
[image: image1.png]


Historic Landscape Project – Southeast

Parkland Sites for Higher Level Stewardship (HLS)

Guidance for Information Exchange with Natural England
Introduction

Natural England (NE) officers are now beginning to contact County Gardens Trusts to consult and ask for any additional information that CGTs might have on parkland estates that are potentially going in to Higher Level Stewardship (HLS).  NE officers are likely to ask quite open questions in their quest for information, for example “Is there any information that you can give us on XXXX Park which we should consider when developing this agreement?”

So what might be helpful in response?  This guidance is just that – guidance – it is meant to be used with discretion.  The amount of information that a CGT might have about a site will vary enormously, from being a well-known site that perhaps has been the focus of a study day or research report, to one that is totally unknown to the CGT.  The sites might also be on the EH Register, locally listed, or very occasionally a site thought by the CGT to be quite minor.   There will be different reasons as to why a site might be considered for HLS eg proximity to a SSSI, important biodiversity habitat, archaeology thought to be at risk of damage or loss.

REMEMBER: it is at the discretion of the CGTs as to whether to provide a consultation response.  There is no requirement.  However, it will assist in the ongoing development of working partnerships if requests are acknowledged and NE officers informed if the CGT is unable to help on this occasion.  This keeps the door open for future opportunities.

What NE officers are particularly looking for is information about development, significance and features that they should be aware of as they draw up the agreement with the landowners or managers.  It also helps to understand the local, regional or national context of a site – there is always an issue of value for money on a site and expenditure can be more easily justified if a site is known to be of significance at a local, regional or national level.  Fundamentally, such information might also indicate whether a conservation management plan should be commissioned to ensure that the site is fully investigated and understood before plans for works as part of the agreement are drawn up.

Basic Approach

Consider the following with regard to the site, particularly if you don’t know the site at all and need to get a feel for it:

· Any information your CGT might hold on research carried out / members with particular knowledge or interests which might assist – if there is someone who knows, do engage their assistance!

· If Registered, do scour the Register entry for key points of interest and features, especially for indications of deterioration of features, and bibliography 

· GoogleEarth – although sometimes a few years out of date, and often depicting the landscape in an unhelpful season, these aerial views can give a good overall feel for the landscape, even if it not a familiar landscape, and sometimes there are photos embedded too

· All sorts of images might come up if the site name is ‘googled’ and ‘images’ selected from the menu on the left-hand side

· First and second edition OS maps – ‘Old Maps Online’ (on the Internet) can provide these, albeit in a fairly clumsy fashion, if no other source is available

· Check out British History Online.

You might think this information is readily available to NE officers, but CGT volunteers are more likely to be able to interpret historic designed features and significance from this basic information; NE officers are more likely to be approaching from a biodiversity perspective.  Sometimes features and issues can be easily overlooked, eg the existence of an icehouse indicated on early maps but not later; reference to ponds which may have since been lost, tree clumps offering views, etc.  It is very helpful to have the view of a tutored eye!

Unless already available, do not feel that you have to put together a research report with site survey.  NE advisors are looking for information to guide works that might be carried out under the scheme, and to be able to justify these as value for money in relation to a site’s importance.  This could include any of the following:

· A particular phase of a landscape’s development might have particular importance – this might over-ride other phases, or indicate that a conservation management plan really should be commissioned

· Views and vistas – protection or restoration of these through tree planting or removal

· Need for additional tree planting where parkland is denuded ie reversion of arable fields to parkland appearance

· Need for removal of inappropriate trees/shrubs/scrub to restore character

· If there are extensive areas which need parkland planting or tree removal, which areas should be prioritised, having the greatest impact.

Response
Armed with this basic overview of accessible information on the site, you might feel in a position to draw out a short narrative on the site, highlighting features that either you know to be there (eg if the site is known to your CGT) and an indication of their condition, and/or features that were clearly shown on maps that should be checked further or looked for.  You might make quite a general point such as “There is a huge loss of  parkland trees that are shown on OS first edition (when compared to current GoogleEarth image)”.  You might also comment on whether the site appears to be complex and multi-layered in its development and so has a significant time depth.  

Your response should include, where possible:

· Name of CGT and author of comment

· Name of parkland

· Note whether the site is on the EH national Register, and at what grade – if unregistered, note whether it is locally listed or whether it is likely to be considered for this in the future (if known - easier if your local authority has published criteria, draft or otherwise, or you could look at the EH guidance criteria)

· A summary of findings eg key significance, designers, period, condition issues if known etc 

· A numbered list of points of information 

· Grid references of particular features mentioned (if not immediately obvious)

· Identify the nature of the information eg, observation on a site visit, individual research, map evidence only, verbal report from another person

· Areas of key impact in the landscape that should be prioritised if limited funding

· Comment on the significance and complexity of the site, as far as possible based on the information you have

· Highlight if there are majorly important areas that you think should be researched further.

Ongoing Involvement
It is also very helpful if CGTs could give an indication of their potential level of involvement in the HLS agreement development as it goes forward, ie commit to:

· One off contribution of information to the plan

· Attendance at the conservation management plan inception meeting

· Attendance at meetings throughout the project

· Comments on draft documentation.

Example

This example is a patchwork drawn from actual parkland to give a broad idea of the types of issues and features that might arise.  Essential elements are in bold.

	Brobdingnag Gardens Trust; comments from Eleanor Wilson 

Lilliput Park, nr Blefuscu, Brobdingnag

EH Register Grade II

Desktop survey only; not visited.  Also drawing on historic research carried out by Joe Douglas of BGT in 1998.

An early C19 parkland, with some design features attributed to Repton although not proven and no Red Book.  Much of the parkland is now arable.  Remaining parkland has sparse tree cover (GoogleEarth 2006).  The Registered area forms the core of the estate but the parkland originally extended beyond that.  There are key views from the house to the lake and towards the South Downs.  There is an extensive shelterbelt to the north of the house.  The Register entry indicates that there might be remnants of C18 landscape.  The owner in the later part of C19, Peter Bowles, was a collector of rhododendrons so there could potentially be unusual specimens present (ie not just ponticum) – we have a plant list of species dated 1904.  Bowles was a decorated general in the second Boer War and retired to this estate, investing heavily in rhododendrons.

The house has changed hands several times in the last 30 years and the landscape management seems to have suffered as a result.  Register entry indicates that there was a landscape management plan carried out post-storms 1990 – this would be worth getting hold of (we haven’t seen a copy).  For the last 10 years there have been early discussions about plans for a small housing development to the west of the Register boundary.  It hasn’t yet materialised into an application.

1. Lake – 1st and 2nd edition OS show these clear of trees, giving a continuous sweep up to the house and key views.  Now considerable tree and scrub encroachment.  Profile of western extent of lake altered – possibly by silting.  Records of bills of work indicate that there is a complex sluice system from the stream to the west.  There may be evidence of this on site. 

2. Icehouse GF234567 – condition not known but design and condition should be checked – could be good example as by the same architect as house.

3. Shelterbelt – 1st Edition OS shows rides through woodland to the [original] northern approach to the house.  There are 2 cleared areas shown along these rides which could indicate viewpoints.  Now obscured?  Line of shelterbelt seems to have changed- might be scrub?

4. Veteran trees – a small clump is mentioned in the EH Register description as possibly being part of an earlier formal tree planting scheme with radial paths.  Exact location isn’t clear but could be GF234123?  [We have a copy of a 1787 Estate map which shows extensive geometric planting – there could be scattered veterans across the estate as significant survivors of this design].  There is 1762 oil painting of the previous house partially showing these tree planting schemes by an important local artist.

5. Parkland – the planting pattern in 1st Edition OS was scattered with three key clumps which framed axial views from the house to the Downs and from the lake to the house [clumps at approx GF4569789, GF487986, GF498567].  From GoogleEarth these clumps seem to be considerably reduced, although the most southerly clump has been encroached on by the trees by the lake.  The key areas of parkland are between the house and lake and to the southwest towards the Downs.  The arable fields to the east of the house, which were parkland, affects the setting of the house, particularly when viewed from the A21 (a key view as there is no public access to the site).

6. The Register entry mentions earthworks near the ha-ha, possibly of an earlier garden.  Our research indicates that there was a more intricate garden relating to the earlier C17 house so these earthworks could have good archaeological value and should be protected pending further research.  We are unclear as to where they are exactly but our research would indicate that they are around GF578901. These should be protected from future planting/disturbance.

7. There is a huge outbuilding (circa 1970s?) at the southwestern edge of the park – we think it’s disused.  It intrudes into the axial view from the house to the Downs.

Significance – as a possible Repton landscape this landscape has been recognised through registration.  Potentially it could also reveal veteran trees relating to the earlier landscape and archaeology of what was the formal pleasure ground near the previous house, now split by the ha-ha.  The presence of this formal tree planting in the oil painting emphasises the value.  Bowles was an important collector of Rhododendron with links to other collectors in the region.  Views to and from lake and to Downs are a key feature of the parkland, with clumps, and resonant of Repton.   The rides, with views through to the house, were an important part of how the house is viewed in its setting by approaching visitors and views out were intended to impress.  The lake sluices etc could reveal how the stream was diverted to create the lake.  Whilst not a hugely complex site, there is still evidence of the two major phases of its design development.
Future Involvement

BGT would be interested in participating in consultation if a conservation management plan is commissioned.  Joe Douglas, who previously researched the site, would be happy to come along to a site visit to help identify features if that would be helpful.

Eleanor Wilson for BGT

21 March 2012
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