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Introduction

1. The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation. CPRE is the nation’s single largest participant in the planning system, where we have a key role as a proponent of third party rights and the wider public interest. We recognise the crucial role played by World Heritage Sites in safeguarding our historic environment. 

2. CPRE has a long history of working to support the historic environment through the planning system. Our network of county branches, regional and district groups, and volunteers have extensive experience of heritage protection and play an active role in local planning matters. CPRE also has considerable expertise in the field of Landscape Character Assessment and the effects of planning and development policies on the landscape.
General comments

3. CPRE welcomes the move to increase protection for World Heritage Sites (WHS) by putting them on the same footing as other protected areas such as Conservation Areas, National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This is an important step in recognising the significance of WHS in advancing the public interest and our cultural heritage, and the need to protect them accordingly. We suggest, however, that the final Circular should establish the pre-eminence of WHS, given their international importance. 

4. CPRE is pleased to see that the draft Circular recognises the importance of protecting the setting of WHS from adverse use and development (paragraph 15), and the potentially detrimental impact of minor developments when these occur cumulatively. It is also important to recognise, however, the impact of impositions other than those directly associated with land use and development. Ambient noise, from vehicles, trains and flight paths can seriously affect the sense of place within and adjacent to a WHS. This is an inherent part of the setting and can be integral to an understanding and full appreciation of the site. Likewise, agricultural activities such as ploughing, draining, new buildings or the reorganisation of boundaries may significantly alter the landscape context of a WHS. It is therefore important to agree a methodology for identifying which aspects of the setting are relevant to maintaining the integrity of the WHS and take measures to protect those aspects.

5. CPRE suggests that when assessing the setting of a WHS, use is made of the English Heritage Historic Landscape Characterisation maps (http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/upload/pdf/boudless_horizons.pdf). These maps identify the period in which the current land use pattern developed (i.e. modern, 19th C, 18thC and earlier) and this may aid the understanding of which specific aspects of the setting or landscape contribute to, or set the context for, the Outstanding Universal Value of the WHS. 
6. CPRE is concerned that throughout the documents, there seems to be an emphasis on the protection of the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of WHSs rather than WHS themselves. WHS and OUVs are not separate entities and wording throughout the documents needs to reflect that it is through the protection of WHSs that their OUV may be preserved. Examples of this are given paragraph 12 below.
7. We recognise the importance of land management in the protection and interpretation of many WHSs and thus the role of agriculture and agri-environment schemes.  CPRE suggests that DCLG ensure that cross-reference be made in Defra policy guidance and the work of Natural England to the protection and long term securing of the qualities of WHSs.  Grant aid should be available and prioritised for land management activity which would protect or enhance WHSs. The targeting rules for Environmental Stewardship should be specifically amended to acknowledge the importance of good management of WHSs.  Similarly, any replacement for the set-aside scheme should be capable of being steered towards WHSs where appropriate.
Specific comments

Annex A

8. CPRE considers that when protecting a WHS from development, emphasis needs to be placed on the priority of the WHS over other development demands. We therefore suggest the rewording for the following paragraphs:
Paragraph 11: ‘Local authorities must have special regard…’

Paragraph 14: ‘…local authorities to treat relevant policies in Management Plans as key material considerations…’

These changes would bring Annex A in line with Annex B 5.2, bullet point 2.
9. CPRE suggests that paragraph 15 should also acknowledge that major developments outside the vicinity of a WHS and its immediate setting can have a detrimental affect on the site and its OUV by compromising the view. We recommend that major developments in nearby areas are therefore required to carry out an assessment of their affect on the surrounding view, to ensure that the setting of WHSs are effectively protected. We suggest that a statutory duty similar to that set out in Section 85 of the CRoW Act 2000 in relation to Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty would be an effective measure. This should be re-inforced with a Guidance Note similar to that issued by Defra in 2005 on duties on relevant authorities to have regard to the purposes of National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and the Norfolk and Suffolk Broads.
10. CPRE is concerned that there appears to be inconsistencies between paragraph 15 and 20 regarding the protection of WHSs from incremental changes. Paragraph 15 explains the importance of protecting the setting, defined as ‘the area around it’, of a WHS from development which may have an adverse affect. Paragraph 20 goes on to say that revisions to prevent minor incremental changes which could erode the OUV of a WHS will not be extended to such developments in the Buffer Zone or wider setting. This is contradictory. CPRE suggests that to maintain the integrity of a WHS, and address these inconsistencies, Buffer Zones should also be included in land described as Article 1(5) land.
Annex B
11. CPRE believes that when listing the key elements of the English approach to the protection and management of WHSs, paragraph 5.2 should also list the new status for such sites, which affords them the same protection as other designated sites such as conservation areas, National Parks and AONBs.
12. Paragraph 6.12 is hard to follow as currently drafted. CPRE recommends the following rewording:  ‘…managing change to a significant place and its setting, …’

13. In a number of paragraphs the OUV is given more prominence than the WHS of which it is a part. CPRE recommends the following rewording:
Paragraph 7.10: ‘It is essential to consider the impact of each development proposal on the World Heritage Site and its Outstanding Universal Value’.
‘In all cases likely to have an impact on a World Heritage Site and its Outstanding Universal Value, authenticity and integrity of the World Heritage Site…’
‘Applicants should detail the impact their proposals will have on the World Heritage Site and indicate…’
Paragraph 7.11: ‘…local planning authorities should carefully consider the impact on the site and its Outstanding Universal Value…’ 

Paragraph 9.1: ‘Effective management of a WHS is therefore concerned with identification and promotion of change that will conserve and enhance the site and its OUV, authenticity and integrity of the Site and with the modification... of changes that might damage them that value.

Paragraph 9.2: ‘It is entirely legitimate that a WHS should be used in these ways provided that this is done in ways that do not harm the site or its Outstanding Universal Value.

Annex E
14. In listing the main groups affected by the inclusion of a WHS as Article 1(5) land, CPRE feels that not all appropriate bodies are represented. We suggest adding a further bullet point that reads ‘householders and property owners within the WHS’. This would be particularly important for WHSs such as the City of Bath which include residential areas.
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