‘Seeing the history in the view: a method for assessing heritage significance within views’
Consultation response from the Campaign to Protect Rural England
General comments

1. CPRE warmly welcomes the draft method as it sets out a proper framework for understanding and recording the contextual importance of sites. This is a very significant contribution to the widening of appreciation of historically significant sites within views and thus the sites themselves. 
2.  We would support the strengthening of the role of this method in the development of policy in the future.

Rural application

3. CPRE particularly supports the application of the draft method to rural or predominantly rural views. We suggest that the method will need development to respond to the different circumstances which often prevail in rural locations.  We would be glad to assist English Heritage in developing and testing the method in rural locations. CPRE suggests that the search for sites should include rural World Heritage Sites, sites acknowledged for their historic pre-eminence (for example the View of the Thames valley from Richmond Hill, the view from Rayleigh castle in the Thames Gateway or views within the Solent), and from prominent examples, rich in historic significance, used in the explanation of the 159 Joint Character Areas within the Countryside Quality Counts project. Cross reference with the EH Historic Characterisation maps would be essential.
Capacity

4. We have concerns over the capacity of EH and local authorities, given existing funding allocations, to make such assessment a reality without more resources allocated to achieving this.
Multiple viewing places ands fluidity of composition

5. We understand the reasons behind fixing a Viewing Place for a key view.  However, we question this assumption throughout that for a site there is usually a single Viewing Place. The method should state very clearly that a site may have multiple Viewing Places from which there are important heritage views, in which case assessments need to be completed for each and their spatial connectedness set out.. 

6. In some designed landscapes of great historic significance, for example the Bridgeman/Kent/Brown landscape at Stowe in Buckinghamshire, the fluidity of composition and progress through a multiplicity of viewing places is at the heart of the heritage significance of the views.  We suggest that the idea of a series of views and transition between them be integrated into the final method.  The Statement of Significance for Croome Park in Worcestershire, for example, puts the progress through a series of views at the heart of the historic importance of the site.
7. In the case of other rural views which contain elements of great historic significance, a similar concept of sequence is also important, although for different reasons. The work of English Heritage on the landscape context of Hadrian’s Wall is a pre-eminent example of this.  CPRE suggests that the purposes and intentions of those who created the viewing places in any landscape should be fully integrated into the appraisal process. Appreciation of form can thus follow understanding of function. This in recognised in some of the detailed analysis of the urban views of the White Tower in the London consultation example.
New infrastructure

8. CPRE urges English Heritage to address new forms of infrastructure which can profoundly influence rural landscapes as well as seascapes, the most dominant at the moment being wind turbines and associated transmission structure.  These structures can be profoundly visually influential, partly because of their animation, without actually physically blocking or obscuring a view.  They can nonetheless obscure the significance or interpretation of a view and this need to be given substantial attention in evaluating their impact on the historically significant elements in a view.
Integration into other policy areas

9.  We strongly support the recognition of the need to integrate a method of ‘Seeing history in the view’ into Local Development Frameworks, as well as the influencing of other policies, on housing, energy and transport.  

10.  CPRE suggests that English Heritage engages Defra in discussions over the future development of agri-environment schemes and EIA for agriculture, in relation to appraising historically significance elements in view which are directly influenced by agricultural practice or grant led works.

Part 1: Specific comments
11. We take issue with the use of ‘kinetic’ when describing the nature of views. It is not the view that is moving, but the viewer.  It is therefore both inaccurate and sometimes confusing to use the term. The word is also used seemingly for the sake of it (see para 5.4 pg 27). We suggest replacing this word with something in clearer English such as ‘the changing perspective as one moves through the Viewing Place’…and elsewhere throughout the report.
12. We have concern that on page 20, paragraph 4.22 in the box describing aesthetic value the last sentence seems almost an after-thought. Surely asking ‘what is the relationship of the heritage asset to its setting?’ is key to the whole document? This question should, we suggest, be given much more prominence. 
Transferring the method to rural sites
13. CPRE considers that there should be either a case study or an appendix to give an example or examples of how to undertake an analysis on a more rural site. This would highlight how a heritage view can be constructed by a collection of landscape features (such as waterways, buildings, boundaries, archaeological sites, woodland and their management,) as much as by the relationship between buildings alone. 

Part 2: Specific comments
14.  In paragraph 6.1, bullet point 2 we suggest there is a need to change the wording slightly:  it is the WHS and its OUV that is important, not the just the OUV of the WHS as implied. 
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