
 

 
 

 

Consultation on Historic England draft Advice Note on Planning 
and Archaeology.  
 

The Institute of Historic Building Conservation is the professional body of 
the United Kingdom representing conservation specialists and historic 
environment practitioners in the public and private sectors. The Institute 

exists to establish the highest standards of conservation practice, to 
support the effective protection and enhancement of the historic 
environment, and to promote heritage-led regeneration and access to the 

historic environment for all. We are very pleased to have the chance to 
comment on the consultation document concerning the management of 
the interaction between Planning and Archaeology including the 

description of the roles and responsibilities of key decisionmakers in that 
process. The Institute’s comments are as follows: 
 

They key issue for IHBC is the interaction of archaeology with historic 
buildings and this important interrelationship is hardly mentioned in the 
advice note.  By not integrating historic building practice into the note and 

by taking a stand-alone archaeological perspective this practice note 
could foster the division between conservation of 
buildings and interpretation of buried archaeology 

 
Understanding standing buildings prior to development is equally 
important as buried archaeology.  Many of the issues and principles set 

out here are relevant to standing buildings and historic areas as well as 
buried remains.  The document should be much more explicit about that 
connection.  The guidance on assessing archaeological sensitivity should 

also include standing buildings 
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Historic areas and their characterisation and conservation seem to have 

been ignored by this guidance.  Archaeology can contribute to 
conservation area characterisation whilst a significant amount of 
archaeological characterisation of historic areas has been carried out. 

 
An example of the exclusively archaeological perspective of the guidance 
is the case study of Gloucester prison which entirely focuses on the buried 

remains and fails to acknowledge the importance of understanding the 
history and development of the listed buildings on the site which must 
have been a key issue in the development. 

 
It is disappointing to see extensive references to other professional 
institutes but not to the IHBC in the document.  Not unsurprisingly with 

the subject matter the CiFA is included, but with mention of the RTPI 
regarding planners, it seems that standards and guidance for 
conservation professionals, offered by IHBC, should also be included. 

Whilst this guidance note indicates clearly that the overall vision is for a 
flexible and sustainable approach to the creation, compilation and 
curation of archaeological archives that derive from the planning process, 

IHBC is concerned about the capacity of many local authorities to apply in 
practice the measures which would be required for the creation of such an 
archaeological record. The guidance should state clearly the role of 

applicants and the requirement for them to budget for archaeological 
work. Frequently, archaeology is overlooked until it starts to cost money, 
and the archaeologists are themselves then put under entirely avoidable 

pressure to get things done swiftly and cheaply. Applicants should be 
reminded that their legal obligation to mitigate impacts on archaeological 
heritage assets cannot be overlooked. 

Local Authority archaeological services are described at paragraph 29. 
IHBC would question whether this role can be consistently carried out by 
all authorities or whether there is a capacity issue for some authorities 

that needs to be resolved in conjunction with the guidance. Also we ask 
you to consider whether where the capacity is not available in-house the 
financial means to implement the role can be channelled to allow for 

adherence to the standards of care advised.  

Paragraph 39 establishes a range of activities in dealing with applications 
for planning permission relating to archaeology which are usually carried 

out by planning officers. Again IHBC question the capacity at local level to 
follow the steps proposed and we welcome the acknowledgment of the 
requirement for ongoing training in planning and the historic environment 

to deliver their responsibilities in relation to archaeology. IHBC also 
suggest that the guidance note assumes that the system is working 
smoothly. However we believe it should be expanded to cover situations 



of disagreement between the local authority’s planning archaeologist and 
the excavators about the interpretation and significance of heritage 

assets. 

Paragraph 43 quite rightly points to the need to engage a suitably 
competent archaeologist to design and implement the work needed. Some 

aspects of managing significance may better require other skills in the 
conservation of historic assets, historic places and their setting and it 
would be advisable to be clear at this point that archaeology are not the 

only specialist skill sets which may be required. 
 
The setting out of relevant stakeholders who impact on professional 

standards is supported including the role of Historic England. Also IHBC 
welcome the acknowledgement of the importance of the role of a range of 
diverse local groups and third sector organisations in planning and 

archaeology. It is helpful to have the description of what is expected to be 
considered in the context of a local policy plan and to have clarity on a 
range of mechanisms and their application. 

 
The guidance refers to the fact that the management of the 
archaeological archive which will be generated through effective 

collaboration between planning officers, developers, archaeological 
advisers and the staff curating the local public repository. How will this 
effective collaboration be guaranteed and who will be charged with 

responsibility for ensuring that it is implemented in the desired manner? 

The guidance suggests that our understanding of the archaeological 
record has been enhanced by development led archaeology and that 

archaeological investigation provides an opportunity for local communities 
to better understand and take pride in their area. Public benefits identified 
are environmental, economic and social. It is somewhat concerning to 

IHBC that development led archaeology, is dependent on the smooth 
running of the planning system. If the planning system is not running 
smoothly one might ask what is the supporting resource to be applied? 

Early engagement is critical but it is dependent on capacity; it is most 
important that decision-making is proportionate to the assets; that 
agreeing an approach to archaeological evaluation, monitoring and 

implementing agreed planning conditions is in place and that effective 
collaboration is ensured. The guidance does not really address what is to 
occur when this suggested type of approach for best practice is not 

working or where the proposed collaboration is not achieved? It is not 
clear whether Historic England has the capacity to intervene in this case. 
Where there appears to be a lack of capacity, the resolution of such is not 

addressed in terms of what should occur in practice. It should be clear 
where and how archaeology services interrelate and now integrate with 



the Conservation of Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas in Local 
Authorities.  

IHBC commend the draft guidance on the inclusion of diagrams of the 
processes which are very helpful together with the description of desk 
based assessments and field evaluations. IHBC agree that early 

engagement with the Planning Authority is critical in terms of agreeing an 
approach to archaeological evaluation.  

Paragraph 99 is unclear. The first sentence could better read: ‘It is 

unlawful to disturb human remains without a licence’. The second 
sentence could be shortened and simplified, e.g. ‘Burials on land 
consecrated by the Church of England are subject to Ecclesiastical Law, so 

permission to disturb them must be sought through the Church of 
England Faculty system. Otherwise...’ The position with regard to 
consecration by other denominations and other religions should be 

clarified. Presumably they are covered at present under the secular 
authority so it is incorrect to suggest that ‘any consecrated ground’ is 
covered by Ecclesiastical authority. The paragraph should emphasise 

more strongly that increased sensitivity is needed when dealing with 
human remains. 

Finally the importance of making the correct considerations and steps 

when considering  Permitted Development Rights in relation to 
archaeology are welcomed. 

We hope these remarks are of assistance, 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

Fiona Newton 
IHBC Operations Director 

 


