DCMS should identify as priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper:

(i) With regard to the British Library, the Royal Society of Literature would like to see the DCMS
make two commitments:

(a) that when the acre-or-so of land to the north of the British Library comes up for sale in a year’s
time, it should be earmarked for use by the Library to meet their storage needs; and

(b) that the DCMS should undertake to provide the necessary funds to buy the land for the
Library.

(ii) We believe that the DCMS should undertake to ensure that the funds available to public libraries
for the purchase of new books are protected and, ideally, increased.

(iii) We believe that the DCMS should undertake to increase the PLR fund regularly, and at least in
line with inflation.

(iv) We would like the DCMS to all they can to help support the purchase of contemporary literary
manuscripts by libraries and academic institutions in this country. Specifically, and in conjunction
with the Treasury, we would like to see:

(a) the extension of the douceur arrangement with regard to inheritance and capital gains tax to
income tax for living authors selling their papers to a designated public institution by private
treaty; and

(b) the extension of the Acceptance in Lieu of tax scheme to living writers.

I do hope that these points are clear. Do please let me know if you would like me to clarify, or add to,
any of them.

19 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by SAVE Britain’s Heritage

Introduction

1. SAVE Britain’s Heritage is a registered charity. It was founded in European Architectural Heritage
Year—1975—to campaign publicly for the protection of threatened historic buildings and areas. Through
press releases, exhibitions and reports it has championed the architectural heritage of this country. There
are many buildings now restored and in beneficial use that, had it not been for SAVE, would have been
destroyed. Much of this is recorded in our current retrospective exhibition at the Victorian and Albert
Museum.

2. SAVE has been at the forefront of the conservation movement in the UK, pushing for changes in
legislation and in government policy to give greater protection to our built heritage, and in raising awareness
amongst politicians, professionals and the public about the vital contribution made by historic places and
spaces to the quality of life in this country.

3. In particular, SAVE has championed historic areas and building types that have been under-
appreciated or which have not previously been recognised or studied and which have been threatened by
redundancy, disuse and demolition. These have included an enormous range of buildings, from Northern
textile mills through to railway architecture, from historic hospitals and mental asylums being closed down,
to historic military buildings coming out of use. SAVE’s last publication on a theme such as this covered
the large number of historic law courts, many of them fine buildings with magnificent interiors, which
currently face an uncertain future.

4. SAVE has always sought to demonstrate that old buildings can be put to new uses. On many occasions,
SAVE has worked with leading contemporary architects—for example with Lord Rogers of Riverside at
Billingsgate Market—to show how buildings can be imaginatively converted. SAVE has championed
conservation in numerous historic towns. These have not been necessarily the picture postcard historic
towns and cities like York or Bath, but more often the gritty Victorian cities of the industrial north which
in the 1970s and 80s were unloved, unappreciated and seriously under threat from decay and misguided
demolition. The town reports prepared by SAVE during the 1980s on places such as Halifax, Huddersfield,
Leeds, Liverpool and Manchester identified threatened historic buildings and areas. They opened the eyes
of both the public and the politicians in these towns to the potential these buildings could have for
regeneration, a potential that is currently being realised. Once again, these areas are in our sights, due to the
ODPM’s Housing Market Renewal Initiative, which would see the demolition of vast tracts of historic
housing.

5. In SAVE’s first report in 1975 we wrote “it has become one of the clichés of political debate that
conservation is . . . the hobby of an elite determined to fight against the inevitable overriding dictates of
modern economic growth”. This cliché remains as untrue now as it was then, with the popular concern for
the historic environment finding its voice most recently in the “Restoration” series on television.
Conservation is not a backward looking nostalgia for the past. It remains, in our opinion, a constructive
cause requiring vigorous championing in the face of intense pressure for redevelopment pursued by powerful
commercial interests.

Issues

6. The statutory protection of buildings

The current listing regime appears to be failing many buildings that deserve, in SAVE view, statutory
protection through listing. For example, a recent request for the listing of Georgian terraced houses in
Whitechapel was turned down in spite of the fact that neighbouring buildings of lesser interest are listed.
SAVE considers that at the root of this might be pressure to limit the number of listed buildings.

The notification of a building’s owners of requests to spot list can be the death sentence for the building—
SAVE is aware of cases where owners have deliberately vandalised or demolished their buildings when
notified of the possibility of spot listing—intended to prevent precisely that.

7. Changes in listing

The forthcoming White Paper represents a once in a generation opportunity to reform the listing system.
SAVE welcomes steps towards greater transparency in the listing and delisting process, but has serious
concerns about (a) the creation of a unified register (b) the amalgamation of Grade I and Grade II* listed
buildings in to a single grade. We consider that the creation of a unified register will lead to more confusion,
not less, and that the amalgamation of Grade I and II* levels of listing (opposed by 91% of respondents to
the consultation) will weaken the protection aVorded by Grade I, unless it is to result in the downgrading
of buildings (which then will not be elegible for grant aid). This would be arbitrary and unfair.
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8. Conservation areas

Conservation areas remain the only area based form of controlling development in historic areas.
However, their eVectiveness has been severely weakened over the years by (a) the Shimizu decision, (b) the
failure of local authorities to take enforcement action, (c) a disregard for the rules by certain members of
the developer community, (d) the status of conservation oYcers in local authorities and (e) the precedence
given to economic development over conservation by members within certain local authorities, unable to
see the two working hand in hand. In this way, the character of many of our historic town centres and fine
Georgian and Victorian suburbs is being eroded.

9. Demolition control

Demolition is not seen as a form of development and consequently permission is not required to demolish
a building not covered by any form of statutory protection. This means that there is no accounting for (a)
local significance (b) contribution to sense of place (c) role as local landmarks (d) and in some cases local
listing. This means that a great many decent and well loved historic buildings, perfectly capable of economic
reuse, are demolished—for example, at St Agnes Place in Lambeth, a handsome terrace has just been
demolished by the local authority in spite of strong local feeling in favour of preservation. SAVE was unable
to take any legal action to prevent the demolition. We wish to point members of the Committee to the St
William of York deposition.

10. Buildings at risk

Local authorities are not actively encouraged to use the powers granted to them by Parliament to deal
with listed buildings at risk in their areas. The obstacles to the use of the powers come in three forms (a) the
members (b) the oYcers (c) the council’s legal team. The benefits to the historic environment are obvious,
but there is also serious political capital to be made from the eVective use of these powers. SAVE can provide
the Committee with examples of where these powers (and others within the planning acts—most notably
S215 and JB notices) have been successfully used—however, frequently just the threat of their use is suYcient
to bring about action.

The use of Buildings at Risk registers and level of action as a local authority Best Value Performance
Indicator should be the norm. Members are often not aware of conservation/buildings at risk issues (one
former Leader was not even aware that his district had a buildings at risk register, and was even less aware
of the powers that could be taken). Every local authority should have a buildings at risk register: in 2005
only around 30% held such information.

11. Maintenance

There remains a fundamental need for paradigm shift in the focus of the conservation world from repair
to maintenance. This has been noted by the Minister, who at Heritage Link’s open day used the phrase
“invest to save”. While this recognition of the problem is a positive step, action would be even more
welcome. To encourage maintenance there needs to be some form of financial incentive: at present it is
penalised through the punitive VAT regime. The current grant regime rewards those who allow buildings
to rot, with grants for repairs, but not those who take a responsible attitude to their buildings and regularly
maintain them.

12. VAT

The iniquity of the current VAT regime appears to indicate a great deal of intransigence on the part of
the Treasury. While the Heritage world produces endless statistics to justify the meagre funds it receives from
Government, much restoration, repair and maintenance activity is taxed at 17.5%. This is simply absurd.
Government as whole must undertake to either create a level playing field throughout the construction
industry, or drop VAT altogether on historic building work.

13. Pathfinder/Housing Market Renewal Initiative

The greatest threat to our heritage (other than the eVects of wind and rain) is the OYce of the Deputy
Prime Mininster, in the form of its housing market renewal initiative. This wrong-headed policy will, at
current rates of demolition, see the destruction of over 168,000 homes, the majority of them pre-1919, and
their attendant communities. These buildings represent an accessible and ownable heritage, albeit one easily
undervalued and unappreciated by those with the power of life and death over these communities.
Demolition will not cure the social problems in these areas, it will just move them on elsewhere.



3298812103 Page Type [O] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence Ev 319

14. Development aVecting towns

An emerging theme is that of the oversized town centre development. Policies encouraging the
revitalisation of town centres are warmly welcomed, but the opposite extreme to the construction of out of
town shopping centres is the construction of massive new shopping centres in delicate historic town centres.
Likewise, the increase in the density of residential development called for in PPG3 is to be welcomed, but
in cases developers will try to overdevelop town centre sites, resulting in proposals that would dominate
neighbouring historic buildings rather than working with the weft and weave of the town’s historic fabric

15. Tall buildings

The current fashion for tall buildings is not limited to London alone, with Manchester, Leeds and
Brighton all dealing with proposal for new skyscrapers. The eVects of these buildings on the appearance of
a historic town can be radical, throwing the delicate balance of the townscape, built up over the centuries,
completely out of kilter. There is a clear need for prescriptive policies to say where tall buildings can and
cannot go. For example, the current guidance for building tall in London, contained in the London plan,
is extremely loose; while the national guidance put together by English Heritage and the Commission for
Architecture and the Built Environment can be, and has been interpreted a multitude of diVerent ways.
SAVE is not aware of the CABE objecting to any tall buildings on the grounds of their location. This advice
needs to be revisited.

16. The value of heritage

Heritage has to compete with a number of diVerent causes for funding—governmental and other. The
benefits of the built heritage are frequently not as tangible as those for, say, medical charities. This has led
to demands on the sector to produce masses of paperwork justifying itself—facts, figures and argument.
While this is without doubt a worthy exercise, firstly there comes a point where (a) few more meaningful
figures can be produced and (b) the culture of paperwork becomes excessive. The amount of time, energy
and indeed cost of making major application for grants has led to a flourishing business for private
consultants. SAVE is aware of one case where a project spent nearly 10% of the overall cost on paperwork
and consultants. Thirdly (c) there is a need for Government to comprehend these intangible benefits that
have for long been taken for granted. It is unfortunate that this introspection is being forced on a small sector
whose energies are best focused on the buildings. (d) An extrusion of having to justify heritage is that one
then has to justify the significance of the component parts of the heritage as a whole, including the
significance of parts of a building. This implicitly reflects a failure to see buildings and places as a whole and
value them as a whole—whereas repeated surveys show the public takes the opposite position. Why, then,
is heritage marginalised by Government?

17. Funding

(a) Funding for the repair of listed buildings is hard to come by and funding for the repair of buildings
of interest in a conservation area is practically none existent. There is little extra incentive to repair listed
buildings, yet there is every encouragement in policy to do so, as there is to keep them in good repair.

(b) The funding of English Heritage has been a black mark against the Government’s record during its
term in oYce, not even keeping place with inflation. This is commonly held in the sector to be a reflection
on the Government’s attitude to the historic built environment in general.

(c) There is wider concern across the heritage sector, shared by SAVE, over the future of the Heritage
Lottery fund as a vital player in the support of the repair of historic buildings and renewal of historic areas.

Organisations

18. English Heritage

(a) The sector looks to English Heritage for independent leadership, vision and initiative. At present,
SAVE feels that these are in short supply, albeit for a number of reasons, not least of which is the dire funding
situation. There is an urgent need English Heritage to be re-energised and re-invigorated. Much time and
energy is currently spent trying to meet Government’s wider agenda rather than focusing on the core work
it can do so well.

(b) In working to please its political paymasters, English Heritage has taken a gamble while also
attempting to influence Government agendas. It is also trying to join up Government policy through
upstreaming—that is tackling issues higher up the decision chain, rather than dealing with the end result.
This is a risky gamble that SAVE sincerely hopes will pay oV, without further distracting from its core work.
In eVect, English Heritage is being forced by Government to work to the agenda of the developer community
rather than to that of the historic built environment.

(c) In spite of its political paymasters, English Heritage must not be afraid of asserting its independence
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19. The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment

CABE is essentially a welcome addition to the plethora of quangos, but SAVE has been strong in its
criticism of the body in cases where the fine line between public and private interests appears to have been
breached to the detriment of the historic environment or when CABE has appeared to act as advocate for
schemes that would directly result in losses to the historic built environment. This has been investigated by
the ODPM Committee. However, in focusing on design alone, CABE has also, accidentally, one hopes,
forced a narrow view of heritage, not understanding the wider implications for the historic environment of
the design of some of the schemes it has considered and advocated.

20. Inter-departmental co-ordination:

Heritage remains without an eVective champion across Government. Many Government department
seem to operate in a heritage vacuum, such as it the NHS and the Treasury, and their policies do not seem to
square with Government’s stated policy on preserving the built environment. Indeed the Treasury’s dogged
refusal to champion changes to the VAT regime is a prime example of this, and the NHS’s treatment of its
historic building stock is appalling. If Government does not take heritage seriously at all levels, it cannot
expect business and individuals to.

21. Local authorities

(a) Local Authority Owned Buildings at Risk

Local authorities are responsible for the enactment of heritage protection legislation in their geographical
areas. However, many also own buildings at risk. Local authorities should be leading the way in dealing
with these buildings, rather than leaving them to rot. Recently, in the Newsham Park area of Liverpool, the
local authority was forced to sell historic buildings in its possession that had fallen into disrepair, through
the use of Public Request to Order Disposal on the advice of the Empty Homes Agency (under the 1980
Local Government, Planning and Land Act, applicable to publicly owned land that is harming the amenity
of an area). Local authorities should be leading by example.

(b) The Status of Conservation OYcers Within Local Authorities

In certain local authorities conservation is seen as a luxury not a necessity. This failure to see conservation
as essential part of planning process is a failure of statutory duty. Too often, conservation oYcers are over-
ruled or their advice ignored. The salaries oVered to conservation oYcers are a good indication of how
seriously conservation is taken by local authorities—SAVE has seen vacant positions advertised in the
professional press for less than a school leaver might earn stacking shelves at a supermarket. This is further
evinced by the fact that conservation jobs are sometimes given to trainees or assistants in local authority
planning departments, who have little interest in the sector and even less idea of the legal framework that
conservation works in. This is a specialist field, requiring trained specialists.

22. The Heritage Lottery Fund

The Heritage Lottery Fund has become the major source of funding for the historic environment,
supporting a range of projects, from the large, high profile to the smaller, community based. For this it is
safe to say that entire sector is grateful, and is extremely concerned that the future of this vital stream of
grants for the historic environment should be retained. SAVE remains concerned, however, at the ease of
access to these funds.

(a) In the course of applying for grants, applicants have to amass a great deal of information to assist the
HLF in assessing their application, often at great cost. SAVE questions whether it is right that such a great
burden should be placed on applicants rather than being carried by the HLF.

(b) Likewise, there are strong educational demands from the HLF on any project. This means that a
relatively straightforward repair project can become buried in supplementary projects that are not entirely
relevant to the restoration and take away time, energy and funds from the repair of other buildings,
particularly when the project is being carried out by a small organisation.

(c) Once work on a scheme is complete, there is generally a requirement that buildings are opened up on
a regular basis to the public. In some cases this is entirely feasible, in others it is perhaps not, particularly
when the public interest in the building is not its interior but its exterior.

While it is of course desirable that the public should have access to historic buildings and learn about
them, it seems absurd to refuse to support the repair of a building because the educational or access package
that goes with it is insuYcient.
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Ways Forward

23. Heritage proofing

For all the talk of joined up Government, heritage is far from imbued in public policy—indeed it is a fight
to even get in mentioned when it is relevant. This is evident in policy and major initiatives, such the ODPM’s
Housing Market Renewal Initiative, the treatment of historic buildings by Departments of Government—
with the NHS one of the worst oVenders; and the Olympic bid, which will see the needless loss of a range
of historic industrial buildings, capable of appropriate reuse.

24. Statutory duty of care

At present, only housing associations have a statutory duty of care for the properties in their ownership,
modern or historic. This is to protect both their investment and their tenants. In the interests of both heritage
and best value, there is no reason why this should not be introduced for governmental departments, quangos
and local authorities, as well as private owners.

25. Tax breaks for developing historic buildings and maintenance

With the dwindling resources available for the repair of buildings of historic and architectural interest,
SAVE suggests, in the strongest possible terms, the introduction of tax breaks for those bringing historic
buildings back in to use. The State of Virginia, for example, in the USA has pioneered this approach, and
the level of success has been astounding, with buildings that developers would not even consider touching
(other than with a bulldozer) in the years before the breaks were introduced being taken on and brought
back into use.

Conclusions

26. In spite of the encouraging words of the Minister, there is a general feeling in the sector that
Government as a whole is at best indiVerent and at worst hostile towards heritage. This is perhaps typified
by the hostile comments of the DPM as quoted this week in the Architect’s Journal: “Sometimes English
Heritage surprises me and supports and application”. The failure to increase the budget of English Heritage
even in line with inflation, and the question mark hanging over the future of the Heritage Lottery Fund
enforces this. Given that the sector relies heavily on the goodwill of volunteers at all levels, such actions are
disheartening.

27. The sector as a whole seeks strong and independent leadership from English Heritage. At present this
leadership appears to be lacking. English Heritage needs to communicate more clearly to the sector what it
considers its role to be.

28. The sector has responded to the apparent lack of leadership and the perceived hostility from
Government through the formation of Heritage Link, an umbrella body, to articulate the concerns of the
sector as a whole to Government. For this to work, however, Government must both listen and act: gestures
of goodwill to date have been few and far between.

29. The sector has the ideas, the energy and the enthusiasm. It is up to Government and its agencies to
harness these ideas, energy and enthusiasm, not dampen them.

27 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Society of Antiquaries of London

The Society welcomes the Committee’s choice and timing of its inquiry on Protecting, Preserving and
Making Accessible our nation’s heritage, which oVers an opportunity for Learned Societies and others in
the voluntary sector to identify priorities in advance of the forthcoming heritage White Paper. The inquiry
represents the first independent review of Government performance on actions outlined in The Historic
Environment: inAForce for the Future (AFFOF), which was published over five years ago (2001), and which,
despite its age, remains the current Government policy statement. The Society particularly also welcomes
the multidimensional scope of the inquiry, which includes both historic environment and museum/archive
aspects of the cultural heritage.

Founded in 1707, the Society is charged by its Royal Charter of 1751 with the “encouragement,
advancement and furtherance of the study and knowledge of the antiquities and history of this and other
countries”. Its membership comprises an elected college of around 2,300 Fellows from the fields of
archaeology, art and architectural history, material culture studies, museology, archives and heritage
management. Fellows serve in senior positions in universities, museums, libraries, archives, professional
bodies, local authorities, national heritage agencies, as well as in private practice.
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The Society is a registered charity and leading non-Government organisation working in the cultural
heritage sector. The Society is an active member of the Archaeology Forum and Heritage Link, umbrella
bodies of national NGOs concerned with the investigation, management and interpretation of the historic
environment. It also advises the All-Party Parliamentary Archaeology Group (APPAG).

The Society awards grants from its own funds for academic research and the conservation of historic
buildings. It is also an Accredited museum and holds a pre-eminent collection of paintings, prints,
manuscripts and artefacts together with the country’s leading research library for archaeology and the
cultural heritage. It also maintains for public enjoyment Kelmscott Manor in Oxfordshire, the former
country home of William Morris, Fellow, and leader of the English Arts and Crafts movement.

Thus as a leading national Learned Society, research sponsor and publisher and as a museum, library and
archive, the Society is actively engaged in all areas of debate on the heritage and cultural property. One of
the Society’s strategic aims is to influence policy making in the national and international heritage. Its
independence of government and of any vested sectarian interests makes it uniquely placed to encourage
and facilitate public debate on the management, conservation, presentation and public understanding of the
heritage. The depth and breadth of knowledge and expertise among the Society’s 2,300-strong Fellowship
gives it the authority to speak on key issues of policy and delivery.

Q1. What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcoming
Heritage White Paper

1. A key priority is the reform of the current regimes for designations and consents, which will unify the
various registers of historical assets, both for listed buildings and for Scheduled Monuments. The Society
has consistently supported a holistic approach to understanding, protecting and managing the historic
environment, together with the enhancement of local delivery currently being promoted by English Heritage
(EH). We are anxious that the outcomes of EH’s Heritage Protection Review will be available to inform the
drafting of the White Paper. The Society is also looking for assurances that any new regime will be properly
resourced, both centrally and at local level.

2. Damage to archaeological sites by deep ploughing through the Class Consents system remains one of
the most critical issues in national heritage conservation. Recent deep ploughing of areas of the Roman city
of Verulamium, one of the Society’s key associations through its former President, Sir Mortimer Wheeler,
revealed the flaws of the current Class Consents system. Reform of the Class Consents regime should form
part of the White Paper proposals.

3. The White Paper also presents an opportunity to review the current provisions for Conservation Areas
and their resourcing, together with a more inclusive consultation on valuing significance by local
communities.

4. In addition, the timing of the White Paper should have the eVect of accelerating the review of the non-
statutory Planning and Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs), which represent an opportunity to improve best
practice in the quality, delivery and communication of developer-led archaeological interventions.
Accelerated progress on the revision of the frameworks that dictate the current character of developer-led
archaeology will ensure:

— greater public benefit through requirements to store, conserve and display artefacts recovered
during fieldwork; and to involve the public in excavations in their neighbourhood and to open sites
for visitors;

— a greater research dividend through requirements to analyse, research and publish excavation
results in forms accessible to the archaeological community and the wider public;

— a greater quality of work, through encouragement of planning authorities to specify that
archaeological work must be carried out in accordance with accredited standards and led by
accredited organisations or individuals; and

— better management of historic buildings through a requirement for investigation and recording of
buildings damaged or destroyed in development, including archiving and publication of the
results.

5. As Professor Richard Bradley FSA has argued in a seminal lecture recently given to the Society, and
now available on the Society’s website (www.sal.org.uk), it is now time to move on from the increasingly
arid philosophy of “preservation by record”, which dictates so much of the PPG 16 environment. It is time
to seek ways of expanding the accessibility and audience for post-intervention client reports (the so-called
“grey literature”). As a research resource, the value of this primarily descriptive record is compromised by
its inaccessibility and labour-intensity of use. Through Professor Bradley’s lecture (itself the outcome of an
Arts and Humanities Research Council grant), the Society has initiated a debate on how to improve the
quality of research outcomes from development-led field archaeology and to create a resource that
researchers will want and be able to use eYciently. Greater capacity building will be required to realise this
ambition but one which, though supporting the facilitating role of the Learned Societies, such as ourselves,
could be achieved.
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6. Finally, on the subject of developer-led archaeological intervention, the Society would like to register
its concerns about the current curatorial provision for the results of the planning process. There is an
increasingly serious crisis looming concerning the availability and resourcing of adequate storage space for
the new archives generated by work undertaken under the PPG 16 regime. The direct result of this is to
imperil the eVectiveness of the principle of “preservation by record”, which is so fundamental to the current
system. It also makes the use of those archives by curatorial staV and by scholars diYcult or impossible and
so may preclude their value in contributing to knowledge and to public enjoyment. The Society notes the
development of the London Archaeological Archive and Resource Centre in Islington as a model approach
to this widespread problem (itself enabled by a HLF grant).

7. The Society strongly supports the enhancement of the existing Sites and Monuments Records into
comprehensive local services, in the manner of Historic Environment Records (HERs), as recommended by
APPAG in its 2003 report Current State of Archaeology in the United Kingdom (recommendation number
3). These facilities should be made statutory with additional funding from Government to ensure all local
authorities maintain and provide access to them and that they meet a standard level of content and service
delivery around the country. HERs should also exploit the latest electronic technology to ensure they act
as portals for widest public access. It is worth noting that Article 2 of the Valletta Convention (European
Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage 1992), ratified by the UK government in 2000,
requires States Parties to make provision for the maintenance of an inventory of “archaeological heritage”.

8. Apart from improvements to the heritage protection system, the White Paper also provides an
important opportunity to assess the role and contribution and capacity of the voluntary sector in the
management of the nation’s heritage. We are looking for a new inclusive approach with resources that will
encourage participation and build skills in national bodies and local communities.

Q2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

9. The Society regards the historic environment and cultural property as central to the social and
economic fabric of the nation, to community cohesion and to the quality of life for all our citizens. As our
sector’s umbrella bodies have urged, the heritage represents a positive force for change and regeneration.
However, Fellows of the Society are concerned about the relatively low priority given to heritage in a
Government department that administers increasingly competing sectors, particularly with the demands of
2012 in prospect. We anticipate that discussions and consultations surrounding the 2007 Comprehensive
Spending Review will test the commitment of DCMS to its heritage responsibilities.

10. DCMS needs to play the champion role more eVectively and more publicly. The APPAG Report of
2003 identified the lack of leadership in Whitehall, this as a major weakness of eVective policy making on
the heritage. The Society continues to support the thrust of APPAG recommendation (number 1) that the
DCMS establish an inter-departmental Committee on the historic environment, at Ministerial level, which
would coordinate policy in this area. For instance, such an initiative may avoid the blight that has
characterised the pace of the PPGs reviews, which represent a relatively low priority for DEFRA, the lead
body in this case.

11. DCMS needs to improve its eVectiveness for engaging with the respective professional and voluntary
sectors on policy. Recently, English Heritage has been distracted by internal restructuring and has failed to
engage constructively and consistently with the voluntary community. Confusion remains widespread about
the new structures and the points of delivery. The lack of consultation on the recent published EHResearch
Strategy 2005–10 is a case in point. Few, if any, of the national Learned Societies were involved in its
formulation. The Society would like to see more open meetings and seminars such as the recent touring
presentations on the Heritage Protection Review. EH should be more forceful in supporting the voluntary
sector to develop and contribute to research and management agendas. In addition, it would be helpful if
EH would assist NGOs, such as the Society, to play a more active part in hosting debates for the sector on
key policy issues. With its independence of government and central location, the Society is ideally placed to
facilitate this engagement. A capacity-building funding stream would be welcome here. Altogether, we
would urge EH to develop a more inclusive approach to research strategy and policy development.

Q3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

12. We question the on-going tension between preserving the old versus building the new, which portrays
heritage not as an asset but an obstacle. Fellows urge a more mature debate about the contribution of
historic assets to development and regeneration of communities. Adaptive reuse of heritage resources can
also provide a sense of stability and continuity for people and communities that helps to counteract the
climate of disruption exacerbated by economic globalisation (Heritage in Europe: absorbing the pace of
change, Europa Nostra European Policy Forum meeting, Brussels, December 2005).

13. The Committee is urged to recognise the threat to the heritage in designated regeneration or renewal
areas, which side-step normal planning controls. The Society would wish to avoid a repeat of the recent
St Pancras cemetery debacle, where archaeologists were barred from the site by developers working on the
Channel Tunnel Rail Link terminus under the CTRL Act 1996.
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Q4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the Community

14. Volunteering is the lifeblood of the sector in Britain (Volunteering and the Historic Envionment,
Heritage Link, 2003). The Society could not open William Morris’s home at Kelmscott without the support
of 60! volunteers who man the oYce, shop and restaurant and who lead the public around the site. Our
heritage environment needs to discover new ways of enabling non-professionals to get involved in all areas
of activity and to encourage greater public participation.

15. DCMS needs to maintain its vision for Power of Place (DCMS 2000), which emphasised the
significance of locality and the importance of heritage for local communities in terms of identity building.

16. Government, together with the heritage community, urgently needs to address issues of diversity in
the sector, which is notoriously narrow. Voluntary and community bodies are best placed to work with
Government on the issue.

17. Once more, the need for outreach to local communities amplifies the need to make rapid progress on
the reviews of the PPGs, with a view to improving outcomes of development-led excavation for public
benefit and improved local understanding (see para 4 above). Equally, local authorities must be properly
resourced to enable outreach and educational activity.

Q5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums
and galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and
forthcoming decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

18. We understand that some £3.3 billion has been allocated to around 18,000 projects since the inception
of the Heritage Lottery Fund, with archaeology alone benefiting from some £90 million of lottery proceeds.
In addition to the conservation benefit, the HLF has also most crucially enabled ordinary people to get
involved in their local heritage and to make decisions about its future.

19. Funding for the heritage remains one of the central issues for the entire sector, particularly in the face
of threats to the allocations from the Heritage Lottery Fund and pressure on Government to divert grant
support for English Heritage and the regions in favour of London sport-related needs. We believe, however,
that the Olympics in 2012 represent a huge opportunity for the UK to showcase its heritage assets and
cultural property to the world. Government needs to invest in the opportunity for that legacy, not waste it.
To this end, HLF share of lottery funding must be protected and at least maintained at the present level.

20. The White Paper also oVers the prospect of finally dealing with one outstanding negative anomaly,
that is the VAT charged at higher rate for repair and restoration, which continues to distort the sustainability
and public value of historic buildings.

21. Funding for national and regional museums is stretched to breaking point, to the extent that many
collections of significance are at risk, both through lack of care and opportunities for public access. The
problem is particularly acute at local authority level. Standards of curatorial expertise are collapsing
nationally due to job cuts and lack of continuity planning. Museums, particularly those in local authorities,
lack suYcient staV with the skills and expertise they need to support active programmes of research,
collection and communicating to the public. The situation is particularly acute in the archaeological sphere,
which forms an important link in the communication of interest and enjoyment of the historic environment
to local communities. The lack of capacity that was identified in the Renaissance in the Regions report has
not yet been remedied despite successive commitments.

22. Purchase funds are a particularly easy target for cuts when museums have to make diYcult choices
in order to save money. Acquisition budgets have been squeezed in real terms in recent years and are now
at the level they were 20 years ago. The virtual extinction of purchase budgets in local authority museums
has resulted in a very grave threat to the nation’s portable heritage. In 2002 museums withdrew a stated
interest in acquiring a total of 13 important Treasure finds, even though some were valued as little as £250.
Such acquisitions are vital if local communities are to benefit from the revised Treasure legislation.

23. It is hoped that in any decisions on funding some priority might be given to applications for assistance
in purchasing works of art and cultural objects deferred under the Review of Export of Works of Art regime
(Waverley system). These are by definition pre-eminent items relating to our national heritage. Given that
the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF) has only £5 million a year to spend since the launch of the
National Lottery (and much less for the future after intervening to save Tyntesfield), its designation as a
fund of last resort has become meaningless. We believe that the NHMF funding must be restored to a more
realistic level. NHMF assistance in “saving for the nation” the Macclesfield Psalter is just one recent example
of the importance of this last resort funding stream, which generated a truly remarkable expression of
public interest.

24. In addition, it is undoubtedly the case that museums have successfully acquired many important
objects through the Acceptance in Lieu scheme. We believe there is scope for the principle to be extended
to other forms of tax liability in addition to inheritance tax, as proposed in the Goodison Review (2004).
We support proposals made by the Museums Association for an additional scheme of gift aid in kind,
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whereby objects deemed of pre-eminent importance could be oV-set against other tax bills, thereby
encouraging people to donate objects to museums during their lifetimes. This would also have the advantage
of fostering long-term philanthropic relationships between donors and acquiring institutions.

25. We urge the establishment of an independent commission on the state of public collections, their
resourcing and their relationship to the historic environment.

Q6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

26. Role of NGOs: AFFOF in 2001 counted “including and involving people” as one of the five specific
Government objectives for realising the full potential of the nation’s heritage assets. We are yet to see this
initiative materialise. Of primary concern to the Society is the role and influence of NGOs in the heritage
sector, which range from Learned Societies and professional bodies to specialist interest groups. This
voluntary community operates close to the ground and is sensitive to public opinion and interest. Its
memberships are seeking to encourage active participation by citizens of all backgrounds in the cultural
heritage. We urge DCMS, other relevant government departments, local authorities and EH to engage more
eVectively with NGOs to create a more inclusive working environment. The Government should consider
whether NGOs could get more involved in delivering some public services. Knowledge of issues and locality
may pay dividends for greater public engagement.

Q7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public

27. Like others, the Society recognises that the work of Conservation OYcers and other professionals in
the historic environment, such as archaeologists, in local authorities is hampered by low pay, low status and
lack of a career structure. In addition, we acknowledge the urgency of an eVective and robust continuous
professional development programme for all those working in the historic environment and cultural
property, both vocational and non-vocational. The building of skills in local communities will remain a vital
objective for some time to come. It is the job of national agencies to support the professional bodies and
voluntary organisations to achieve this.

17 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Society of Archivists

This submission is reflective of the membership of the Society of Archivists across the country, who have
been consulted for their views.

The Society of Archivists, founded in 1947, is the principal professional body for archivists, archive
conservators and records managers in the United Kingdom and Ireland. Through its members, it is
committed to working for high standards in the provision and care of archives and the eVective management
of record systems, including the retrieval of information from them. The Society advises, submits evidence
and makes comment on matters of professional concern to people or organisations whose activities aVect
archives and records.

As a general comment, the Society welcomes this inquiry, and notes that the Committee plans to look at
“the roles and responsibilities for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local authorities, museums
and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage”.
Archives services too care for the nation’s heritage as custodians of its documentary heritage, and the Society
is disappointed that archives were not mentioned anywhere in the inquiry’s briefing statement. To protect,
preserve and make accessible the nation’s documentary heritage is the reason archives services exist.

The Society makes the following comments on the specific points raised in the call document as follows:

1. What DCMS Should Identify as Priorities in the Forthcoming Heritage Paper

The Committee should consider the latest National Council on Archives parliamentary briefing
(November 2005: http://www.ncaonline.org.uk/materials/2005–nov–final.pdf) in their research, as it
highlights very succinctly the current challenges and threats to the nation’s archives.

The Society believes that the Committee should consider the current confusion as to government
responsibility for archives, which is currently split between DCMS, for archives in general through the
MLA, and the Department of Constitutional AVairs (DCA), for public records through The National
Archives. This split responsibility is not healthy for safeguarding the archival heritage of the country, and
should be resolved if there is to be eVective further legislation to increase and clarify the current disparate
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statutory protection for archives and provision of archives services, itself an area of confusion. Such
legislation was strongly supported in the responses to the public consultation Proposed National Records
and Archives Legislation—proposals to change the current legislative provision for records management and
archives, issued for consultation from August to November 2003 by The National Archives. The Society
also believes that such legislation is much needed.

In particular, the Society also believes that DCMS should argue the case with the Treasury for greater
incentives such as tax concessions for preserving heritage collections in general, and archives specifically,
where these are in private hands. Business heritage collections especially are a cause for concern, a situation
highlighted in the January 2006 edition of theMuseums Journal.

2. The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations

in Representing Heritage Interests Inside and Outside Government

Although archives, museums and libraries are closely linked there is still a fundamental lack of
understanding of the diVerences between the three domains, particularly among decision-makers in national
and local government, but also even among the regional agencies that ostensibly represent the heritage
sector. Archives are overwhelmingly smaller, with fewer employees and generally smaller budgets. However,
these factors are often overlooked when all three domains are being assessed together on their performance
and success at implementing new cross-domain initiatives and in meeting Government objectives.

It was only two years ago that the report of the Archives Task Force, an MLA sponsored inquiry,
published its findings. Despite being well-received, no money has been forthcoming from government to
take forward its recommendations. This contrasts with the museum and library sectors, which each have
their own distinct funding streams. (Renaissance in the Regions and Framework for the Future). There is
similar discrimination in the Designation Scheme, extended to archives and museums in 2005, although only
designated museum collections can receive money from the Designation Challenge Fund.

As the Committee plans to examine the remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other
relevant organisations in representing heritage interests inside and outside Government, the work of the
Museums Libraries and Archives Council (the MLA) on behalf of the archives sector should be included in
this assessment. There remains concern about the understanding and commitment surrounding archives
within the MLA, compared to the other domains.

3. The Balance Between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

An emphasis on built heritage is implicit in the description of this issue. However, the contribution which
archives make to the care of buildings is often underestimated, but it is essential that the link between
buildings and their documentation in historic records is appreciated. Archives hold records of great value
to the built environment and to its future development. They allow informed and historically appropriate
planning decisions to be made. They also provide crucial evidence on many sensitive historic building issues;
and they hold vital information about buildings’ construction, and are regularly used to resolve preservation
and other problems. Widespread public interest in this area is evidenced by the success of the BBC series
Restoration.

A similar case can be made for the documentation of the countryside. Conservation areas and heritage
sites need to be understood historically in order for sensitive and informed decisions about their future to
be made. Archives’ economic impact in this area should be recognised, as should the fact that archives exist
as both data and as tangible objects from the past—to make contact with archives is to touch history, just
like a visit to an historic property.

4. Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

Archives provide vital resources for understanding and appreciating our heritage on personal, community
and national levels. They are the memory of the community and underpin all interpretation of our heritage.
As such, they should be given a high priority for resources so as to ensure long-term preservation and
particularly to open them up further for wider access.

The inquiry’s interest in “access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the
community” is of particular relevance to archives, which already provide high-quality and uniquely
meaningful access to heritage every day to a broad range of users. The first three phases of the online archives
network Access to Archives (A2A) http://www.a2a.org.uk/have shown the sector’s commitment to making
archives more accessible. No other sector has the range and quality of on-line finding aids that archives have.
However, the nation’s archives are an asset whose greatest potential is largely still waiting to be unlocked.

The forthcoming round of projects, under the auspices of A2A 4, will nurture community archives, taking
this work a step further, and a step outward into communities. By collecting, preserving and making
accessible the histories of all kinds of communities, their contribution to and place in society will be aYrmed
and valued. However, A2A 4 is only a short term project, funded primarily by the HLF, and the core funding
needed to continue this work is not available in the majority of archives.
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The success of already completed projects has shown the impact archives make on people’s lives, to which
the popularity of the television series “Who do you think you are?” gives powerful testimony, with an average
audience reach of 4.2 million per episode. “Who do you think you are?” is supported by the Archives
Awareness Campaign http://www.archiveawareness.com/, which has worked to publicise the existence and
use of archives through hundreds of popular events. Celebrations of national heritage, such as Trafalgar
and the forthcoming Brunel anniversary have all relied on archives.

New and younger audiences can be introduced to archives through education: the current Archives
Awareness Campaign includes a short story competition for Keystage 2 children called “Victorian Voices”,
drawing inspiration from archive material. The Museums & Galleries Education Project (Phase 2: 2003–04)
showed what could be achieved with appropriate funding. There were 21 successful projects in the South
West region, for instance, though only two involved archives. Nationally, fewer than one in five public
archives have an Education OYcer.

The records of government, business and cultural life are increasingly created in electronic form. The
diversity of electronic records and frequent changes in computer technology present a range of challenges
that need to be tackled in order to ensure that these records remain accessible over the long-term. The Digital
Preservation Coalition http://www.dpconline.org/was set up in 2001 to foster joint action to address the
urgent challenges of securing the preservation of digital resources in the to secure our national digital
memory and knowledge base. The National Archives are also playing an active role in storing and preserving
digital material. However, there needs to be a greater focus in this area, and on records management to
ensure that the nation’s archive collections continue to develop and remain relevant and complete. This is
particularly the case where organisations public and private keep their own archives, but continue to create
new records.

5. Funding, with Particular Reference to the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery

Funding for Heritage Projects

In general, the Society believes that funding needs to be prioritised, directed and most of all seen to be
shared fairly between the many competing demands and sectors requesting it.

Archives are generally less well funded than museums and galleries and rely on funding opportunities
oVered by the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) etc to increase accessibility and develop new audiences in line
with government objectives. Poor core funding continues to be a very real threat to the rescue, preservation
of and broadening of access to archives. Without adequate funding, archives cannot contribute fully to the
government’s aim to make the country’s heritage fully accessible to its citizens. Many collections could
increasingly be at risk because the relevant archives do not have suYcient resources to take them into their
custody. Some archives are underfunded to such a degree that their very existence is in doubt. Underfunding
for archives needs to be addressed, not only to meet the demand for new services, but also in order to be
able to maintain core functions. As highlighted already, archives need funding comparable with the
Renaissance in the Regions funding for museums and galleries to enable them to meet the aspirations of the
Archives Task Force Report. The Society refers the Committee to the NCA report Giving Value: Funding
priorities for UK Archives, 2005–10 http://www.ncaonline.org.uk/materials/nca giving value.pdf.

Some local archives repositories are a great distance from the larger library and archive resource centres
and have to work particularly hard for support. The unique role of local repositories in the regions should
be recognised, and appropriate funding be made available to archives in order to raise performance levels
and to meet increasing user expectations. At the same time, there is a concentration of large numbers of
archives services in London, national, local and specialist (including corporate), which represents another
specific concern. Some of the larger institutions are extremely well-resourced, while the majority struggle
with a chronic lack of resources and appropriate facilities.

With regard to the 2012 Olympics, the Society is concerned about the risk of funding being diverted from
the heritage sector. If funding for the Olympics is not raised from the new scratch cards, then the HLF will
almost certainly have to make up the diVerence. Archives will have an important role in recording the impact
of the Olympics on the community, but this will be compromised if HLF funding is diverted to core
government activities.

Archives are reliant on the HLF for much of the funding that allows them to work imaginatively and
successfully on vital, socially inclusive projects, which mean so much to individuals and communities.
Continued and greater support is essential from sources such as the HLF for both capital and revenue
projects, including opening up access to uncatalogued material, digitisation projects and audience
development work for archives and library materials.
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6. Roles and Responsibilities

This area has largely been addressed earlier in this response.

However, the Society does wish to highlight and support the regional representation and organisation put
in place by MLA. Regional agencies can engage with the specific requirements and needs of archives, archive
professionals, archive users and funders/employers (eg local authorities, governing bodies of archive-
holding institutions etc) and ensure that local needs are taken to the national bodies such as MLA and
DCMS.

A good example of this is the project that Archives, Libraries and Museums (ALM) London has
underway looking into developing regional conservation facilities, which can be used by services throughout
the region. Such projects enable well-resourced services to assist the less well-resourced in a region.

7. Whether There is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills

Our heritage should be preserved not only for this generation but also for future generations. There is no
value in allowing unlimited access to anything from a document to a country path if that access is eVectively
going to destroy it, wear it out or make it illegible within a generation. The use of alternative media to allow
access to artefacts, works of art, books, manuscripts and written documents has gone a long way to ensuring
the preservation of the original but more needs to be done to widen this form of substitution to the sector
and its collections.

Whilst the sector is growing, the training of professionals to populate the sector is not always keeping
pace, nor are the salaries for heritage professionals in line with those of other comparable professions. These
are serious problems that the Society believes need addressing urgently. The announcement on 18 January
by MLA of £1 million funding to support work based training in conservation for 60 placements over four
years is an encouraging first step in the right direction.

Conclusion

The Society hopes that this submission, and others from the archives sector, will draw the Committee’s
attention to the very real contribution that archives services make in providing access to heritage. However,
the proper levels of resource are necessary to unlock vital information in our archive collections about
communities and environments, about how they have changed and evolved and become what they are today.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Society of Museum Archaeologists

The Society of Museum Archaeologists (SMA) would like to participate in the inquiry into the heritage
sector being undertaken by the Culture, Media and Sport Committee. We regard ourselves as a stakeholder
because of our role as the leading body representing archaeologists working in museums.

The SMA was founded in 1975 and currently has a membership of around 260, comprising individuals
and institutions in England, Wales and Scotland. We also have very close links with our sister organisation,
the Scottish Society of Museum Archaeologists. The Society exists to promote museum involvement in all
aspects of archaeology and emphasise the unique contribution of museums to the essential unity of the
archaeological profession; to promote greater public understanding of the archaeological past, and a fuller
public appreciation of the importance of archaeology; to campaign for the acceptance of museums as
guardians of a vital part of the nation’s heritage and as the appropriate location for the storage and
interpretation of all archaeological material; and to develop a coherent philosophy of the role of
archaeologists in museums.

This submission is partly based on the memorandum prepared by the SMA for the All Party
Parliamentary Archaeology Group in November 2001. It has been revised and expanded to take account
of current circumstances.

The SMA believes that the Department for Culture, Media and Sport should identify the following
amongst its priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper:

1. Adequate Funding of Museums

A unique aspect of our museums is the richness of their archaeological collections and their ability to
inspire interest and engagement in a sense of place and also in the rich diversity of humanity. And yet, the
poor infrastructure of local authority museums means that resources are not always located or shared in the
best way. The establishment of regional museum hubs under the Renaissance programme of action and the
planned Subject Specialist Network for archaeology, if properly funded, have the potential to help here and
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the Government should continue to support both these initiatives in the future. The strength of current and
proposed resource centres at regional or sub-regional level to support local museum provision should also
be recognised and encouraged by Government action.

2. Transferring Archives to Museums

There is currently no formal recognition within the UK archaeological process of the need to prepare
archaeological archives appropriately for long-term access and preservation. The Society and the museum
community have developed standards for such preparation, relevant to field archaeologists, archaeological
curators and museum professionals (see Selection, Retention and Dispersal of Archaeological Collections
Guidelines 1993 and Towards an Accessible Archaeological Archive Guidelines 1995). However, these lack
the weight and impact necessary to guarantee their eVectiveness and ensure an accessible archive. The
Government and its advisors should ensure that due attention is given to improving this situation with
English Heritage maintaining a leading role in future discussions between museum and field archaeologists.

3. Making Archaeological Collections Accessible

Archaeological archives in museums are frequently regarded within and outside the museum community
as “diYcult collections”, the reserve of the specialist with the exception of the more glamorous items.
However, this is not the case as the findings of the recent SMA Art of Archaeology Initiative demonstrate
(see The Art of Archaeology: The Museum Archaeologist Vol 28). The broader potential of the
archaeological archive in contributing towards the social purpose of museums needs stronger attention. The
DCMS should encourage creative thinking in this area and ensure that it is given due attention by the
Museums Libraries and Archives Council.

4. Rationalising Archaeological Collections

A review of archaeological collections should be undertaken by museums to identify holdings of little
benefit for current or future use. This should focus on the research potential of collections, and the most
appropriate usage which should include the option of disposal. This review needs to be guided by formalised
standards agreed by the archaeological community and supported by Government with appropriate funding
through the regional museum hubs and the subject specialist networks.

5. Making the Archaeological Process Accessible

Fragmentation and commercialisation of the archaeological process during the last 15 years has resulted
in the disenfranchisement of the public from the archaeological process. Museums, once the hub of field
activity in a local area, were able to draw on community involvement. Now archaeology is undertaken by
commercial units often based outside a locality. New ways of creating and resourcing opportunities for
community archaeology need to be found with museums playing a key role. Again the support of
Government is vital here.

6. Portable Antiquities

Much has been achieved in this area in recent years due to the establishment of the Portable Antiquities
Scheme and the SMA welcomes the Government’s decision to fully fund the scheme after April 2006.
However, much remains to be done and the DCMS should support and promote initiatives seeking to
enhance protection for British and foreign portable antiquities from illicit looting and trade, and that strive
to improve acquisition of information and artefacts for wider public benefit.

7. Erosion of the Skills Base

Post-entry training in museums must address the decline in connoisseurship. We are in danger of losing
those traditional skills which characterised a museum curator—an aYnity for and knowledge of objects.
The time has come to attempt to reverse this trend and place much more emphasis on artefact skills through
encouraging museum staV to attend training courses such as those run by the SMA. There is also much merit
in the recent suggestion, made in the Museums Journal (June 2005), that a system of museum
apprenticeships be established. 20 years ago Leicestershire Museums provided such an opportunity and it
is time that museum apprenticeships were re-introduced into the museum sector. The DCMS should
commission a review of training in museum archaeology by an appropriately qualified individual or
organisation.
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8. Research Culture

A strong research culture in museums can only be built and sustained if museum governing bodies,
especially in the local authority sector, are willing to devote resources to sustain the work of collections
specialists. This is likely to become increasing diYcult to achieve even if the will is there. In recent years the
SMA has watched with growing alarm the steady erosion of archaeological collections expertise in
museums. Posts have been deleted or specialist curators have been required to take on additional
management duties. The situation has been compounded by a general decline in artefact studies. Many
university undergraduate courses devote little or no time to this area. In the short term it is unrealistic to
expect an increase in curatorial posts, and instead we have to attempt to make the expertise that currently
exists more widely available. There are encouraging signs that this may be possible through the Regional
Hubs and the Subject Specialist Network for Archaeology and the DCMS should support the continuing
funding of these initiatives in the forthcoming comprehensive spending round.

The Society would very much welcome the opportunity to present oral evidence in front of the Select
Committee.

18 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings

A. Introduction

1. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, started by William Morris in 1877, is the founding
father of the building conservation movement in the United Kingdom. Its early Committees contained a
number of eminent Members of Parliament and the Society played an important role in developing historic
building legislation. Perhaps more significantly its “philosophy” of repair has helped fundamentally shape
the UK approach as practised by local authorities, English Heritage, bodies like the National Trust, and
building professionals.

2. Today the Society is an educational, advisory and campaigning voluntary organisation. The largest of
the national amenity societies it is notified of listed building applications for demolition in England and
Wales. From its outset it has had an interest in training, and since 1930 has run a unique Scholarship
programme which has been the principal method of training architects in building conservation. Since 1987
it has run a parallel scheme for training craftsmen, the William Morris Craft Fellowship, under the
chairmanship of Sir Patrick Cormack MP. The Society also runs a wide variety of other training courses,
provides a free technical advice line, and issues advisory publications.

3. The Society has just under 9,000 members including those who belong to the separate Mills Section.
They comprise leading historic building professionals, homeowners, and those who support the cause.

B. SPAB and Umbrella Bodies

1. The Society belongs to two umbrella bodies, the Joint Committee of National Amenity Societies and
Heritage Link, both of which will be making submissions. Rather than repeat the points raised in those
submissions, which we fully support, we will concentrate on areas of special interest to the SPAB or where
we feel issues need emphasising. In view of the wide ranging nature of the Committee’s inquiry the fact that
the Society is not oVering comments on a particular issue should not be taken to mean we have no opinion
on it.

C. SPAB Submission

1. Priorities for the forthcoming White Paper

(a) The weakness of controls in Conservation Areas, and the relentless erosion of their character in many
parts of the country by the onslaught of unsightly and uncontrollable alterations, remains a Cinderella
subject ever since the Shimizu judgment by the House of Lords. New thinking, and the legislation to make
it eVective, is long overdue.

(b) The Society recognises the importance of vibrant local government. Because most heritage controls
are exercised locally each local authority should be required to employ at least one qualified conservation
oYcer. Their absence in many areas is a major weakness in the way we look after historic buildings in the
UK.

(c) The SPAB has generally supported the ecclesiastical exemption from listed building control as less
bad than the alternative of full secular control. Though we have been reassured that this special privilege
will be reviewed regularly we are concerned that a full review as envisaged by the Newman Report is
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overdue. The recent partial consideration of the issue in the light of the Heritage Protection Review is
inadequate, at a time when the long term future of historic places of worship is perhaps the biggest problem
currently facing the heritage sector.

2. EVectiveness of DCMS etc in representing heritage interests

(a) The Society has been a leading campaigner on behalf of the unprecedented number of listed buildings
threatened with outright demolition or abandonment by the Government’s unsustainable policy on airport
expansion. In addition to proposed extra runways at Stansted which will result in large scale demolition,
the Government is under enormous pressure from the industry to agree a third runway at Heathrow, with
disastrous consequences for historic buildings. The fact that DCMS seems to have had absolutely no eVect
in influencing the Department for Transport, and English Heritage has not been as vigorous as it might have
been in denouncing the largest single proposal for demolishing legally protected buildings in good order and
against the wishes of their owners, demonstrates only too clearly the disdain with which they are held
elsewhere in Government. Attempts to move some of the endangered buildings will not “save” them.

(b) The regular maintenance of buildings of every type and date saves costly future repairs and is fully
in line with Government policies on energy saving, sustainability etc. The importance of maintenance was
publicly acknowledged by the Minister, David Lammy, when he spoke at the annual meeting of Heritage
Link in December 2005. The Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings has held National Maintenance
Week at its own expense since 2002, the aim of which is to persuade owners of buildings old and new, private
and public, to carry out simple tasks such as clearing gutters and downpipes, that will prevent serious long
term problems. This is an area where an initiative by the DCMS, drawing in other Government departments
such as ODPM, could have benefits well beyond the narrow confines of heritage and save millions of pounds
annually in preventable repairs.

3. Funding of English Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund, local authorities etc

(a) At a time when opinion polls show overwhelming public support for the built environment, the
Government continues to regard it as low priority for funding. Compared with the rises in public spending
on the DCMS’s other areas of responsibility since 1997, including museums and galleries, the budget for
English Heritage and the built environment has remained at our near the bottom of the pile. The only good
news has been the Treasury’s grant scheme for listed places of worship, aimed at oVsetting the impact of
VAT. However the tax on repairs to secular listed buildings continues to claw back large sums for the
Government at the expense of the heritage.

(b) The Heritage Lottery Fund has transformed the physical and natural heritage and also the nation’s
appreciation and understanding of it. However there are still numerous historic buildings at risk, shortages
of skilled professionals (HLF is only just beginning to support training, and in an unnecessarily modest
way), and a vast backlog of work resulting from years of neglect. It would be quite wrong to suggest that
the need has largely been met. It has not. Continued funding of the HLF at its present levels is essential. We
are most concerned at the prospect that possibly significant sums will be siphoned oV from HLF to pay for
the Olympics.

(c) The voluntary sector continues to play an important role in most aspects of the heritage sector, and
is much admired and envied abroad for its successes. However almost all bodies are severely constrained by
the great diYculty of securing the core funding that would enable them to make greater use of volunteer
help. We are grateful to English Heritage, Cadw, and Historic Scotland for the grants we get from them,
but with better and more secure funding we could do so much more.

4. Adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills

(a) As mentioned above the Society has a unique record in training in building conservation. Many of
the most important historic buildings in the country are cared for by architects trained on the SPAB
Scholarship (which has no equivalent), and an increasing number of William Morris Craft Fellows can be
found undertaking highly skilled repairs and conservation throughout the UK. The fact that a small private
charity, dependent on hard earned charitable funds, is still one of the principal organisers of training for
conservation professionals in the UK remains a source of complete baZement abroad.

(b) The relatively small proportion of professionals—architects, surveyors, and engineers ı accredited in
conservation under the schemes related to each profession confirms what we know: that far too few
professionals working on historic buildings have had any specialist conservation training. Much of the
Society’s casework is prompted by the actions of professionals with little or no grasp of conservation ideas
or practice. Building conservation at even the most elementary level forms no part of undergraduate courses
in architecture, surveying etc. The large debts facing newly graduated architects means that few can aVord
further specialist training. Many do not believe they need it. The requirements of grant aiding bodies such as
English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund for the employment of accredited professionals may slowly
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improve the supply but substantial obstacles remain. However the vast majority of historic building repair
projects do not qualify for grant aid so it is still perfectly possible for someone with absolutely no knowledge
of old buildings to work on a Grade I building, for example.

(c) The recent reports by the National Heritage Training Group entitled Traditional Building Craft Skills
and of the Countryside Agency entitled Crafts in the English Countryside. Towards a Future confirm a large
and growing shortfall in craftsmen trained in traditional skills. This is apart from those who have had any
training in conservation which may require additional knowledge.

(d) The formation of the NHTG is a welcome step forward but it is doomed to have very limited success
while funds are in such short supply; while colleges are reluctant to release their own staV to undergo
training; while employers continue to undervalue training; and while the Department for Education’s
priorities are the 16–19 age group (many of those who wish to train as craftsmen are older).

(e) Since 1951 the Society has run a six day course on the repair of historic buildings. English Heritage,
National Trust, HLF, DEFRA, and other agencies regularly send their staV on it. In recent years we have
seen a marked decline in the number of conservation oYcers on the course, which for many was again the
main method of training other than pursuing a part time postgraduate university course.

(f) Among the SPAB’s most popular courses are the weekend courses aimed at owners of old buildings,
held around the country. These help owners make informed decisions and steer them away from well-
intentioned but damaging proposals. They are one of the most direct ways the Society can protect the
heritage, and relieve local authority staV of the burden of unsuitable listed building applications and
unauthorised works.

(g) With better funding the Society could do much more to extend its tried and tested training courses,
including oVering newly designed ones aimed at conservation oYcers, local councillors and others. The
Society also produces technical publications, including a new DVD on Damp, and a unique free advisory
Helpline, all of which would benefit from sounder funding, reliant as they are on charity fundraising.

16 January 2005

Memorandum submitted by the Southwark Diocesan Advisory Committee

The Anglican Diocese of Southwark serves the people of South London and East Surrey. The Diocese
contains 378 churches, approximately half of which are listed. The Diocesan Advisory Committee (DAC) is
the body under the Care of Churches and Ecclesiastical Jurisdiction Measure 1991 that advises the Diocesan
Chancellor and parishes on any works proposed to those churches.

The Diocese of Southwark, as many other urban dioceses, has a considerable number of over-large
Victorian churches that are too large for the current congregations (and were probably too large even when
they were built). Parishes need to be able to explore imaginative ways of adapting such buildings for a
variety of uses and it is hoped that English Heritage, conservation oYcers and the national amenity societies
would look favourably on schemes that seek to keep the buildings in use and thence preserve the listed
building in its environment.

At present, many congregations are preserving churches which are a very important part of the nation’s
heritage out of their own pockets. English Heritage and Heritage Lottery Fund grants are only available for
specific areas of concern and the yearly total available is dwindling in real terms. Additionally, there is a
genuine concern that the 2012 Olympics, with its inevitable escalating cost, will siphon funds from other
deserving causes, leaving a vacuum from which it will take years to recover.

The Southwark DAC is concerned that there are an insuYcient number of professionals with the relevant
accreditation in conservation as now required as a condition of EH/HLF grants. Many architects work on
listed buildings, providing new uses or adapting them but this does not, at present, provide suYcient criteria
for accreditation. The DAC is also concerned that many local authorities are dispensing with the services
of in-house conservation oYcers.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Southwold Parochial Church Council

We are aware of the response to the Committee made by The Archdeacon of SuVolk and his colleagues
from the Diocesan Advisory Committee and feel that it may be of relevance for the inquiry to hear of the
eVects of current attitudes on a rural parish such as our own.

St Edmund’s is a beautiful Perpendicular church dating from the 15th century, listed Grade 1. It is rather
unusual for a mediaeval church in that it is the result of a single building phase and completed in a single
architectural style. It is treasured by the Parish which lavishes a great deal of voluntary eVort and money
(averaging £90,000 a year) on its upkeep. St Edmund’s is very fortunate to have very generous benefactors
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(living and deceased) for the restoration and maintaining of the fabric. This means that we have had no need,
for over 25 years, to ask for support in this task. We are indeed grateful for the recent relief of VAT on
our repairs.

The Church is visited by over 30,000 visitors each year, many of whom may think of it as a museum. In fact
there is a vibrant approach to worship with traditional and contemporary services. Of an adult population of
1,300 there is an average church attendance of 250 each Sunday, some of whom are second home owners
or on holiday.

For nearly eight years the PCC has been trying to find a way, acceptable to English Heritage, to build
facilities both to increase the suitability of the building for the wider community, and to bring the
environment for the younger members of the church into the 21st century. This would include Toilet and
Kitchen facilities, a flexible meeting area for Sunday School classes, small church meetings and coVee after
services (not interfering with following services) and storage facilities for archives.

The Diocesan Advisory Committee has accepted our statement of need with regard to these facilities but
the proposals advanced by the architects they themselves suggested and by others proved impractical or
aesthetically unacceptable. Four separate schemes (inside, outside and underground) have been turned
down. By contrast, the approach, to build in the Churchyard, which has seemed to many, including church
authorities and the Church architect to be most suitable on both practical and aesthetic grounds has been
rejected out of hand by the English Heritage oYcer who has been unable to make any realistic alternative
proposals.

One reason for the English Heritage objection is the fact that the church has a hall on the edge of the
Churchyard which in theory could provide all the facilities. The distance, door to door, along present paths
is 166 metres. For many septuagenarians (and much older) as well as for young children needing to be
accompanied, it is just not acceptable to have to make such a journey in our normal winter conditions. In
addition we only have use of the Hall for nine months of the year as the Southwold Theatre is in residence
from mid June to September.

In addition, if we do not make adequate toilet provision within sensible reach of the Church, it is clear
that soon, because of regulations, it will no longer be possible to use the Church building for concerts and
other such public functions (as it is used regularly at present), so defeating the aim which we share of
developing the community use of the building.

The “lack of confidence or expert knowledge to deal with such bodies”, in a PCC, referred to in the
Archdeacon’s paper is absolutely relevant in our case. We are at a complete loss when faced with absolutely
no respect shown for the church or local community needs in the 21st century. The “authority which English
Heritage and other agencies wield” is even further out of proportion as we are not looking for any funding
from them and, as we have said, have not received any for at least 25 years.

We regard it as unacceptable that a body with no concern whatever for the use of the building by the
people who care for it sacrificially and who have proved their care of it over many years should be able to
dictate conditions to us in such a way that ultimately we shall not be able to sustain the vibrancy of the very
congregation on which the long-term care and maintenance of the building depends. We echo the
Archdeacon’s call for a balance to be struck with equal understanding on both sides and agree that, in the
long run, “making good use of a building is the best way to guarantee conservation”.

9 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Standing Conference on London Archaeology

Introduction and General

1. The Standing Conference on London Archaeology (SCOLA) was set up in 1992 to promote the
practice, study and public awareness of archaeology in London; its members include professional and
volunteer archaeologists, archaeological societies and local authorities. SCOLA is sponsored by the Society
of Antiquaries of London and by the Council for British Archaeology and enjoys close relations with
English Heritage and the Museum of London. SCOLA has small resources, but has used these to run
conferences, most recently on PPG16, encourages the production of high quality publications on
archaeology in London through a book prize, and provides two small bursaries to help young students from
London gain practical experience of archaeology by participation in training excavations. SCOLA has since
its inception made informed comments on the London aspects of all issues concerning the historic
environment including archaeological ones, in particular when national Government or the Mayor of
London consults on policy proposals.
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2. SCOLA welcomes this Inquiry by the Select Committee. In this evidence we concentrate on the historic
environment, including archaeology, and on matters relating to Greater London (which in some respects
diVer in scale from those elsewhere in the United Kingdom, and in others diVer in kind, for instance because
of the diVerences in administrative arrangements.)

3. The Select Committee has said that it is particularly interested in receiving evidence on seven issues.
This memorandum deals with them in turn:

I. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

4. The White Paper must cover the heritage comprehensively. It must go wider than “protecting,
preserving and making it accessible”, as in the title of the Committee’s Inquiry; indeed we urge the
Committee to widen its own remit. For the nation’s heritage is not something which is already definitively
known; almost every day new discoveries increase it and change our perception of it.

5. Among the priorities we identify for such a comprehensive White Paper are:

(i) For the better protection and management of the historic environment, Historic Environment
Records (HERs, previously called SMRs—Sites and Monuments Records) should be made
statutory, and all local authorities should be required to maintain or have access to them. Indeed,
Article 2 of the European Convention on the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage (as signed
at Valletta in January 1992 and ratified by the UK Government on 21 September 2000) requires
signatory States to make provision for the maintenance of an inventory of “archaeological
heritage”.

(ii) The need for proper resources for archaeological investigation.

(iii) The need for proper storage of what is found. Archaeological archives and arrangements for long-
term storage present a major problem in many parts of England. In London SCOLA was for many
years very concerned that, while excavations were continuing, there was a serious and growing
problem with the storage of material recovered, in a form that made it accessible to research. It is
much to the credit of the Museum of London that with the help of a £1.2 million grant from the
Heritage Lottery Fund it has converted a building in Islington and now has the space for an
accessible archive which will take material from excavations in London for many years to come.
The Select Committee will want to bear in mind the contribution an imaginative approach like this
can make to the problem of storage of material throughout the country.

(iv) The need for a VAT regime that encourages maintenance of the heritage.

(v) Ensuring that an appropriate level of advice/support is available from English Heritage.

II. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

6. DCMS does not have the influence within Government that it should have. In respect of planning
matters its relationship with the OYce of the Deputy Prime Minister must be improved. Perhaps more
serious is its failure to convince the Treasury that the VAT regime is positively inimical to the conservation
of the historic environment because it strongly favours new building over the maintenance of the existing
stock of buildings, which includes repair and restoration of historic buildings.

7. There is a worrying lack of appropriate expertise within DCMS, very few staV being designated to
heritage matters and most work now remitted to English Heritage. English Heritage, for all its professional
competence, does not have the voice within the machinery of Government that a Department headed by a
Minister has. If English Heritage is doing DCMS’s job, and in London (through the Greater London
Archaeology Advisory Service) doing the local authority’s job, and doing the Secretary of State’s job on
designation, and is following its own policies, and has no direct Departmental voice, we fear that the proper
checks and balances are lacking. Its complement of staV is reducing and the spending power of its budget
is declining; how then can English Heritage eVectively keep on increasing responsibilities? Its role following
the introduction of the new Heritage Protection Review system needs to be clearly established and properly
resourced.

III. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

8. The fundamental basis of local planning is the Local Development Framework, which each local
authority is required to produce as successor to the old ‘Development Plan’. It is in these documents that
the balance between heritage and development needs must be found. In London Local Development
Frameworks have to be in conformity with the London Mayor’s Spatial Development Strategy, commonly
called the London Plan. SCOLA was very involved with the production of the first London Plan and will
be equally involved in its imminent revision. We are very disturbed that the ideas the Mayor has produced
for this revision fail so completely to balance heritage and development needs that the historic environment
is not even mentioned.
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9. PPGs 15 and 16 are of crucial importance in ensuring that archaeology has its place in the planning
process. Under PPG16 developers have funded much excavation that would not otherwise have been done.
PPG16 is far from perfect, and SCOLA hopes to take a constructive part in the revision of it which will,
we understand, follow the Heritage White Paper; but it is essential that the review should result in greater
protection, despite the pressure to reduce the burden of regulation on development.

10. One specific problem that concerns SCOLA is the absence of any guarantee of standards in the
current system. It depends far too much on trust, on the assumption that all those involved know what is
the right thing to do, and then do it; this would be unacceptable in other professions.

11. In particular:

(i) Planning permission for a development should not finally be granted until there has been a proper
archaeological evaluation, not just a preliminary assessment. If permission is granted simply
“subject to an agreed programme of archaeological work”, those responsible within the local
planning authority can be left in a weak position in negotiation with the developer.

(ii) The competitive tendering system depends crucially on the adequacy of the original brief. There
is no incentive for either contractor or developer to do anything that is not covered in that brief.
There must be strong and properly resourced specialist expertise within or available to, and
properly used by, the local planning authority to ensure both that briefs contain the right
archaeological provisions and include a requirement for publication, and that these briefs are
complied with.

IV. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

12. There has for a long time been a tradition in Britain of the involvement of amateurs in archaeology,
not merely as voluntary helpers in museums and in projects controlled by professionals, but also as
principals in their own right; local archaeological societies undertake and publish much important research.
This honourable tradition is now under threat, since, perhaps especially in London, there are now few
opportunities for excavations not related to development, and such excavations virtually always exclude
amateur involvement. We invite the Select Committee to address this problem of how best to use/regenerate
local involvement, for instance through research projects designed in line with research priorities for London
as identified by the Museum of London and English Heritage.

13. New discoveries should be reported immediately, studied in a scholarly way, and communicated to
the general public. The great public interest in such matters is demonstrated by the popularity of television
programmes like “Time Team”, as well as by the recent “National Survey of Culture, Leisure and Sport”,
in which visiting a historic environment site achieved the highest score. It is also noteworthy that the
discovery of the Rose Theatre in 1989, and the debate over its preservation, captured world headlines for
several weeks.

14. There has in recent years been a preference for “preservation in situ” (that is, leaving remains that
are known to exist buried and uninvestigated); though we understand the reasons for this, it may hinder the
growth of knowledge, deliberately prevent making part of the heritage accessible, and indeed actually
destroy evidence, since it may mean “deterioration in situ”, the conditions of burial having been altered by
the development.

15. Though archaeological work is done for the benefit of the community, the results of excavations are
often not disseminated well or speedily, particularly to local people and archaeological societies. There are
various reasons for this. Contracts for archaeological interventions under PPG16 may not specify
publication. Contractors’ reports are made to their clients, and “commercial confidentiality” can inhibit
dissemination. But the consequences are bad for both scholarship and the engagement of the widest public.
The archaeological report is, for archaeologists, the fundamental objective—communicating what has been
found in adequate detail. However, much more is needed to inform the public and especially the local
community about the history of their local area. Ideally every full excavation, as distinct from a rapid trial
trench evaluation, should be explained by, at the least, signs on site hoardings, viewing areas, and for
instance open days, guided school parties etc. during excavation. Many archaeological contractors have web
sites and some development projects have their own web sites on which archaeological results can be posted.
Newspaper reports during and after excavation or reporting discoveries made in the post-excavation
process, displays in local museums or libraries of the findings, and popular leaflets and even videos are all
possible vehicles of communication. They are not, however, a substitute for proper academic publication.

16. Despite the achievements of the Museum of London, the global interest in London’s historic
environment and knowledge about it could be exploited much better than it is, with huge potential gain in
national earnings on tourism alone, setting aside less tangible benefits.
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V. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

17. SCOLA is concerned that the spending power of the budget for English Heritage is steadily declining.
This reduces its ability to provide finance for projects, and, perhaps more insidiously, can be prejudicial to
the historic environment because it has to raise money for the monuments in its guardianship by staging
events which distract and may even be damaging.

18. The enormous value of lottery funding for the preservation restoration and presentation of historic
buildings etc. is well known, and we shall not dwell on it here. We draw the Committee’s attention, however,
to the great success, on a smaller and more local scale, of the local heritage initiative money.

19. SCOLA welcomes the government proposal that all local authorities should identify Historic
Environment Champions. However, many have still to do so, and we fear that local and national politicians
often do not appreciate the real significance of archaeology, or the serious interest shown by many people.
When there is pressure on funding, local authority staV dealing with conservation and the like are under
particular threat. The “heritage” is very important for tourism, but it must not be looked at only in that
context. Scholarship must be put on a par with widening access and increasing the number of visitors to
museums, if only because, without serious scholarship, and the collection of the data on which it is based,
there is nothing on which visitors can rely. At a time when local community identity and good citizenship
is high on the Government’s social inclusivity agenda, informing people of their local history can be a critical
unifying element in creating inclusive communities.

20. The position of many local museums up and down the country is parlous; London is not exempt from
the worrying trend for local authorities under financial pressure to look to closing museums as a relatively
easy option since they are not a statutory responsibility; a few years ago the Passmore Edwards Museum in
Newham was closed and its important collections dispersed. Free entry to the great national museums is of
little benefit to people who want an informative and locally relevant museum in their own locality.

21. The 2012 Olympics are pertinent to the Committee’s Inquiry in ways that go far beyond their impact
on lottery funding. They will provide a great opportunity for London to show the world. One of the things
London has to show is its heritage, for which it is world-famous, and which perhaps attracts the bulk of its
visitors. SCOLA is pleased that the Museum of London is receiving funding for this from the Heritage
Lottery Fund: the Press announcement said “London is a true world city and its rich heritage will play an
important role in the cultural programme that will support the Olympic Games; this investment in the city’s
hugely popular museum will help guarantee that visitors will be oVered the finest museum experience as part
of their Olympic visits.”

22. An important part of London’s heritage is, of course, below ground. Some of that buried heritage
will undoubtedly be at or near the sites where Olympic facilities are to be built. This heritage should be
properly recorded and, when appropriate, preserved and displayed—perhaps as an Olympic feature. We are
encouraged by the constructive attitude those in charge of preparing for the Olympics are taking to these
matters; there has already been evaluation and some excavation as part of the enabling work. It is essential
that this momentum should not be lost, and that archaeological projects should be completed in good time;
that will minimise the danger that they will be squeezed out as deadlines get closer. The local community
and local archaeological societies should be involved in this work; we should like to see a “Community Dig”
along the lines of that organised by the Museum of London in Shoreditch Park last year to commemorate
the Second World War.

VI. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local
authorities, museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the
nation’s heritage

23. There is an important matter here that is specific to London. Ever since the abolition of the Greater
London Council in 1986 English Heritage has had functions in Greater London which diVer substantially
from those it has elsewhere in England. Only the City of London and the Borough of Southwark have
professionally qualified archaeologists of their own, in their planning and environmental services; in all the
other boroughs the Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service of English Heritage (GLAAS) acts as
adviser on archaeology to the planners. On the one hand this provides a wider range of expertise than a single
borough could aVord on its own, but on the other hand, it increases the risk of misunderstandings, such as
occurred recently in respect of a potentially important site in Tower Hamlets, where no archaeological
condition was imposed and where significant archaeological remains were destroyed as a result. Moreover,
English Heritage has in the last year reviewed the position of GLAAS, and seriously considered whether
London should continue to be diVerent from the rest of the country. In SCOLA’s view GLAAS should
remain, for the present, with English Heritage; however, if GLAAS is to do its job properly, and to develop
its work on Strategic Policy and Guidance and on Public Archaeology (not simply working on keeping up
to date with planning matters), it must have increased and guaranteed funding and resources. English
Heritage must accept and mainstream its special London functions, and not regard them as a slightly
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embarrassing adjunct to the functions it performs throughout the rest of England. The reorganisation that
followed the review of GLAAS has integrated the four Archaeology Advisers with the four London Region
Historic Buildings and Areas; there are real fears that this will be inimical to archaeological integration.

24. The Heritage Lottery Fund has been of great benefit to conservation of the historic environment and
the various programmes which achieve this should be maintained at at least their present level.

VII. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by
planning authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning
oYcers, councillors and the general public

25. Each local authority needs both professional advice at a level far in excess of what most of them now
get and stronger awareness of, and links with, the voluntary sector and local interest groups. We believe that
Members of Parliament themselves feel the need for access to professional advice on heritage matters in their
own constituencies.

26. The lack of expertise available to local authorities has been demonstrated in various surveys,
especially ones by the Association of Local Government Archaeology OYcers and by the Institute of
Historic Building Conservation. These findings are applicable in London as elsewhere.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the Surrey Archaeological Society

1. Introduction

1.1 The Surrey Archaeological Society is a company limited by guarantee and a registered charity. It was
established in 1854, essentially to promote the study of archaeology within the historic county of Surrey and
therefore covers all matters relating to the prehistory and history of the county including the collection and
publication of material and information for the public benefit.

1.2 The Society welcomes this inquiry by the Select Committee. Our evidence relates to the historic
county of Surrey which includes the present administrative county.

1.3 The Society’s response to the seven issues identified by the Committee is given below.

2. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper

2.1 It is essential that the White Paper covers all aspects of heritage. It is of concern that the title of the
inquiry apparently fails to recognise the continuing need to ensure that the Nation’s heritage is first
identified.

2.2. The Society urges that the following priorities are included in the White Paper.

1. To ensure protection and management of the historic environment, the maintenance of Historic
Environment Records (currently the Sites and Monuments Records) is made statutory as a
matter of urgency and be widely accessible, especially to those responsible for planning and
development.

2. Adequate resources are provided and maintained to enable the archaeological and historic
environment to continue to be identified in both urban and rural landscapes.

3. Specialist advice is available for those responsible for Local Development Frameworks, and all
planning and development matters. In the part of historic Surrey which is now within the
Greater London Area, this advice is available from English Heritage, via the Greater London
Archaeology Advisory Service. Within the administrative county this advice used to be
available from the Heritage and Countryside divisions of Surrey County Council. Current
proposals before the Council suggest that only services which are statutory will be available
in future.

4. Adequate and appropriate storage facilities for archaeological archive is essential. While in
Greater London, the problem has been addressed by the establishment of the London
Archaeological Archive Research Centre, the situation in administrative Surrey is dire. There
is no County Museum or Museum Store: local museum stores are full and Guildford Museum,
which until recently accepted material from anywhere in the County, will now only accept
material from within the Borough (see Archaeology in Surrey Museums, Hedley Swain.
Museum of London Archaeology Service, September 1995).
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3. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

3.1 In so far as Heritage, at least, is concerned DCMS does not appear to carry suYcient weight, which
is reflected in the failure to amend the VAT rules to encourage proper maintenance of the nation’s heritage.

3.2 Heritage matters appear to be largely delegated to English Heritage, which though having the
necessary level of expertise, does not have a voice in Government; neither is it adequately resourced. This
further diminishes DCMS ability to eVectively represent heritage within and outside Government.

4. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

4.1 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, eVective 2004, requires all local planning authorities
are to have in place by Spring 2007 Local Development Frameworks (LDFs), replacing Unitary
Development Plans and Structure Plans.

4.2 In Greater London, the LDFs have to be in conformity with the London Mayor’s Spatial Strategy,
known as the London Plan, which we understand is about to be revised. It is of concern that hitherto,
heritage has not featured significantly in previous documents, and thus a balance between the heritage and
development needs are unlikely to be met or even addressed.

4.3 In administrative Surrey, the Structure Plans were produced by the County Council informed by the
professional expertise available within the Heritage division. The District and Borough Councils now in the
process of preparing the LDFs do not have the resources or expertise individually to inform the frameworks
on heritage matters, and the expertise available at County level is already seriously diminished (see 2.2.3).

4.3 It is crucial that the forthcoming revisions to PPG 15 and 16 build upon, rather than reduce, the
statutory protection now aVorded in all planning decisions.

4.4 In any revision there is a need to ensure that adequate funding is provided to ensure that:

(i) adequate briefs, upon which the competitive tendering is made, are prepared prior to planning
permission being granted;

(ii) the process is monitored and standards maintained;

(iii) the conditions are fulfilled;

(iv) publication is included within the brief; and

(v) someone is accountable for specific performance, and that provision is made for eVective
enforcement of the conditions.

In Greater London, these matters are the responsibility of GLAAS which is under-resourced for the tasks
imposed upon it. In administrative Surrey, and possibly elsewhere, it is unclear whether suYcient resources
will be made available to eVectively fulfil the objectives of PPG 15 and 16 and its successor.

5. Access to Heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

5.1 The Society, as an amateur Society, has over the course of its history been involved in the practice of
archaeology and our members cover a wide range of interests from pure “dirt” archaeology, landscape
surveys, industrial and social history, to documentary research—and the dissemination of that research by
means of publications, lectures, seminars and workshops. We also aim to involve local communities in our
work and research.

5.2 Since the introduction of PPG 15 and 16, and the advent of intervention by archaeological
contractors, there has been less opportunity for amateurs to become involved in archaeological excavation
at any stage, although interest, as a result of programmes on TV has increased. At the same time, the results
of the interventions as a result of PPG 16, are often less readily available to the wider public, if at all.

Many of the interventions are in town centres or villages, where occupants and residents may be rehoused
or inconvenienced. If communities are to retain their sense of community, it is in our view important that
they should be made aware of the outcome and the value of the cultural asset maximised.

Of equal significance is the diYculty of access to the information gained for scholars, and subsequent
impact on research.

We believe all these issues should be better addressed.
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6. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

6.1 The Society has concerns about the reduction in resources and spending power of English Heritage,
which must necessarily manifest itself in its ability to fund projects and inhibit new ventures.

6.2 The value of the Heritage Lottery Fund in the preservation and restoration of historic buildings has
been immense. Equally important and valuable is the contribution to local communities made possible by
the local heritage initiative funding. Involvement by local communities in these initiatives has strengthened
local identity and helped to achieve the aims outlined in the EH publication Pride of Place.

6.3 Most, if not all, local museums and galleries have been dependent upon funding from the Lottery to
renew and revitalise their premises and displays. Many are finding that funding from local authorities is
steadily reducing and rely upon volunteers to support hard-pressed and under-resourced staV.

6.4 Any reduction of funds made available for these local initiatives would be seriously prejudicial and
the impact of the London 2012 Olympics is of considerable concern. Even before the decision was
announced, the Society was informed that a lottery bid for a five-year project, specifically aimed at involving
and training local communities in understanding their landscape, would not be favourably considered as
funding “pot” was likely to be reduced. We were advised to limit the project to three years. The outcome is
currently unknown.

6.5 While the 2012 Olympics should provide an opportunity to show the world the wealth and variety of
London’s heritage and it is appropriate that the Lottery Fund should support the London Olympics, the
opportunities for the rest of the country should not be ignored.

It is the heritage of the whole nation which draws tourists to Great Britain now and well beyond 2012,
and it needs constant support.

7. What roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund, local authorities,
museums and galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s
heritage

7.1 With reference to Greater London, the only borough within the historic county of Surrey with a
qualified archaeologist is Southwark. The rest rely on the advice from Greater London Archaeology
Advisory Service (GLAAS). However if GLAAS is to develop Public Archaeology and develop its Strategic
Policy and Guidance, as well as advising the remaining London Boroughs on all planning matters, then
adequate funding needs to be guaranteed.

7.2 With reference to administrative Surrey, none of the Districts or Boroughs have qualified
archaeologists able to advise them either on the Local Development Frameworks or Planning applications.
As indicated elsewhere the support previously available from County is apparently to be seriously
diminished.

7.3 In the Society’s view, provision should be made to ensure that all districts and boroughs in the country
have access to specialist advice on all archaeological and environmental matters relating to the planning and
development of areas under their control.

7.4 The Society has within its membership considerable expertise and specialist knowledge and has
worked in partnership with the County Council and local authorities in sharing knowledge and undertaking
initiatives. The Society has benefited in the past from Heritage Lottery funding and believes it should be
maintained at least to its present level.

8. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

8.1 Every local authority needs professional advice or access to it. However, resources, both human and
financial are, for the most part, lacking. Links with local groups and societies and the voluntary sector
could assist.

8.2 The Society believes there is a general lack of understanding and appreciation of the value of heritage
by councillors and Members of Parliament. The steady reduction in resources available for heritage can only
exacerbate the situation.

17 February 2006
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Memorandum submitted by The Theatres Trust

The Theatres Trust welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Committee Inquiry. Our submission
focuses on theatre heritage, and our evidence and recommendations are provided in this context.

The Theatres Trust is an advisory non-Departmental Public Body and a statutory consultee on planning
applications that aVect land on which there is a theatre, and was established by the Theatres Trust Act in
1976 “to promote better protection of theatres”. Our 15 Trustees are appointed by the Secretary of State
for Culture, Media and Sport, though our remit covers the whole of the UK. The Trust’s main objective is
to safeguard theatre use, or the potential for such use, through direct engagement and advisory work in the
fields of theatre and culture, planning, regeneration, architecture, and heritage.

Heritage is therefore one of our key areas of concern. Our submission identifies the remit and valuable
role that The Theatres Trust plays in protecting the nation’s theatre heritage, and the heritage benefit of the
collection of theatre plans and materials managed and published by the Trust. We ask the Committee to
acknowledge the role of The Theatres Trust and help us to enhance and strengthen our work in the heritage
field, thus enabling us to harness fully heritage legislation to protect the UK’s theatres.

The Theatres Trust would be pleased to provide oral evidence to the Select Committee.

Summary of Recommendations

1. The Theatres Trust regards it as important to see a greater recognition of the heritage value of theatres
to the nation in the Heritage White Paper as buildings of special architectural or historical interest and as
centres of cultural heritage.

2. We would welcome recognition in the Heritage White Paper of that part of The Theatres Trust’s remit
which relates to heritage and our eVectiveness, as the expert body on theatre buildings in the UK.

3. The Trust has been working with ODPM to produce a good practice guide as part of Planning Policy
Statement 6 (PPS6). We recommend that there should be a specific statement of policy and clear guidance
on the importance of protecting theatres within the forthcoming Planning Policy Statement 15 (PPS15).

4. The Heritage White Paper should recognise that historic theatres are a cultural asset. It should ensure
that there is adequate protection for locally listed theatre buildings in and outside conservation areas, that
The Trust should be consulted on applications for conservation area consent and where theatres may be
being demolished outside conservation areas.

5. There should be adequate funding available to English Heritage to implement the White Paper and
the HLF’s role in protecting West End theatres should be acknowledged and resources identified. As the
expert on historic theatre buildings within the UK we would like the White Paper to acknowledge the
Theatres Trust’s role and identify additional funds to enable the Trust to consolidate its work in this area.

6. The Theatres Trust believes that it is essential to develop its role as a consultee on heritage matters,
in particular Conservation Plans and Management Plans. As a statutory body we would welcome formal
recognition as a statutory consultee on Listed Building Consent and Conservation Area Consent
applications.

7. The Theatres Trust is in a position to take a lead role on developing benchmarks for conservation
practice with regard to theatres, and so support professional development within the conservation sector.
The Theatres Trust is also able to advise planning oYcers, councillors and the general public on specialist
theatre conservation professionals. We would like the White Paper to endorse plans for the development of
a conservation role for The Theatres Trust to add value to proposals contained within “Review of Heritage
Protection: The Way Forward”.

19 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the UK Association of Building Preservation Trusts

The UK Association of Preservation Trusts (APT) is a Registered Charity representing over 280
Building Preservation Trusts (BPTs) across the UK. APT’s remit is to encourage and assist its member
Trusts in expanding their capacity to preserve and reuse the built heritage, and this is done through the
provision of information, advice and assistance, and by actively promoting the work of BPTs. There are
two types of Trust, revolving fund and single building. Revolving fund Trusts operate on the revolving
fund principle of acquisition, repair and sale, using the proceeds of one project to fund the next. Single
building Trusts are usually established to undertake a project within a community where the building
will have a community use.
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APT notes that the Committee is particularly interested in receiving evidence on six key issues as follows:

The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests inside and outside Government

APT is concerned that the protection of the historic environment does not appear to be a high priority
within DCMS and that the split responsibility between DCMS, ODPM and DEFRA exacerbates this
problem. The present government appears to see historic building conservation as something of an
impediment to development, thereby harking back to attitudes more commonly seen in the 1960s. Some
elements of the development industry, in particular major developers, indicate that there are too many
historic buildings and too many planning controls, and this attitude is inadequately challenged. There is
important evidence that conservation-led regeneration is of great value and more should be done to
promote this.

The Balance Between Heritage and Development needs in Planning Policy

The vital first step in identifying development needs is in recognising the quality of the existing
environment and those aspects that make it important. There should be no major conflict between heritage
and development needs provided that both sides think constructively. As indicated in the previous response,
there is ample evidence of the importance historic buildings in their communities and in regeneration and
many of the high quality schemes now seen are based on a conservation-led approach. The appropriate way
forward in this respect would be for the conservation responsibilities of DCMS to be transferred to ODPM
and with conservation of the built heritage properly recognised within the overall planning framework.

Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

APT does not believe that recognition of the heritage requires expert understanding. It is clear that a vast
number of people enjoy the environment in which they live, work or visit, especially in historic towns and
cities, though they may not expressly see this as supporting the built heritage.

Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and for

Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for Heritage

Projects, and Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources Between

Good Causes

APT views with great concern the continued decline in the budget for English Heritage and the eVects of
this on creative projects. The unfortunate decision forced on English Heritage to restrict grant aid to grade
I and grade II* buildings leaves a very considerable number of grade II listed buildings at risk with limited
opportunities for their preservation. The key consideration here is the fragile nature of those parts of the
historic environment that are at risk because once such buildings are beyond repair they are lost for ever.

The other important aspect to success of heritage projects is that many of these are complex and can take
several or more years to achieve; during that time security of funding is vital. The building preservation trust
movement has significant potential provided that adequate resources are made available. It seems inevitable
that the decision to allocate lottery funds to the 2012 Olympics will reduce the finance available for heritage
projects. Similarly any reduction in HLF funding will have the same eVect. For many BPT projects HLF
grants are now the major source of help, particularly taking into account the position of English Heritage.
Competition for these funds will mean that some projects will not be achieved.

What the Roles and Responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund,
Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Non-Government

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

There should be a clear definition of the roles of English Heritage and the Heritage Lottery Fund
regarding standards and policy. It should be for English Heritage to set standards and determine policy in
the national interest with the Heritage Lottery Fund providing resources within a defined framework. It
should not be for the Heritage Lottery Fund to attempt to take an intellectual lead. Within the overall
framework there need to be clear policies for participants such as local authorities, museums and galleries
etc. to pursue their own interests to the best of their abilities. The contributions that can be made by
charitable and other non-government organisations need to be recognised and supported. The eVorts that
are made by many such organisations, including BPTs, will only continue provided that they can see results.
It is important that obstacles are not put in the way and that assistance is oVered to encourage the growth
of the non-government sector.



3298812113 Page Type [E] 03-04-06 12:14:09 Pag Table: COENEW PPSysB Unit: PAG1

Ev 342 Culture, Media and Sport Committee: Evidence

Whether there is an Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and means of making Conservation Expertise

more Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

In recent years the priority given to conservation by local authorities has declined along with the number
of Conservation OYcers in post. EVective conservation requires well-trained, skilled and experienced
professionals and craftsmen and there is evidence of a lack in this respect. APT recognises the pressures on
local authorities, especially planning authorities, but considers that conservation of the historic environment
should receive a higher priority and that this will only be done if it is a requirement rather than an option.
Planning and conservation staV require more training in conservation skills if the potential of the historic
environment is to be properly recognised and achieved. The variation in the supply of conservation skills
across the country places certain areas at a disadvantage and this needs to be remedied.

16 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by the University of Oxford

The University of Oxford’s museums and libraries constitute a heritage collection of acknowledged
national and international importance, both educationally and culturally. Government policies and
priorities in the heritage sector as administered through the DCMS are of critical importance to us in
resourcing, caring for, and making accessible those collections for all. This is particularly so in the case of
the museums, where vital funding streams are directed through initiatives and schemes such as Renaissance
in the Regions and the Designation Challenge Fund, and, of course, the Heritage Lottery Fund. The major
HLF grants awarded to two of our museums—the Museum of the History of Science and the Ashmolean
have enabled, in the case of the former, and will enable in the case of the latter, complete transformations
in the way that heritage collections are made accessible to the public. Additional applications from the
museums to the HLF capital grants programme are under preparation so it is crucial that this source of
funding is not depleted by an exclusive focus on the 2012 Olympics.

The increasingly important funding streams reaching the University through the “DCMS route” reflect
the correspondingly raised profile of the university museum sector in educational outreach to, and
engagement with, the wider community. I enclose, for ease of reference, the University’s response to the 2005
DCMS consultation Understanding the Future: Museums and 21st century Life, which outlines that
engagement and the University’s commitment to it.

At present the “DCMS route” complements the museum stewardship funding managed on behalf of
HEFCE by the AHRC. This latter represents a critical source of core recurrent income totalling nearly £3.3
million pa for our four museums over the period 2006–07 to 2008–09. Our response75 to the 2005 DCMS
consultation emphasises the main point which we would now wish to reiterate to the present inquiry, namely
the imperative importance of maintaining the future of university museum funding after July 2009, when
the core funding currently managed by the AHRC will, under present plans, return to HEFCE. If the
implication of this is the complete loss to the university museum sector of £10 million, it will almost certainly
result in the destruction of much of what it has been possible to achieve by way of raising the profile of
university museums within their parent institutions and with the general public—objectives to which we
believe the AHRC has been deeply committed. One of the most satisfying features of the core funding
scheme is that it has enabled university museums to demonstrate the really distinctive contribution that they
can make to the intellectual vitality of the museum sector by communicating the latest research to the widest
public in an accessible manner, either through researching the collections themselves or through the
presentation of research as part of museum outreach. Any threat to the viability of university museums risks
the loss of that distinctive contribution.

The responsibility for preserving and making accessible the nation’s heritage is currently spread across a
number of sectors. We should like the present inquiry to recognise the importance of ensuring co-ordination
and compatibility between the respective agencies (in our case the DCMS, HEFCE and the AHRC) in their
strategies for funding museums and collections of heritage status.

18 January 2006

75 Shared by other respondents: cf the beginning of the third paragraph on p.12 of the DCMS’s summary of responses to its
consultation document.
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Memorandum submitted by the Victorian Society

Introduction

1. The Victorian Society was founded in 1958 to study and to champion the architecture of the Victorian
and Edwardian periods.

2. The Victorian Society is a member of the Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies and has
contributed to their evidence. We are also a member of Heritage Link. To avoid duplication of our
responses, in this submission we comment only on areas where we wish to make additional points.

Evidence

3. Priorities in the forthcoming Heritage White Paper

3.1 Ecclesiastical Exemption: Peculiars and other special cases

3.1.1 The following paragraphs apply to Church of England “Peculiars” (buildings outside the faculty
jurisdiction system) and other special cases including Church of England and Roman Catholic religious
communities; and school and other institutional chapels. While some of these institutions have opted for
normal local authority control or that of the exempted denomination, others have no system of external
involvement and are completely outside the system of heritage protection.

3.1.2 Planning Policy Guidance 15: Planning and the Historic Environment (Paragraph 8.9) stated the
intention that “by the end of a limited period all buildings within these categories will either become subject
to the normal local authority controls or be included within the scope of an exempted denomination’s
internal system of control. The bodies concerned have been notified of the order and invited to consider what
future arrangements would be appropriate for them.”

3.1.3 Within the Church of England, under the Care of Places of Worship Measure 1999, all “peculiars”
were asked if they wanted to operate under the exemption or under the appropriate secular system of
control. However, no deadline for making the decision was set. This is an unsatisfactory situation.

3.1.4 Peculiars and special cases must be made to decide whether they wish to remain under the
exemption by a specific date. If they cannot decide we feel they should be placed automatically under the
secular system of control.

3.2 Designation decisions

3.2.1 Delays in the present operation. As the Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies pointed
out, there can be long delays in dealing with requests to list buildings. It is not always clear to us whether
English Heritage, the DCMS, or both, are at fault, but excessive time taken to reach a decision is a great
source of annoyance to us and to owners.

3.2.2 Here are some listing requests that are still undetermined, with the month they were submitted:

April 2002: Alderman Newton’s Church of England School, Peacock Lane, Leicester.

January 2004: Ten bridges over River Soar; Irish Bank (formerly Leicester Savings Bank),
Greyfriars, Leicester.

August 2004: Robert Hall Memorial Baptist Church, Narborough Road, Leicester.

November 2004: Stanbrook Abbey, Worcestershire (upgrading and new listing).

December 2004: Beaufoy Institute, Lambeth (upgrading); Nook Public House, GriYths Street,
Liverpool.

March 2005: Barrow Brothers Building, Belvoir Street, Leicester.

July 2005: Pugin Hall, Rampisham, Dorset (upgrading) and Arkwright Building, Nottingham
Trent University, Shakespeare Street, Nottingham.

3.2.3 Such long delays create uncertainty for the owner for an unreasonable amount of time, and also for
us. We hope that English Heritage will be adequately resourced to carry out its designation function.

January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by VisitBritain

Introduction to VisitBritain

VisitBritain promotes Britain as a tourism destination to the rest of the world—and since 2003 has
promoted England to the British. The body aims to build the value of tourism by creating world-class
destination brands and marketing campaigns supported by a network of 23 oYces active in 35 overseas
markets. VisitBritain works closely with the British Council and others to avoid duplication and ensure best
value is obtained from public funds by working in partnership through the Public Diplomacy Board.

VisitBritain generates £1.1 billion every year in incremental export earnings for the British economy,
which supports over 27,000 fulltime equivalent jobs—contributing approximately £200 million for the
Exchequer through VAT and Air Passenger Duty receipts alone. Through eYciencies and rationalisation,
VisitBritain is expanding its presence into new markets that demonstrate the greatest potential for growth—
firstly Russia, Poland, China and South Korea, and secondly Malaysia, Thailand, Mexico, Czech Republic,
Hungary, Turkey and Greece. Domestically, VisitBritain generates approximately £50 million in additional
domestic tourism expenditure. Since April 2005, VisitBritain no longer actively promotes a “Britain brand”
in Ireland, the Netherlands, France or Germany—while VisitScotland, the Wales Tourist Board, Visit
London and VisitBritain’s England Marketing team are now focusing on the individual brands of Scotland,
Wales, London and England, thereby freeing up VisitBritain resources for new and emerging markets.

The flagship Britain and London Visitor Centre at 1 Regent Street as a “one stop shop” for international
and domestic visitors seeking information and advice on Britain and London, and is operated by
VisitBritain in conjunction with the London Development Agency and private sector partners.

Heritage, Culture and the Visitor Economy

Comparative Research

Research work has always demonstrated that Culture and Heritage remain the main appeal of any
consumer interest in Britain—both internationally and domestically.

The best current comparative measure for this is the Anholt-GMI Nation Brands Index, which measures
the power and appeal of a nation’s brand image and then plots it against those of other nations. VisitBritain
is actively involved in the Index, which demonstrates how consumers around the world see the character
and personality of 25 diVerent nation brands. In August 2005 the Index revealed that Britain remains high
in the league table of nations ranked according to heritage. In Britain’s most important market, the US,
Americans rank the UK in 2nd position behind Italy for being rich in both built and historical heritage. This
proves to be the case in most markets—both short-haul (the Dutch place the UK 9th ) and even new markets
likely to be a major focus of work in the future (the Chinese rank the UK as 6th ).

International and Domestic promotion

In this context of scoring well on heritage with potential visitors, VisitBritain therefore promotes Britain’s
heritage assets and plays on cultural ties in countries where this has a particular marketing resonance,
ranging from the most important markets for British tourism (the US, EU members) to some of the newest
growth markets (China, India).

Internationally, VisitBritain is undertaking a series of initiatives to ensure that Britain’s contemporary
and traditional culture is harnessed to attract potential visitors. The work of teams in VisitBritain overseas
oYces, supported by on-territory and global campaigns and press/PR activity provide an eVective
worldwide platform for our heritage partner cities, attractions and events. One of the most eVective tools
has been the Great British Heritage Pass, co-ordinated by VisitBritain for over 30 years. The Pass promotes
over 600 gardens, monuments, royal residences, stately homes, castles and other historic attractions to over
27,000 visitors a year—and VisitBritain has now teamed up with the Leisure Pass Group to re-launch the
Pass using new marketing techniques and improved technology.

Domestically, the new opportunities to experience the depth of our vibrant cities, developing landscapes
and urban regeneration provide VisitBritain with scope to engage with British residents. VisitBritain is
working to ensure that our built heritage, diverse cultures, museums, events and sports heritage are being
promoted in the right way—providing access to visitors throughout the year. The recently launched
“England CityCulture” campaign should lead to increased numbers of British residents enjoying our
heritage, culture and architecture.
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Heritage and Culture Sector Club

The work of VisitBritain must be in tune with the tourism industry and our stakeholders in both the
private and public sectors—national museums and galleries, National Trust, English Heritage, the Heritage
Lottery Fund and small niche operators. To this end, in 2005 VisitBritain established a new Culture and
Heritage Sector Club for these organisations, which meets regularly and advises VisitBritain on all culture
and heritage marketing activities. It also provides the opportunity for those attending to share best practice
and their latest research findings.

The club is working on a number of projects including the development of new culture and heritage
microsites, research into possible new Passes, organising information-sharing workshops and attending and
participating in key culture and heritage sector conferences and meetings. The group has just published a
trade-focused Cultural Tourism Advisory Guide.

Heritage Lottery Fund and English Heritage

The Select Committee is likely to consider the roles, responsibilities and funding for the Heritage Lottery
Fund and English Heritage.

VisitBritain works closely with range of private and public sector partners—and as such, we commend
the work, building, servicing and investment put into attractions and the community by the Heritage Lottery
Fund and English Heritage.

The Heritage Lottery Fund has invested some £3.3 billion in 18,000 awards over the last 10 years—
including support for all of the top 10 free heritage attractions in Britain. Since its launch, the step-change
in support for a sector high on potential but low on funding has been an asset to heritage and tourism. As
a result, VisitBritain can promote distinctive and visual heritage projects that then excite interest in potential
visitors. New and refurbished projects have appeared up and down the country, enriching the physical and
cultural fabric of the built environment as well as maritime, industrial, transport and natural heritage. This
increases the diversity of Britain’s tourism oVer, creating new potential opportunities to attract visitors and
bringing much needed fresh investment into the visitor economy. Together with the work of English
Heritage in providing 300 sites free to the public (as well as lesser-known activity to look after buildings,
monuments, areas, and archaeological remains), we now have a vibrant and eVective heritage sector which
is an asset to British tourism.

Of course, VisitBritain would welcome increased heritage funding. Opportunities that might be provided
from the Comprehensive Spending Review 2007 to improve heritage and tourism should be grasped, and
we expect the Department for Culture, Media and Sport to work to ensure that this happens—it could prove
vital if we are to meet the Government and industry’s aim of growing the tourism industry from £74 billion
to £100 billion by 2010. However, the division of roles and responsibilities between English Heritage and the
Heritage Lottery Fund has worked well for tourism and there seems no compelling reason for changing it.

26 January 2006

Memorandum submitted by Wessex Archaeology

Introduction

1. Wessex Archaeology is a multi-disciplinary charitable company working across the heritage sector,
one of the largest practices in Europe. Provision of a comprehensive range of heritage services to local,
national and international clients, including Governments, across the UK and abroad enables us to fund
our educational objects “to promote the education of the public in the subjects of arts, culture, heritage and
science through the pursuit of archaeology”. In addition to providing heritage and education services, we
also participate in, amongst other areas, the development of sector policy, strategic development and
standards, through supporting and leading national cultural and heritage organisations (such as the
Institute of Field Archaeologists and the UK National Commission for UNESCO Culture Committee).

2. We warmly welcome the CMS Select Committee Inquiry on our nation’s heritage, which oVers the first
opportunity for independent review of Government, and sector, performance on the actions outlined in The
Historic Environment: A Force for our Future—(published in 2001) which remains the current Government
policy. The scope of the Inquiry, covering management of the historic environment, roles, skills & resources,
museums and most importantly access and public engagement, is particularly welcome.

3. The UK has a very rich and diverse cultural heritage which needs protection balanced with public
accessibility and sound management of change. Much of our heritage is of international significance, as well
as of great importance to individual local communities. A key issue is the promotion of a practicable and
integrated approach to our heritage across Government and the sector. We look for better and more
widespread recognition of the value of heritage across Government and better recognition of the public
benefit of heritage in society today.
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4. As a final general introductory comment, we would encourage the Inquiry to include consideration of
the UK’s international responsibilities to heritage and its leadership role, and the importance of UK
expertise abroad. The UK is, and is recognised as a key player in international heritage matters and has
much to oVer globally in the sustainable management of cultural heritage, including capacity-building and
standard-setting.

What the Department for Culture, Media and Sport Should Identify as Priorities in the

Forthcoming Heritage White Paper

5. A key priority is the reform of the present regimes for protection of our nation’s heritage, from various
forms of registers of historic assets into a unified system encompassing scheduled monuments and listed
buildings. Such a unified system would better reflect the need for an holistic approach to understanding,
protecting and managing the historic environment and provide more clarity and transparency. The reform
should include consideration of the system of class consents, where flaws include the continuing damage to
important archaeological sites such as Verulamium through inappropriate agricultural practice,

6. The White Paper provides an opportunity for the enhancement of existing national and local
registers—Sites and Monuments Records—to a more comprehensive system of Historic Environment
Records (HER), reflecting the need for holistic management of the historic environment in which we live
and providing a greater degree of public benefit, including public access. These HERs should be made
statutory, and conform to a standard level of content and accessibility across the country. These facilities
form a critical foundation for decision-making in the planning process and as a portal for public access.

7. The timing of the White Paper is important in terms of the review of non-statutory Planning Policy
Guidance, which can provide a framework to ensure best practice in the quality of design, delivery and
communication of development-lead historic environment investigations. The present guidance (PPG 15
and PPG 16) works reasonably well, but there is an opportunity to ensure greater public benefit through:

— requirements for better public access and involvement, where practicable and safe in fieldwork,
and including for example the provision of more “popular” literature and web-based information;

— clearer requirements for the storage, conservation and display (or access to) material recovered
and lodged;

— encouraging local planning authorities, and national bodies, to specify a better and more
consistent quality of archaeological work carried out in accordance with accredited standards and
lead by accredited organisations or individuals. This approach (investigation, recording and
accessibility) should apply equally to investigations of below-ground remains and to historic
buildings and landscapes;

— encouraging a more integrated approach to the designation of Conservation Areas;

— encouraging and resourcing the synthesis of the results of development-lead work (which are
primarily descriptive and site focused) to feed back into the management system and to make
general information more readily accessible.

The above measures, and any system of managing development with protection of the historic
environment and our heritage must provide for a balanced approach which is reasonable, robust and
sustainable.

8. The White Paper should also address the critical matter of resourcing, (financial and skills) the
implementation of reformed legislation and the planning system, at both national and local levels, which is a
cause for concern. A reformed approach, in the public interest, will require strengthened skills in community
involvement and participation by local authorities and building capacity of heritage groups. It is also an
opportunity to review the role, contribution and capacity of the voluntary sector in an inclusive approach
to managing our heritage.

The Remit and Effectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and Other Relevant Organisations in

Representing Heritage Interests inside and outside Government

9. Our cultural heritage, and the historic environment which is part of it, are central to the social and
economic fabric of our nation, in providing, for example, community identity and cohesion, enhancing
quality of life, and contributing to the economy through cultural tourism. Heritage should be at the centre
of government policy, local and national, and represent a positive driver for change, and should not be seen
as an impediment.

10. Heritage is central to many aspects of our life and hence to many Government Departments. It is
imperative that it is championed more eVectively and more consistently across all sectors, and the role of
DCMS is critical in this respect. Whilst there have been many positive changes, for example within DEFRA,
there is a strong case for some form of high-level Inter-Departmental Committee on the stewardship of
heritage and historic environment, to support an integrated approach to management.
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11. The role and remit of the DCMS is wide, appropriately reflecting the diverse nature of our heritage
and social fabric. But we would look for a more eVective and more public role as champion within
Government, and a more eVective engagement with the professional and voluntary sectors on policy and
implementation. There is much support for the work of DCMS, and more advantage could be taken of the
expertise within the wider sector. We would look for a more inclusive approach and more consultation with
the wider heritage sector, to provide support and initiative. The DCMS, in liaison with other bodies such
as the UK National Commission for UNESCO, also has a key role to play in the recognition of the
importance of the intangible heritage, and recent projects such as those by Culture Online are to be
welcomed in this respect.

12. English Heritage appears over recent times to have been distracted by internal reform and re-
structuring, and its reputation has suVered accordingly, which is unfortunate. It has a key role in policy,
co-ordination and standard-setting, as well as in public education and access, but there is some confusion
about the new structures, the relationship between the centre and the regions. As a result the organisation
is not seen as a strong sector leader, particularly in relation to engaging the professional and voluntary
sectors. One recent example was the lack of consultation in the development of the recently-published
Research Strategy, which was launched in late 2005. There appears to have been little or no preliminary
consultation, and there was a strong emphasis on a somewhat inward-looking approach for the future,
giving little cognisance to the expertise and strengths of the wider professional, commercial and voluntary
sectors, which can support English Heritage and Government in achieving their goals.

13. We would look for a stronger approach from English Heritage in supporting the wider sector,
encouraging its development and contribution to policy development. This could include more open
meetings and seminars, and more presentation of policy proposals in regional meetings (such as the recent
presentations on the Heritage Protection Review). In summary we seek a more inclusive approach to policy
development and research strategy, which benefits from a wide participation particularly from those
working at “grassroots” level.

The Balance between Heritage and Development Needs in Planning Policy

14. Our main concern is the apparent ongoing tension between preserving and protecting our heritage
assets and promoting development and social regeneration, where heritage is seen as a barrier to change,
not as a central driver for change. Broadly the current system for balancing the needs of protection and
preservation with development works, though there is potential to improve the system with the new
Planning Policy Statement for the Historic Environment. The system fails where there are extreme views (on
either side) which are inflexible, or inconsistent approaches.

15. There needs to be a more mature debate and promotion of understanding of the benefits of heritage
and historic assets to social and economic regeneration. For example adaptive uses of historic assets provide
a sense of stability and continuity for communities as well as providing new resources for their use. This
brings us back to the point of heritage as central to change rather than peripheral as it can sometimes be seen.

Access to Heritage and the Position of Heritage as a Cultural Asset in the Community

16. Wessex Archaeology is a charitable company, working to promote the education of the public in arts,
culture, heritage and science through the process of archaeology. Public access to heritage and historic assets
and information are critical in our activities. Archaeological investigations and research are only valid if its
results are made available to a wider public audience and public benefits flow from it clearly and
transparently. The widespread interest in our heritage, promoted by significant media coverage reflects its
importance to the public.

19. The planning system should promote better public access to local (and national) discoveries, and the
new PPS should provide strong guidance on the critical importance of communicating results to the public.
It should require practitioners and developers to make information accessible at the appropriate time and
emphasise the benefits of this approach, of constructive partnerships, between heritage conservation and
development.

20. Archaeology—the process of understanding about past peoples and their landscapes, of our current
(and future) environment—has much to contribute to individual and community identity and social
cohesion. We strongly support moves to promote learning outside the classroom, and would also urge a
greater use of heritage and historic assets within the curriculum. The sensitisation of young people and also
immigrants to the heritage around them is key to the protection and appreciation of our heritage and
environment in the future. But the provision of continuing access through life-long learning is also
important, and the apparent decline of archaeology and heritage courses for adults is a matter of concern.

21. Government needs to promote and support heritage communities in providing training for teachers
on how the heritage and historic environment can be used as a key resource for learning and enhancing
quality of life. It should also continue to emphasise the economic, social, educative, community and
regenerative impacts which heritage projects can deliver.
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Funding, with Particular Reference to the Adequacy of the Budget for English Heritage and for

Museums and Galleries, the Impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery Funding for Heritage

Projects, and Forthcoming Decisions on the Sharing of Funds from Lottery Sources between

Good Causes

22. Funding remains a central issue for the whole sector. We are concerned to find solutions to alleviate
pressure on funding including that of the Heritage Lottery Fund, and the potential diversion of funds from
heritage to the Olympics. The HLF has been fundamental in promoting community access to heritage and
has provide great public benefit. To this end the HLF share of funds for heritage projects should be
protected, as should direct Government funding for heritage matters. Consideration should be given to
resources for capacity-building as a priority for maintaining standards in policy making and practice.

23. Funding for museums (local and national) is critical and stretched. The impacts of the planning
guidance on museums have not been fully appreciated, and there is a substantive issue of the costs of storage
on both museums and heritage service providers. Such material also needs to be accessible to the public. It
would be an appropriate time for an independent review of the state of public collections and their
relationship to historic environment stewardship in contemporary society.

What the Roles and Responsibilities Should Be for English Heritage, the Heritage Lottery Fund,
Local Authorities, Museums and Galleries, Charitable and Other Non-Governmental

Organisations in Maintaining the Nation’s Heritage

24. Having restructured and recently published its strategic plan, it is important for English Heritage to
have a period of stability to deliver its core strategic objectives with adequate resources in place to do so.
English Heritage’s key roles are in policy-making, advice to Government and standard-setting as well as
providing education and access for the public. English Heritage has a good reputation for leadership in the
international field, which should be maintained (though not at a cost to its national responsibility), and
which should also promote the expertise available in England and the UK generally. It should take
advantage of the range of sector skills in developing policy and practice using an inclusive consultative
approach. It should provide support to the profession and voluntary sector in developing those skills and
sector capacity.

25. The Heritage Lottery should retain its separate identity and share of the Lottery fund for heritage
projects, where it has a very sound track record and has successfully engaged public participation through
supporting archaeology and historic environment works.

26. The voluntary sector and private sector have crucial roles to play in complementing the work of
English Heritage and the HLF, not least in engaging with a modernised planning and heritage management
system. These sectors operate at grassroots level and are sensitive to public opinion and engagement with
heritage matters. They are key links between Government policy and implementation, and should be
encouraged and supported by Government, English Heritage and the HLF. A more inclusive working
environment needs to be established.

27. The role of owners of historic assets should also be considered. A substantial amount of the nation’s
built heritage is owned and managed by them and they also need to be engaged with a modernised system,
through participation in policy development and by promoting understanding of the benefits of active and
sustainable management.

Whether There Is An Adequate Supply of Professionals with Conservation Skills; the Priority

Placed by Planning Authorities on Conservation; and Means of Making Conservation Expertise

more Accessible to Planning Officers, Councillors and the General Public

28. This is an issue which is equally applicable to the whole heritage sector, not just to those directly
concerned with the management of built heritage. There are shortfalls in capacity and skills deficits across
the sector, particularly at local authority level, as recent surveys have shown (Heritage Links 2005). Bodies
such as the Archaeology Training Forum, the Institute of Field Archaeologists, English Heritage, and the
Sector Skills Council have begun to address this, but the demands of new standards of delivery for local
services will make this shortfall more acute.

29. Careers in the heritage sector are seen to be hampered by poor pay and conditions and lack of status,
which could be seen at least in part as reflecting the importance placed on heritage in policy-making. Some
form of eVective and robust continuing professional development programme for all those working in the
heritage and historic environment sectors could be considered as a matter of urgency. Skills’ building in local
communities is also an essential complementary move, and may be best achieved by local professional and
voluntary sector groups. The support of the national agencies will be essential to the work of professional
bodies and the voluntary sector in achieving these aims.

18 January 2006
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Memorandum submitted by the Yorkshire Historic Environment Forum (YHEF)

The YHEF was formed in 2002 to provide a single voice in the region for all those concerned with the
current and future management of the historic environment. Its area of interest is the same as the
Government OYce area of Yorkshire and the Humber, and includes North Yorkshire and York, West
Yorkshire, South Yorkshire, East Yorkshire and Hull, and northern Lincolnshire (encompassing the two
unitary authorities of North Lincolnshire and North East Lincolnshire). It is one of nine regional Historic
Environment Fora. Its key objectives are:

— To promote understanding and appreciation of the historic environment, and its positive role in
the regeneration and renaissance of Yorkshire region.

— To help market the historic environment to visitors to the region.

— To develop integrated policies relating to the historic environment of the region.

— To act as a single focus for consultation on the future of the historic environment in Yorkshire.

— To share information on the plans of individual organisations and to work in partnership together
and with others.

— To share best practice in the management of the historic environment, including the need to
develop skills and continuity in conservation and craftsmanship, and the need to build capacity
and engage communities in such management.

— To help English Heritage in its role as lead body advising government and local government on
the historic environment in Yorkshire.

Collectively, its priorities are to:

— widen public enjoyment and understanding of the historic environment;;

— conserve the components of the historic environment and encourage the creative use of historic
places in the Yorkshire of tomorrow;

— unlock the potential of local places;

— ensure that the formal planning systems in the region properly identify, recognise, value and
protect the region’s historic environment;

— modernise sector skills and working culture; and

— explain the importance of, and represent the needs of, the historic environment to decision-makers
and action-takers.

For this Select Committee inquiry, the key messages from the YHEF are:

— Regional fora have a strong role to play in supporting the work of English Heritage as lead body
in the sector.

— Regional fora are able to make significant impacts on regional policy and funding for the sector.

— There is growing recognition of the value of the historic environment as a catalyst for regeneration
through the sustainable re-use of existing assets, the contribution it makes to quality of place and
the direct benefits it brings in terms of tourism (worth £4 billion GDP in Yorkshire).

— Lack of resources is having an impact on the historic environment, in particular on the shortage
of funding to assist private owners of historic places, the deteriorating condition of so many of our
historic places of worship and the shortage of expert conservation staV in local authorities.

Member organisations represented on the YHEF, listed on the Appendix below, may oVer separate
observations to the Select Committee without prejudice to the collective comments here.

1. What the Department for Culture,Media and Sport should identify as priorities in the forthcomingHeritage
White Paper.

YHEF are aware that English Heritage’s response on this heading will be comprehensive, and have no
specific or additional observations.

2. The remit and eVectiveness of DCMS, English Heritage and other relevant organisations in representing
heritage interests inside and outside Government

The development of nine regional Historic Environment Fora has been one way in which English Heritage
has improved the representation of sectoral interests at regional level. The YHEF membership includes a
wide range of heritage interests both inside and outside Government and adds an important extra dimension
to the work and activities of individual bodies.
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Each year since 2002 the Yorkshire Historic Environment Forum has published “Heritage Counts: The
State of Yorkshire’s Historic Environment” report. The document lists Yorkshire’s historic environment
assets, monitors the pressures they are under, the resources required to manage them, and the many
opportunities they present to support the economic and social wellbeing of the region. In 2005, the fourth
State of the Historic Environment report for Yorkshire was published; a copy is enclosed for reference.
Trends discernible over this relatively short timescale indicate that:

— Development pressure in Yorkshire is particularly strong. In many cases poor decisions and
unregulated development are degrading the quality of the historic environment—designated and
undesignated—and eroding its significance to communities and visitors.

— Up to a third of planning applications have a conservation element, yet local authorities employ
on average fewer than two specialist conservation oYcers.

— Despite good progress with buildings on English Heritage’s Buildings at Risk Register for
Yorkshire, grade I and II* buildings continue to be added to the Register, reflecting the lack of
assistance available to owners of historic places. Only four out of every 10 places of worship
applications can be helped.

The sector collectively has been swift to act in response to the findings of the 2002 report. In Yorkshire,
we can demonstrate that:

— We have a clear understanding of the funding priorities for the sector and can demonstrate that
investment in historic infrastructure is cost eVective, sustainable and in line with the needs of local
communities.

— We know which communities and sectors of societies are excluded from participation in the
historic environment and are actively addressing this issue through physical works and a broad
spectrum of outreach initiatives.

— We have a better understanding of the threats facing the region’s historic designed landscapes.
Through pilot work with English Heritage and the Yorkshire Gardens Trust, we know that almost
two thirds of Yorkshire’s designed landscapes are at risk, whilst a national survey has indicated
that Yorkshire has suVered some of the highest rates of loss of pre-1919 parkland in England.

— We understand the needs of the region’s voluntary sector better, and have acted to strengthen their
engagement with the regional agenda.

— We are tackling the disproportionately high number of Buildings at Risk with more success than
any other English region.

The data from Heritage Counts is now helping decision-makers at a regional level bring the historic
environment into their thinking. For example, its indicator set is helping the Regional Assembly monitor
change in the built as well as the natural environment through its annual review Progress in the Region,
where heritage now shares a chapter and some high level indicators with the natural environment sector.
Progress in the Region is widely used to support policy formation and delivery both within regional and
local government and in the commercial sector. Heritage Counts data is also enabling English Heritage to
support Government OYce for Yorkshire and the Humber in advising on the cultural components of Local
Area Agreements.

3. The balance between heritage and development needs in planning policy

Yorkshire is a living, exciting, beautiful place which is constantly changing. If Yorkshire’s historic
environment is to play its proper part in the future of Yorkshire, then it is essential that change is embraced
in a way that enhances that which is most valued by the people of Yorkshire.

The Yorkshire Historic Environment Forum has, with Yorkshire Culture (the regional Cultural
Consortium) and the Yorkshire and Humber Assembly, commissioned a first-of-its-kind study to identify
the way in which the historic environment should be enhanced, protected and harnessed to promote
economic and social wellbeing through the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). The work identified what was
regionally significant in Yorkshire’s historic environment, and examined appropriate policy responses.

As a direct result, the draft RSS contains high-level policies which recognise the importance of the historic
environment to Yorkshire’s identity and future development, a major step forward in regional spatial
planning, and a direct result of partnership working through the Forum.

4. Access to heritage and the position of heritage as a cultural asset in the community

The member bodies of the YHEF own manage or maintain many of the cultural assets in the region which
attract visitors, oVer a valuable educational resource and provide a strong sense of place to those living and
working in Yorkshire. Visits to museums, art galleries, historic properties, gardens, heritage railways, places
of worship and heritage centres accounted for over half of all visits to the region in 2004 (VisitBritain
“Visitor Attraction Trends in England 2004”, August 2005). To this should be added the landscapes of the
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Yorkshire Dales National Park, the North York Moors National Park, part of the Peak National Park, and
the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (Howardian Hills and Nidderdale). The Countryside Right of
Way Act resulted in over 60% of the Yorkshire Dales National Park being openly accessible.

Many organisations within the sector in the region are actively involved with schools, lifelong learning
and outreach work. The 67 Civic Societies in the region promote access to the cultural environment through
their core educational activities and through their participation in Heritage Open Days, which last year saw
Leeds coming second only to London in the number of properties open to the public. English Heritage
properties have witnessed a 7% increase in school and education visits each year since 2003, and its Outreach
programme in the region has involved people and communities not traditionally engaged with the historic
environment in exciting and inspiring ways—a project in Bradford, for example, used the rich legacy of
prehistoric rock art on Ilkley Moor as a point of departure for an arts-based project for disaVected young
people in the city. Furthermore, church social action in the region benefits 150,000 people, involves over
50,000 volunteers and 3,000 staV, and worth in the region of £55–£75 million per annum to the region
(Churches Regional Commission, Angels and Advocates, 2002). The Yorkshire Gardens Trust is also
working with Refugee Action in Leeds to arrange visits for families to historic gardens.

Participation, for the historic environment sector, also means helping engage communities in decisions
about their local environment and what it means to them in cultural terms. Heritage Counts 2003 reported
that over half of people questioned in Bradford agreed that “caring for neglected and derelict buildings”
was the biggest issue facing their local area, followed by “too many boarded-up, unused buildings” (52%)
and “the condition of gardens and parks” (40%). English Heritage has, with the support of YHEF members,
funded a ground-breaking conference to explore heritage-led community planning, informed by the
Castleford Heritage Group, who have placed what they hold to be of local cultural significance at the heart
of the town’s regeneration plans. The conference findings will be translated into a “toolkit”, to help other
communities, like those in Bradford, to place the environmental and cultural significance of their locale
firmly at the heart of future proposals for change, growth or regeneration.

5. Funding, with particular reference to the adequacy of the budget for English Heritage and for museums and
galleries, the impact of the London 2012 Olympics on Lottery funding for heritage projects, and forthcoming
decisions on the sharing of funds from Lottery sources between good causes

Agencies will make individual responses on their own funding position

The YHEF Investment Strategy

The YHEF published “Investing in Yorkshire’s Heritage: an Investment Strategy for the historic
environment sector in Yorkshire and the Humber” in June 2005. The Strategy recognises that in fact, there
are many funding opportunities for the sector; the issue is influencing where available funds are spent and
identifying where the pressure points are.

The Investment Strategy, in matching high-level DCMS objectives and regional needs and opportunities
in the sector, has been an eVective tool in accessing funding opportunities. Yorkshire Forward is considering
targetted investment into some of the regionally-significant rural heritage assets in the Strategy over the next
three years, having been assured by the collective approach the Sector has taken in drawing up its priorities
and action plan. Partnerships and mechanisms to meet projects outside Yorkshire Forward’s remit are being
developed.

Key funding challenges: privately-owned historic assets

The Strategy will also assist the sector in addressing funding pinch points. For example, English Heritage
is one of very few agencies able to provide meaningful funding for non-economic repairs in the historic
environment; it is also one of few bodies able to oVer assistance to the repair and maintenance of privately-
owned historic assets, where demand is very high. For example, 78 of the region’s grade I or II* Buildings
at Risk are privately owned (almost 70% of the regional Register total). Figures are approximate, but the
repair bill for these buildings alone may be in the region of £7.5 million. The English Heritage grant
requirement is just over £1 million, twice the annual regional grant available.

Key funding challenges: places of worship

Demand is also far outstripping resources for the English Heritage and Heritage Lottery Fund joint
Repair Grants for Places of Worship Scheme, the primary source of funding for urgent repairs to places of
worship, of which there are over 1,000 in the region. This scheme has disbursed approximately £24 million
over the 1994–2004 period, however, in 2003 the Church of England in Yorkshire predicted that £40 million
was needed until 2008 for repairs alone—costs for modest schemes to extend the use of churches for
community purposes would add considerably to this figure.
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Key funding challenges: the rural historic environment

The sector also recognises the significant opportunity that the new Environmental Stewardship Scheme
(ES) presents for the rural historic environment. In highly agricultural parts of the region, up to 60% of
nationally important archaeological sites are at risk, mainly from farming operations, but also from neglect.
Furthermore, iconic landscapes and features (for example the large-scale ritual landscape associated with
the Great Wolds Valley in East Yorkshire, and the Yorkshire Dales dry stone barns and walls), need
significant, long-term investment and stewardship to secure their protection and ongoing contribution to
local identity and attractiveness for visitors and investors alike.

There are two challenges in harnessing the potential of the ES scheme to the needs of the historic
environment: the first will be to encourage landowners and managers to choose options within their
agreement which tackle the needs of historic environment assets on their land. To help in this, a partnership
of regional agencies has helped develop the Targeting Statements for the ES scheme; these highlight which
historic environment assets in various geographic areas should be priorities for funding, and what the
funding response might be. If the predicted 70% take-up materialises after 10 years, Yorkshire should
experience a nine fold increase in ES schemes operating in the region, potentially benefiting a far greater
number of designated and non-designated cultural heritage assets in the rural environment than ever.

The second challenge is to ensure there is suYcient advice and expertise available to ensure that the
historic environment receives equal billing to other environmental concerns when drawing up and funding
schemes: Yorkshire’s Heritage Counts 2005 highlighted an under-provision in the advice on cultural
heritage available to landowners and managers compared to the provision of advice from the natural
environment sector. English Heritage and North Yorkshire County Council have made funding available
to support additional advisory posts, but this can only go so far to redress this imbalance.

The London 2012 Olympics

The heritage sector is keen to support the cultural aims and objectives associated with the London 2012
Olympics. The London 2012 games present an opportunity to showcase what is culturally significant about
Britain. The sector in Yorkshire will engage through Yorkshire Culture, a member of the YHEF.

6. What the roles and responsibilities should be for English Heritage, the HLF, local authorities, museums and
galleries, charitable and other non-Governmental organisations in maintaining the nation’s heritage

Whilst it is for the individual organisations to comment on their own roles and responsibilities in response
to this question, there is a clear benefit to bringing together partners in the sector to assist in maintaining
the heritage, as outlined in the examples given throughout this response.

7. Whether there is an adequate supply of professionals with conservation skills; the priority placed by planning
authorities on conservation; and means of making conservation expertise more accessible to planning oYcers,
councillors and the general public

Local authorities

Local authorities are essential to the protection and management of the historic environment. A national
survey in 2002 revealed that on average, local authorities employed 2.1 full-time equivalent (FTE) specialist
building conservation staV. The Yorkshire complement is currently just above this level, however, there are
marked variations which suggest that some local authorities have diYculty in prioritising funding for full-
time equivalent specialist posts: only one North Yorkshire authority maintains over 2.0 FTE posts for
example. Respondents to Heritage Counts data collection have mentioned that expertise is often brought
in to complete initiatives like Buildings at Risk registers; this temporarily boosts staV figures and achieves
a specific aim, but provides no long-term support or continuity for the management of the historic
environment. In the same way, the region’s nine Historic Environment Records facilities have more staV

than two years ago, but many are on short-term contracts. YHEF members are also concerned about
adequate provision of staV to designate historic assets in the future, and for staV to provide advice on
specialist conservation within the Environmental Stewardship scheme, for example, historic designed
landscapes.

Furthermore, the data shows that some Yorkshire local authorities struggle to fund heritage-supporting
activities other than FTE complement. Over half the region’s grade II buildings are yet to be assessed in the
context of an “at risk” strategy, 60% of the region’s conservation areas do not have a character appraisal,
seven authorities had no historic environment grants budget for the second year running in 2005, and only
half have an Historic Environment Champion to date.
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The Academy for Sustainable Communities

The YHEF recognise the opportunity presented by the establishment of the Academy for Sustainable
Communities in Leeds, particularly with regard to training in historic environment management,
conservation-led regeneration, community planning, public realm design, traditional construction skills and
training for engineers, elected members and other key professions. Connections with the sector are planned,
to support English Heritage’s engagement with the Academy at a national level.

Other sector skills shortages

The recent study by the National Heritage Training Group and CITB ConstructionSkills revealed a
shortage of traditional construction crafts practitioners across England. Yorkshire requires a 6% increase
in the number of such individuals, higher than the 4% rise required nationally. The YHEF will be assisting
English Heritage in taking forward a Skills Action Plan to address this in 2006.

Annex

Membership of the Yorkshire Historic Environment Forum as at January 2006:

Association of Local Government Archaeological OYcers

British Waterways

CABE (the Commission on Architecture and the Built Environment)

Churches Regional Commission

Country Land and Business Association

English Heritage

Government OYce for Yorkshire and the Humber

Heritage Link

Heritage Lottery Fund

Historic Houses Association

Institute of Historic Buildings Conservation

National Trust

The Council for British Archaeology

York Consortium for Conservation and Craftsmanship

Yorkshire and Humber Assembly

Yorkshire and Humber Association of Civic Societies

Yorkshire Culture (the regional Cultural Consortium)

Yorkshire Forward (the Regional Development Agency)

Yorkshire Gardens Trust

Yorkshire Museums, Libraries and Archives Council

Yorkshire Tourist Board
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