BATTLEFIELDS TRUST RESPONSE TO:

Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the Historic Environment - Planning, building and the environment - Communities and Local Government

This is a response from the Battlefields Trust, a national charity founded in 1991 dedicated to the preservation, interpretation and presentation of battlefields as educational and heritage resources.  
By way of further background, the Trust plays a role as consultant to both Historic Scotland and English Heritage and is the only organisation that has the aims of preserving and promoting Britain’s battlefield heritage on behalf of the entire population and for future generations. The Trust believes that is important (so as to enable one to understand Britain’s constitution and politics) to appreciate the struggles that led to their creation.  That we live in a Parliamentary democracy affects everyone currently resident in or with an interest in Britain (and of course overseas territories which have been or still are connected to Britain). Without the outcome of battles such as Naseby (1645) or Culloden (1746) the British polity might be very different, and perhaps even lacking any form of Parliament.  Preserving battlefields enables us to preserve evidence that could be interpreted by future generations with access to battlefield archaeological techniques that we do not currently possess. Before recent times wars affected the whole of society – male and female, young and old, disabled and non-disabled and without regard to religion, ethnicity or sexual orientation – and the Trust ensures that this aspect of our past is properly understood.
The Trust welcomes the consultation so far as it goes, but feels it is a very poor substitute for a new planning regime for heritage protection promised several times in a prospective Heritage Protection Bill.  These are meager interim measures pending a government addressing the substantive issues.

The Trust interprets page 1 of the Introduction as indicating that the current non-statutory Register of only 43 battlefields will be the planning regime in perpetuity.  We will be very happy to be corrected on this.

Page 6 para HE6.1 has some welcome guidance to be commended and we make the same comment for page 8 HE9.1.  This is a strong exhortation for protecting battlefields.

Para HE9.6 on page 9 deals with currently undesignated sites of archaeological interest.  It is not clear if this relates only to potential scheduled ancient monument or is universally applicable to all heritage assets.  If the latter, it is probably the single most 

useful remark in the paper.  It would certainly apply to Edgcote with the current issue there of the high speed rail link.
Moving on to the Planning Practice Guide, p. 7 para 10 excludes battlefields.  Is this deliberate or an oversight please?
Page 15 para. 39 is specific to registered battlefields only and we would want it to covered unlisted assets as well.
On p.31, para 99 – you use the word 'suspected', so a degree of uncertainty is allowed. This means, maybe, we don't have to be certain of a battlefield location and also that we can argue for latitude around an agreed location sufficient to embrace what we now know to be precious parts of Bosworth and of Naseby battlefields. See also para 103 in this context.  Clarification here would be appreciated.
p.34, para 113-115 - The concept of 'setting' is developed in a way that opens objection to a number of previous and prospective developments that fell outside the previous guidance and is to be welcomed. 
p 37, para 130 - investigation by people with 'appropriate expertise'. And outlines for recording and publishing results. This seems to me to put real pressure on the Trust to deal with both legal research on unregistered land of battlefield interest, and organised reserach on registered terrain by offering minimum suggested requirements on the former (which we can't prevent or control) and our own gold-plate standards on the latter, together with a reporting, recording and publication structure linked to our resource centre.

A last general comment is that some of the guidance is rather “gold-plated” for smaller organizations and it would be regrettable if it was interpreted to exclude views and contributions from organizations that can operate to the highest standards but only in specific respects.  An example would be recognition of the initial discovery by volunteers of an important site but pending proper investigation by experts.

