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SUMMARY 

This document is a streamlined 
version of the Project Report 
prepared by Oscar Aldred. It is 
focussed principally on providing a 
clear explanation of HLC’s 
methodological history, and on 
identifying the core components - or 
most effective aspects - of the HLC 
method. Part 1 explains how the 
Review was carried out, Part 2 
describes its results, and Part 3 
presents a summary of 
recommendations. 

The review supports a companion 
document, a newly-written 

Template Project Design for 
county-level HLC that reflects the 
Review’s conclusions as well as 
combining the best approaches of 
the most recent projects into a 
single document. This has been 
written since the Review was 
completed, and incorporating its 
findings into an amalgamation of 
the Method Statement and Project 
Design of the most recent attribute-
based HLC projects. It will be used 
for future HLC projects, including 
contributing to new urban 
characterisation projects. It will be 
updated as necessary. 
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Chapter 1- INTRODUCTION, CONTEXT AND METHOD 

Introduction 

Historic Landscape Characterisation 
(HLC) was developed between 
c1992-1994 and pioneered in 
Cornwall (Fairclough et al 1999, 
Herring 1998). It was devised for 
many reasons, but mainly because 
issues relating to landscape were a 
major gap in current archaeological 
resource management, and because 
it was proving impossible to expand 
the historic coverage to wider 
landscape assessment through 
point-based SMRs. Its use has 
spread since 1995 and 14 local 
authorities include a complete HLC 
in their SMRs. At any one time, 
between 5 and 10 county-wide 
projects are underway. 

HLC is a key English Heritage 
programme (see eg Fairclough 
2001, Fairclough et al 2002), 
currently (since October 2002) as 
part of EH's Characterisation Team. 
The Government in A Force for Our 
Future endorsed the approach as a 
leading method for managing 
change in the historic environment 
(DCMS/DETR 2001 p31). The 
principles of HLC are now being 
extended to other characterisation 
programmes, eg in towns, to 
regional HLC overviews and to 
other countries in the UK and 
elsewhere in Europe, for example 
through the EU Culture 2000 
programme ‘European Pathways to 
Cultural Landscapes’. 

After almost eight years of rapid 
evolution and experiment, however, 

a healthy diversity of method had 
developed (eg Fairclough (ed) 1999, 
Dyson-Bruce 2002, Fairclough 
2002a, Darlington 2002, Fairclough 
et al 2002). This was a lively topic 
for discussion at the second biennial 
HLC Seminar at the Society of 
Antiquaries, London in December 
2000 and a national HLC Method 
Review was therefore 
commissioned by English Heritage 
to define current best practice. 

Because it was evident that different 
elements of best practice reside in 
several projects, the Review was 
designed to identify both core 
practice and more local – or 
peripheral - methods in all the 
completed, current or fully planned 
projects. The aim was to produce 
guidelines and recommendations on 
future methodology, to be used both 
in areas new to HLC and in those 
where existing HLC was being 
updated. This report is a summary 
of that review. It is supported by a 
separate volume containing a new 
Template Project Design for EH-
funded county-wide HLC.  This 
template has been compiled using 
the review's recommendations; it 
draws on the very latest methods in 
use in current projects and is now 
the EH-preferred method. 

Scope of the Method Review 

Since 1994, when HLC was carried 
out in Cornwall, a national 
programme, funded jointly by EH 
and individual local authorities, has 
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16 projects completed the 
questionnaire, though not all 
questions were always completed. 
Seven projects did not respond, 
usually because their method was 
identical to another project (eg 
Derbyshire) or because they were at 
too early a stage of planning (eg 
Buckinghamshire). 

28 project designs and reports were 
consulted for more detailed 
information and to fill any gaps in 
the questionnaire (Aldred 2001, 
Bannister 2001, Barnatt et al 2000, 
Bishop 2002, CAU and LDA 1994, 
Croft et al 2001, Donachie and 
Hutcheson 2000, Ede with 
Darlington 2003, Ford 1999, 
Herring 1998, Hoyle 1999, 
Lambrick and Bramhill 1999, 
Miller 1997). Ten projects did not 
submit a project design or report for 
consultation, often for the same 
reasons as not submitting a 
questionnaire. The more important 
gaps (eg Herefordshire, Essex and 
Hertfordshire) were filled by visits. 
Discussions within the Steering 
Group were also particularly 
important in focussing ideas and the 
direction of the review, and 
providing a forum for discussing 
problems as they were encountered. 

Some projects were visited during 
the Review, so that the project 
officer could gain hands on 
experience of other HLC methods 
and practice, and gain insights into 
how each methodology was created, 
and the thought processes that led to 
it. 6 projects were visited: 
Lancashire, Cornwall, Devon, 
Herefordshire, Peak District and 
Essex, and a further 3 projects 
connected with the development of 
the Somerset HLC were also 
consulted: Somerset, Hampshire 

and Cotswolds. In addition, it can 
be assumed that these 9 fairly 
represent 6 linked projects (eg 
Gloucestershire linked to 
Cotswolds). 

A workshop was organised at the 
Society of Antiquaries towards the 
end of the project on 22 March 
2002. Interim conclusions were 
presented to provide a forum for 
debate and further input from 
practitioners. About 50 invited 
people attended the workshop, all 
HLC practitioners or those 
connected with a HLC project. 
Discussion focused on methods: the 
identification of common ground 
between most projects and the 
identification of methods that were 
considered useful even if not 
commonly adopted (periphery). The 
issues raised in discussion were 
incorporated into the Review. 

b) Analysis 

Because of the speed of HLC's 
development, comparison between 
projects needs to be calibrated 
against each method's position in 
that development. The evolution of 
one method to another was assessed 
by identifying which projects 
influenced others and in what ways; 
both positive and negative 
influences were assessed. Aspects 
of the evolution could be identified 
that influenced the future direction 
of the methodology, and a series of 
overlapping waves of 
methodological development were 
defined. The results of this stage are 
described in chapter 2. 

Input and output mechanisms of 
HLC were assessed by analysis 
based on a categorisation of the 
methods drawn from the 
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Chapter 2 - WAVES OF DEVELOPMENT 

Introduction 

The growth of the HLC programme, 
from the pilots that were carried out 
as part of a research and 
development project in 1993-94 
(Yesterday’s World, Tomorrow’s 
Landscape) and from the Cornwall 
project, was designed to be 
evolutionary and experimental. 
Each new project was encouraged 
not to copy earlier methods but to 
improve on them, to borrow 
successful aspects but also to test 

Projects that used earlier methods 
without radical change were 
considered as part of the ‘parent’ 
project’s wave. Examples of these 
were the Peak NP method used in 
the rest of Derbyshire, Cotswolds 
AONB in Gloucestershire, or 
Hertfordshire in Essex. Fig 2 shows 
that different waves have often run 
concurrently and inevitably some 
projects because of their timetable 
or history have therefore used 
outmoded methods, lagging behind 
the newest ‘cutting edge’ methods. 

new approaches and 
techniques, a process that 
has been hastened by the 
rapid development of GIS 
during the period acting as 
catalyst. 

To understand this 
evolution, so that different 
aspects of methodology 
could be compared on a 
“like for like” basis taking 
into account their historic 
context, the Review 
arranged the HLC projects 
into four overlapping 
groups, termed ‘waves'. These 
waves were defined mainly by 
chronology, which reveals each 
project’s position within the 
method’s evolution. The impact of 
one method on a later one has been 
varied – aspects of some projects 
have been emulated (ie “positive”), 
aspects of others have encouraged 
rethinking to find better ways (ie 
“negative”) and an analysis of this 
helped the definition of waves. 

Figure 2: HLC programme time-line 

Origins (1990 – 1994) 

The idea of HLC arose initially 
from the 1990 White Paper, This 
Common Inheritance. This invited 
English Heritage to consider the 
desirability of a list of landscapes of 
special historic importance, and 
from EH’s subsequent advice that 
comprehensive characterisation of 
all of the landscape was preferable 
to a Register of selected areas. EH’s 
advice, incorporated in government 
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policy in PPG15, was based on the 
conclusions of a one year national 
R&D project on existing approaches 
to historic landscape. 

The English Heritage R&D project 
was carried out in 1993-94, by 
Cobham Resource Consultants and 
the Oxford Archaeological Unit and 
several subcontractors. Its 
conclusions were published later as 
Yesterday’s World, Tomorrow’s 
Landscape (Fairclough et al 1999). 
The project concluded that it would 
be better to assess and understand 
historic landscape character 
everywhere, rather than selecting a 
few special areas for inclusion in a 
national register in contrast to the 
approach adopted in Wales. It 
recommended that a new, rapid and 
robust, approach should be 
identified that could deliver 
multiple objectives and serve 
multiple uses, notably it 
significantly raised awareness that 
the whole of the landscape has an 
historic dimension. The approach 
would need to be capable of use in 
conjunction with other types of 
landscape assessment. 

This was investigated separately in 
Views from the Past – historic 
landscape character in the English 
countryside. This discussion paper 
was prepared collaboratively by the 
Countryside Commission and EH to 
promote archaeologists’ 
perspectives as a way of reaching a 
fuller understanding of the cultural 
landscape as a humanly-formed and 
semi-natural construct (Countryside 
Commission 1994; re-issued 1996). 

The project reviewed existing 
approaches to historic landscape, 
and tested two new approaches. 
These pilots (in Oxfordshire and 
County Durham) taught useful 

lessons, but the project as a whole 
showed that no suitable method for 
HLC yet existed. 
The delayed publication of the R&D 
project as Yesterday’s World, 
Tomorrow’s Landscape in 1999 was 
a significant step forward to widen 
the debate (Fairclough et al 1999). It 
was the first formal presentation and 
promotion of the HLC programme, 
and was influential in defining 
subsequent HLC projects. 

The late publication delayed the 
widespread adoption of HLC, but 
had some advantages in the long-
term. It enabled the book to include 
accounts of successful HLC work 
that had been carried out since the 
R&D project, thus providing a 
summary of current best practice. 
This included the influential work in 
Cornwall (Herring 1998) and wave 
1 and some wave 2 projects such as 
Hampshire. The late publication 
also enabled HLC to be placed into 
the context of new ideas on 
sustainable development, as set out 
for example in the English Heritage 
discussion paper Sustaining the 
Historic Environment (English 
Heritage 1997). It could also take 
fuller account of the links between 
HLC and the broader frameworks of 
the Countryside Character Map 
(Countryside Commission/Agency 
1998/99) and the EH Settlement 
Atlas (Roberts & Wrathmell 2000). 

Cornwall and Wave 1: an 
experimental phase (1994-1999) 

Towards the end of the R&D 
project, the Cornwall 
Archaeological Unit puts these 
emerging ideas for HLC into 
practice by (Herring 1998, Johnson 
1999). This was as part of a 
landscape assessment, first on 
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Figure 3: Avon HLC (map
excluding Bath and Bristol)

Avon adopted the basics of the
method used by Cornwall more or
less unchanged, though importantly
it increased the range of the
classification through a combination
of time-depth/previous land-
use/enclosure process, and was the
first to start using any form of GIS
(Sydes 1999).

The Axholme project, carries out  at
sub-county level, also continued the
Cornwall tradition, but included
much more detail, relied on historic
maps, and used the time-depth
matrices that had been suggested in
YWTL and used in Cornwall.  It
made greater use of documentary
sources, and created period, phase
and process maps (Miller 1997,
Miller 1999).

Wave 1 represents in part an
offshoot of the mainstream HLC
method, but its contribution to the
development of the HLC method
can be summarised as follows:

• High level use of historic maps
and documents to inform HL
character;

• Reconstruction of historic
landscape; period maps or
time-slices (not time-depth per
se);

• Increased transparency in
the method (though limited in
Avon and Axholme);

• Use of GIS, but mainly as a
CAD-style drawing tool not
query-led analysis.

Wave 2: establishment (1997 –
2000)

Wave 2 projects developed the use
of GIS and experimented with ways
of introducing greater time-depth.
They firmly established the
approach as a practical method
applicable in many different
counties. They comprise Cotswolds
(and thus Gloucestershire),
Nottinghamshire, Hampshire (and at
a later date, Kent, which borrowed
its methods) and Suffolk.

The Cotswolds HLC has links to
Avon, on which it built, as well as
to Cornwall (Wills 1999, Hoyle
1999). The concepts used were the
same, as were many practicalities.
The breadth of the classifications
increased to include more aspects of
HL character, including previous
HL character and greater time-
depth.  The project used GIS, but
digitising from paper-based
characterisation not direct-to-screen.
The use of attributes attached to
GIS polygons was a new element,
increasing the range and scope of
HLC products. Gloucestershire later
used the Cotswolds method, further
expanding and improving the range
of types and attributes.

HLC type
18th - 19th century enclosure by local and parliamentary act
19thC ('Extended' or 'Infill')
20th C ('New' or 'Modern')
20th century leisure and sports development
Ancient unenclosed
Ancient unenclosed coastal 'Warths', beaches and cliffs
Ancient unenclosed commons
Core settlements
Large scale utility landscapes
Late medieval enclosed open fields created by local arrangement and exchange
Late medieval enclosure of steep-sided cultivation
Medieval (or earlier) enclosure of rich, wet grassland
Medieval and post medieval enclosure of the coastal clay belt
Medieval and Post-medieval organised enclosure of open heath
Medieval enclosed fields created by assart
Medieval enclosed fields created by organised clearance
Medieval or earlier irregular enclosed fields
Post medieval (15th - 17th C) irregular fields enclosed from anciently reclaimed
Post medieval (15th - 17th C) organised enclosure of anciently recaimed inland m
Post medieval (18th - 19th C) parliamentary (or similar) enclosure
Post medieval (18th - 19th C) parliamentary enclosure
Post medieval (18th - 19th C) parliamentary enclosure or recamation of inland pe
Post-18th century woodland plantation and forestry
Post-medieval and modern fields adjusted from earlier (i.e.A1) enclosures
Post-medieval designed ornamental landscapes
Post-medieval fields created from enclosure of medieval parkland
Pre 1800 'ancient woodland
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Nottinghamshire combined
techniques from Cornwall, the
Cotswolds and, indirectly, the Peak
District.  Part of the product was a
19th century map reconstruction of
the historic landscape as
well as a
characterisation of the
present-day historic
landscape (Bishop
2000).  Comparison of
the 19th century and the
present-day map was
used to demonstrate
landscape change and
time-depth.

Hampshire’s HLC
project was carried out
by Oxford Archaeology
Unit, one of the
consultants on the
Yesterday’s World,
Tomorrow’s Landscape
project. This project
took account of
preceding projects but
put more of the YWTL
R&D theory into
practice.  It was less dependent on
land-use than on easily identifiable
attributes such as morphology, as
well as the spatial, functional and
chronological distinctions of types
(Lambrick and Bramhill 1999,
Fairclough et al 2002).  Kent
followed an almost identical
method, although with the addition
of confidence levels for each
polygon (Croft et al 2001).  Surrey,
much later, broadly followed suit,
but also developed in new, Wave 3
directions and is discussed later.

In Suffolk’s HLC project, emphasis
was placed on recognising land-use
types in reference to earlier map
sources within a morphological
basis for field patterns (Ford 1999).
It was the first within a rolling

regional programme for the East of
England, which was planned to use
the same methodology for all of
East Anglia, but changes for
Hertfordshire were so great that

Figure 4: Suffolk HLC -  Broad &
Sub types

later Eastern projects are part of
Wave 3.

In summary, Wave 2 projects
moved slightly away from the pure
form of the Cornwall method, but
contained several major
contributions to HLC evolution:

� Continued use of GIS as a
display tool, and the first
use of attribute data; these
projects were the first with
the fully-developed ability
to interrogate their GIS to
produce multiple outputs;

� Modelling time-depth, past

Broad types
18th-century and later enclosure
Ancient monument
Built up area
Common pasture
Horticulture
Industrial
Meadow or managed wetland
Post-1950 agricultual landscape
Post-1950 agricultural landscape
Post-medieval military
Post-medieval park and leisure
Pre-18th-century enclosure
Unimproved land
Woodland
all others

Sub-types
Allotments
Ancient monument
Ancient woodland
Boundary loss from irregular co-axial fields
Boundary loss from long co-axial fields
Boundary loss from post-1700 fields
Boundary loss from random fields
Boundary loss from rectilinear fields
Built margin
Built up area
Coastal marsh
Current industrial landscape
Current military
Current mineral extraction
Disused military
Disused mineral extraction
Formal park or garden
Former coastal marsh
Former common arable or heathland
Former common pasture, built margin
Former common pasture, open margin
Former marsh or fenland
Former medieval deer park
Former post-medieval park
Freshwater fen or marsh
Heath or rough pasture
Heath, former warren
Informal park
Intertidal land
Irregular co-axial fields
Long co-axial fields
Managed wetland
Meadow
Meadow with modern boundary loss
Modern leisure
Modern plantation on former arable
Modern plantation on former common arable or heath
Modern plantation on former common pasture
Modern plantation on former informal park
Modern plantation on former warren
Open margin
Orchard
Plotlands
Random fields
Rectilinear fields
Shingle spit
Water reservoir
Wet woodland or alder carr
Woodland clearance
all others

BROAD TYPES

SUB-TYPES



 



in the method which was 
Figure 5: Surrey HLC easily replicable; 

very close to the other Wave 3 � Use of metadata on the 
projects (Bannister 2001). digital and other data used 

in HLC; 
Hertfordshire, the second East of � Increased functionality in 
England project (and Essex, the the outputs to produce both 
third), departed from their detailed and amalgamated 
predecessor in Suffolk by adding forms of the data, 
assessment of the depth of historic especially combinations of 
character for each polygon using a interpretation and 
variety of sources, all referenced description; 
through multi-tiered attribute data � Development of the HLC 
fields (Dyson Bruce 2002). The model concept for spatial 
Eastern HLC project officer also and temporal analysis; 
added experience gained in � Greater consistency in 
Scotland, where HLA had evolved classification; data 
from the Cornwall starting point, structures with separate 
by-passing some English attributes. 
evolutionary paths (Dyson Bruce et 
al 1999). 

Wave 4: higher evolution and 
The key contributions of Wave 3 consolidation (2001-02) 
projects to the development of the 
HLC method were: Wave 4 projects are the most 

methodologically consistent set of 
� Use of GIS not just as a projects. They have clear 

display tool but for antecedents in earlier waves and 
analysis, to provide a combine all the best elements of 
platform for query-led HL preceding methods. They have 
character types, as well as greater emphasis on assessing 
providing increased 
flexibility and transparency 
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environmental programmes, and
research frameworks and agendas,
and provide exemplars and case
studies.

Apart from all the varied
applications of individual HLC, the
HLC technique is also being used in
a range of follow-up ways, which
will in turn extend the methodology
and introduce it to new scales,
whether at more local level or
higher, regional levels.
Several HLC projects are using the
HLC method in other contexts: for
example. Cornwall CC has carried
out a more detailed HLC using GIS
and incorporating additional data
for the Lynher Valley and for areas
around a mining World Heritage
Site bid.  Lancashire CC is
developing and testing part of its
HLC at a local level in Bowland
and the Lune Valley within the
European Pathways to Cultural
Landscapes Culture 2000
programme (Darlington 2002,
Nord Paulsson and Fairclough
2002).  Both Cornwall and
Lancashire county councils are
also carrying out urban
characterisation based on the ideas
and philosophy laid down by HLC
(Ede with Darlington 2003).

Other projects have followed up
HLC at more local level, either as
part of an application of the data, to
include further detailing, or used as
contextual information.  The New
Forest DC local assessment built on
the Oxford Archaeological Unit’s
HLC work in Hampshire, as did
Hampshire CC's urban hinterland
landscape assessments for
Winchester and Basingstoke.  The
East Anglian Historic Fields Project
is using the East of England HLC as
part of a more advanced study of the
character of historic field patterns

and regional identity (Dyson-Bruce
2002).

A planned second stage of the HLC
programme is to produce regional
HLC maps drawn from county level
work and absorbing other
landscape-scale work such as EUS
and NMP. A draft regional
overview of this type has been
undertaken by the Cornwall
Archaeology Unit within the South
West, linked to English Heritage’s
A Strategy for the Historic
Environment in the South-West. It
used county-scale HLC where it
was available, but filled gaps in
HLC coverage (Dorset and
Wiltshire) by rapid top-down
interpretation in discussion with the
relevant county archaeologist or

Figure 7: SW Regional Character
Map.  Produced as part of A
Strategy for the Historic
Environment in the South-west for
SW Region EH. (Cornwall,
Somerset, Avon and Gloucestershire
are derived from completed HLCs)

HLC officers. The success of this
trial (particularly given that South
West HLCs represent all four
waves) demonstrates that regional

Historic Landuse Character Types SW region
Agr icultur e (Un enclose d lan dscape s)
Agr icultur e (Ancie nt en closur e)
Agr icultur e (Hist oric en closur es)
Agr icultur e (M ixed e nclosur es)
Agr icultur e (M ixed e nclosur es -  dam age d)
Agr icultur e (M ixed h istoric/ rece nt)
Agr icultur e (Re cent e nclosu res)
Agr icultur e (Re cent e nclosu res, post m edie val)
Agr icultur e (Re cent e nclosu res, early mode rn)
Agr icultur e (Re cent e nclosu res, mod ern pastu re)
Agr icultur e (Re cent e nclosu res, mod ern,  ara ble)
Agr icultur e (Re claimed  land )
Hor ticultu re
Ancien t wood land (histo ric pr e 18 00)
Rec ent wo odlan d (p la ntat io n po st 18 00)
Ur ban ( Me dieval -  170 0)
Ur ban ( 170 0 - 1840 )
Ur ban ( 184 0 - 1940 )
Ur ban ( mo dern  194 0 - )
In dustr ial/Com mer cial (e xtrac tive ind ustry)
In dustr ial/Com mer cial (in dustr ial/com mer cial com plexe s)
Or nam enta l
Wa ter (nat ura l)
Wa ter (ar tificial)
The Co ast ( inter tidal zo ne)

0 25 50 75 100 Km



HLC overviews will be feasible the HLC method (Herring 
even if individual county HLCs 1998). 
used different methods. If it is 3. Hampshire (OAU) - the 
possible in a context of such principal YWTL consultants 
methodological diversity, it will be testing their own interpretation 
easy elsewhere. of its findings. Very influential 

on subsequent projects. 
First stage county coverage of HLC 4. Lancashire (along with others, 
is nearing completion in several notably Somerset) - the further 
government regions, notably in the development of the Cornwall 
NW, and the next step of regional and Hampshire projects, using 
synthesis and overview will be able GIS to transform the method, 
to begin soon. changing direction from 

classification-led methods to 
attribute-based ones. 

Summary of Chapter 2 5. Current Wave 4 projects 
(Cumbria, Shropshire, Devon 

From this overview of the evolution and Cheshire) – mature 
of HLC, some principal milestones attribute-based methods, 
can be identified: incorporating the Lancashire, 

Somerset and Hertfordshire 
1. The R&D project (Yesterday’s methods, with increased 

World, Tomorrow’s Landscape), flexibility, greater transparency, 
and Views from the Past – these more time-depth potential and 
established the guiding fuller characterisation of past 
principles of HLC. changes to the historic 

2. Cornwall (CAU) – this landscape. This provided the 
pioneering project definitively springboard for the best-practice 
put these ideas into practice, and consolidated methodology that 
introduced the main aspects of is set out in the accompanying 

Template PD. 

14 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



trying to achieve landscape � B Computer Display - Avon, 
archaeology. Cotswolds & Gloucestershire, 

Hampshire, Kent, Suffolk and 
Time-depth is divided into three Surrey, whilst 
sub-groups, mainly distinguished by Nottinghamshire (mainly 
differences in their approach to Time Slice) also has some 
Classification, Functionality and aspects of B type time depth. 
Classification methods (Sub-group � C Computer Manipulation -
A uses Manual analysis, B Cumbria, Devon, Essex, 
Computer display and C Computer Lancashire, Herefordshire, 
manipulation). Hertfordshire, Shropshire and 

Somerset. In terms, of 
� A Manual Analysis - evolution, Time-depth C is 

Cornwall, and Axholme the most advanced. 
partly so. 

Project Wave 
Function-
ality 
index 

Classif. 
type 

Project Classif. 
Type 

Data source 
usage Output type 

Cornwall 1 1 1 Time-depth Model Time-depth A 
Avon 1 2 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Axholme 1 1 1 Document Reconstruction Time-slice 
Peak District NP 1 2 2 Document Reconstruction Time-slice 
Derbyshire 1 2 2 Document Reconstruction Time-slice 
Cotswolds 2 2 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Hampshire 2 2 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Suffolk 2 2 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Nottinghamshire 2 2 2 Combination Model/ Reconst Time-slice/ Time-depth B 
Gloucestershire 2 2 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Kent 2 3 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Surrey 3 3 2 Combination Model Time-depth B 
Essex 3 3 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Lancashire 3 4 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Herefordshire 3 3 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Hertfordshire 3 3 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Somerset 3 4 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Cumbria 4 5 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Devon 4 5 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 
Shropshire 4 4 3 Combination Model Time-depth C 

Table 2:  HLC Output type for 20 projects [Functionality Index: 1 Low, - 5, 
High; Classification Index: 1, Manual, 2, Computer display, 3, Computer 
manipulation] 

Output Wave 1 Wave 2 Wave 3 Wave 4 Total 
Time-slice 3 - - - 3 
Time-depth A 1 - - - 1 
Time-depth B 1 6 1 - 8 
Time-depth C - - 5 3 8 

Table 3: Relationship of Wave and Output type 
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Project Wave Input Output Adapt-
ability 

Cornwall 1 Classification-led Time-depth A 1 
Axholme 1 Document-led Time-slice/Time-depth A 1 
Peak District NP 1 Document-led Time-slice 2 
Derbyshire 1 Document-led Time-slice 2 
Avon 1 Classification-led Time-depth B 2 
Cotswolds 2 Classification-led Time-depth B 3 
Hampshire 2 Classification-led Time-depth B 3 
Suffolk 2 Classification-led Time-depth B 3 
Kent 2 Classification-led Time-depth B 3 
Gloucestershire 2 Classification-led Time-depth B 3 
Surrey 3 Class-led/Attribute Time-depth B 3 
Nottinghamshire 2 Class-led/Document Time-depth B 2 
Herefordshire 3 Attribute-based Time-depth C 3 
Lancashire 3 Attribute-based Time-depth C 3 
Somerset 3 Attribute-based Time-depth C 3 
Essex 3 Multi Mode Type 1 Time-depth C 3 
Hertfordshire 3 Multi Mode Type 1 Time-depth C 3 
Cumbria 4 Multi Mode Type 2 Time-depth C 4 
Devon 4 Multi Mode Type 2 Time-depth C 4 
Shropshire 4 Multi Mode Type 2 Time-depth C 4 
Cheshire 4 Multi Mode Type 2 Time-depth C / 
Buckinghamshire New Multi Mode Type 2 Time-depth C / 
Bedfordshire New Multi Mode Type 1 Time-depth C / 
Cambridgeshire New Multi Mode Type 1 Time-depth C / 
Staffordshire New Type 2 Time-depth C / 

Table 5:  Summary of the families, showing Input and Output modes, and 
indication of Ease of Adaptability (1: Hard; 2: Difficult; 3: Easy; 4: Very easy) 

It seems clear that the core method 
is now Multi-Mode, and essentially 
type 2 combined with Time depth B 
and C. This represents the best 
foundation for a future common 
(but nevertheless still evolving) 
methodology. It is the method that 
forms the heart of the Template 
Project Design. 

Table 5 also assesses how easily 
each project could in future (eg 
when updating, or in regional 
overview projects) be adapted to 
this model (1 difficult, 4 easy). 
Resources needed to adapt projects 

at level 2 will be significantly more 
than needed for those with 3 scores. 
In level 2 projects, a time-
consuming re-distribution of 
attributes into distinctive data fields 
may be needed. Level I projects 
(Cornwall and Axholme) might 
need 
major rebuilding, but neither are in 
GIS, and Cornwall at least has 
already begun the creation of a new 
generation HLC and when this is 
fully underway is likely to adopt 
Multi-Mode type 2 and Time depth 
C. 
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Chapter 4 - CORE, PERIPHERY AND TREND METHODS 

Introduction 

The Review’s central method was a 
compare and contrast exercise for 
all existing project methods. It used 
the Questionnaire results, Project 
Designs and Reports and in many 
cases discussions with HLC project 
officers. The aim was to identify the 
core HLC method (ie the parts 
common to most or all methods), its 
periphery (ie the parts not common, 
but diverse between methods) and 
its trends (ie the implied direction 
and recent developments). 

The HLC methods were compared 
under nine broad headings: 
1. Guiding principles 
2. Applying the method 
3. Sources & data 
4. Data structure 
5. Method for updating 
6. Scale and grain 
7. Range and scope of analysis 
8. Strengths and weaknesses 
9. Time taken 

1. Guiding principles 

A series of broad principles have 
always guided HLC (eg Fairclough 
et al 1999, Herring 1998). More 
recently they have been simplified 
and codified for use in a wider 
European context as part of the 
Culture 2000 European Pathways to 
the Cultural Landscape programme 
(www.pcl-eu.de/project 
/agenda/philo.php; and Fairclough 
and Rippon 2002). This version was 
used by the review (see Box). 

Philosophy for 
Historic Landscape Characterisation 

adopted by the EU Culture 2000 network 
‘European Pathways to the Cultural Landscape’ 

Within the general definition of landscape 
established by the European Landscape 
Convention: - "an area, as perceived by people, 
whose character is the result of the action and 
interaction of natural and/or human factors" – the 
EPCL (along with other types of archaeologically-
based landscape work) adopted the following 
principles: 
• 

culture: it is the present-day landscape that is 
the main object of study and protection 

• landscape as history not geography: the most 
important characteristic of landscape is its 
time-depth; change and earlier landscape exists 
in the present landscape 

• HLC-based research and understanding is 
concerned with area not point  data -
landscape not sites; 

• all aspects of the landscape, no matter how 
modern, are treated as part of landscape 
character;  not just ‘special’ areas; 

• semi-natural and living features (woodland, 
land cover, hedges etc.) are as much a part of 
landscape character as archaeological features; 
human landscape - bio-diversity is a cultural 
phenomenon; 

• a characterisation of landscape is a matter of 
interpretation not record, perception not 
facts; "landscape" is an idea not a thing, 
although constructed by minds and emotions 
from the combination of physical objects; 
landscape not environment; 

• Peoples’ views: an important aspect of 

collective and public perceptions to lay 
alongside more expert views. 

Methodologies for studying landscape are many 
and diverse. EPCL partners will use a large 
number of different approaches, but each will 
operate at least partly within the framework of the 
philosophy set out above. 

present not past; landscape as material 

landscape character in EPCL will be the 
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periphery below and above these 
figures. This analysis does not take 
account of historical trends, 
however, and trend is (inevitably) 
towards slower spend and higher 
cost as more complex data (eg 
historic maps) are consulted and 

multiple attribute sets are attached 
to polygons. The most recent 
project attained c4,000 ha per week, 
but this figure takes into account 
administration times, meetings, 
outreach etc. etc. It is therefore a 
realistic measure. 
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Chapter 5 - TESTING METHODS IN NEW AREAS 

Introduction 

Most HLC projects were designed 
after consideration of their 
predecessors’ methods. The 
Programme’s evolution itself 
therefore provides evidence about 
the transferability and general 
applicability of specific methods 
(see chapter 2). In addition, several 
HLC methods have been applied in 
more than one county (eg Peak in 
Derbyshire, Lancashire in Cumbria, 
Suffolk in Hertfordshire), and this 
provides some measure of how 
successfully methods have been 
transferred to ‘new’ areas, and how 
much modification was necessary or 
otherwise thought desirable. 

A further level of comparison was 
however needed for the Review. 
This took four of the most 
influential, innovative and well-
developed methods, chosen for their 
spread across the whole 
evolutionary spectrum of HLC, and 
used them to do HLC in identical 
areas in a controlled manner. 

This Inter-Project Comparison 
(IPC) applied the methods used in 
Cornwall, Essex, Herefordshire and 
Lancashire to an area that had 
already been subjected to HLC in 
the Surrey project. This allowed 
each of these distinctive methods, 
including the very earliest in 
Cornwall, to be compared directly 
with the Surrey HLC. Surrey in 
turn represents a fifth method, 
derived mainly from the 
Hampshire/Kent approach, which 

was one of the most straightforward 
and elegant of the early methods. 
The same sources and same time-
scale were used, thus helping to 
isolate method and interpretation as 
the main factors. Additionally, the 
Herefordshire method was used on 
the same basis in three other 
counties (Cornwall, Essex and 
Lancashire), and the Essex and 
Lancashire method was used in 
Herefordshire 

It was realised that the selection of 
projects from such widely different 
stages of HLC evolution would 
exaggerate the appearance of 
diversity. Had all four tests been 
wave 4 projects, for example, it is 

HLC 
Post medieval 
Wood/heath/common 
Parkland 
Modern 
Ancient/Medieval 

Data source: Surrey County 
CouncilMap source: OS map © Crown Copyright 
Reserved.Licence No. LA 07683 X. Unauthorised 
reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. 

2 

km 

0 

Figure 8: Characterisation of the 
Surrey IPC sample area in the existing 

whole-HLC for Surrey 
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highlights several key facts. All the 
methods except Essex completed 
the area in the time available. 
Although Essex completed only 
60% of the area, it still used the 
greatest number of polygons, 598. 
Herefordshire used the fewest, 45. 
Cornwall most closely matched 
Surrey in the number of polygons. 

The relationship between mean 
polygon size and number of 
polygons illustrates that the 
difficulties of completing the Essex 
method in the time provided was 
also connected with the detail of the 
characterisation method. 

The number of Types used was 

fairly consistent between the IPC 
projects, with a range of between 25 
and 34. The Surrey HLC itself had 
greater diversity in the range of 
types, using 62 types, probably an 
indication of the greater level of 
understanding and refinement that 
arises from characterising a whole 
county rather than a 10 km sq 
fragment as an isolated experiment. 

The statistical assessment of the 
methods therefore suggests that the 
Essex method is the most time-
consuming and costly, partly 
because of the considerable detail 
involved in defining individual 
polygons (although time was also 
lost through exceptional 

Method 
Actual 
area 

No of 
Polygons size of polygons (ha) 

No of 
HL 
Types 
used 

% of 
Area 

(ha) 
tested Mean Min Max 

Surrey 12,633.4 470 26.9 1.0 367.9 62 126.3 
Essex 6,129.9 598 10.3 1.0 172.2 30 62.1 
Cornwall 9,977.2 521 19.2 1.0 313.7 34 101.1 
Lancashire 9,868.5 177 55.8 3.4 372.5 25 100.0 
Herefordshire 9,775.6 45 217.2 15.3 1,552.7 28 99.0 

Table 6: Statistics for the Surrey IPC, Surrey HLC as a baseline for comparison 

HLC 
Post medieval 
Wood/heath/common 
Parkland 
Modern 
Ancient/Medieval 

Data source: Surrey County Council 
Map source: OS map © Crown Copyright Reserved. 

reproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. 

2 

km 

0 
Licence No. LA 07683 X. Unauthorised 

data-transfer problems so the 
picture may be exaggerated). It also 
suggests that the methods employ 
rather different perceptions of 
historic landscape character, as 
shown by the variations in 

the number of polygons and the 
mean size of polygon. Each method 
used a number of factors to 
determine HL character, and the 
variation illustrates both differences 
in HL character interpretation and in 
the method itself. 

On the other hand, although the 
detail in the characterisation may be 
different, higher level views are 
similar. There is a greater 
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Stage 2. 
Comparing interpretations of HLC 

The second stage of analysis, using 
randomly selected polygons, 
compared the Surrey HLC 
interpretation with that of the four 
IPC tests to assess the level and 
degree of interpretation. 

There is considerable variation in 
interpretation between the four IPC 
test results and the Surrey HLC, and 
relatively little close correlation at 
detailed level. Greatest variation 
was in defining and understanding 
field types and field patterns -
correlation was not good with 
respect to field patterns, but better 
for woods, common, heath and 
downland, and good for ornamental 
areas. This confirms that it is the 
complexity of enclosed land that is 
least well understood. 

Broadly speaking, the Cornwall and 
Lancashire results came closer to 
replicating the Surrey HLC than 
Essex and Herefordshire, and on 
this basis those three methods have 

the greatest interpretative kinship. 
They are also much closer in other 
aspects of method, theory and 
principle as well. 

The differences that were identified 
between the methods in the 
interpretation of field patterns 
highlight several key points. Both 
spatial interpretation and the 
interpretation of HL character 
varied. This suggests that the great 
variation in the types assigned to a 
particular polygon reflects not only 
the individual assessor’s 
understanding of the landscape but 
also the definition of each method’s 
HLC Types. 

Sensible comparison of the tests 
worked best at broad levels of HL 
character. The Surrey statistics 
show diversity in the factors used to 
produce the polygons so that 
comparison between the extremes, 
i.e. Essex and Herefordshire, cannot
be made viably. The results of the 
stage 2 IPC analysis, however, 
suggest that the Cornwall and 
Lancashire results are valid 
comparisons, especially given that 
HLC aims to define broad patterns 
in the landscape, not the detail. All 
the projects agree more or less on 
what they are characterising at this 
broad level, eg. field patterns, 
woodland, or ornamental. 

They differ most in the use of 
criteria for defining the more 
detailed character types and how 
data sources are used. It is this, 
along with different personal 
approaches to interpretation, which 
creates the variation in the results. 
Synthesis at regional, and trans-
county, level will therefore be 
relatively straightforward, as 
demonstrated by the recent SW 
England test-run using partial HLC 
data. Trans-county comparisons are 
also possible, but care will clearly 
be needed if directly comparing 
separate parts of two counties 
directly. Where planning or 
managing authorities cross county 
boundaries, however (eg AONBs) 
HLC has usually been carried out in 
both parts at the same time to the 
same method, or its results have 
been rationalised (as in the 
Gloucestershire / Avon parts of the 
Cotswolds). 

The IPC tests were unrealistic tests 
in their lack of local knowledge, 
because this is a critical and always-
present component of ‘real-life’ 
HLC. The IPC participants used 
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Council
Reserved.

their own methods in unfamiliar 
areas, over very small areas and 
very quickly, and much of the 
detailed difference of interpretation 
can be ascribed to this. The lessons 
to be drawn from the IPC are higher 
level ones. 

Stage 2 (Outcome 2) 
To facilitate comparison between 
standard terms and types, similar 

data structures should be used 
wherever possible, though with 
some scope to continue to be 

flexible to include locally 
distinctive types 

Stage 2 (Outcome 3) 
The method should continue to 

develop with local objectives and 
priorities to take advantage of local 
knowledge and experience, though 

with greater attention to inter-
county correlation at the 

appropriate scale (regional). 

Stage 3. 
Comparing methods with Surrey 

In order to look further at how each 
method interpreted the Surrey 
landscape, an example of each 
method’s HLC Types was 
compared to the Surrey HLC, a 
reversal of the stage 2 test. There 
was very great variation in which 
aspects of the historic landscape 
(particularly fields and enclosed 
land) were attributed to which 
types. 

This probably reflected variation in 
interpreting HLC types and in how 
the landscape was read, especially 
the approach to matters of 

judgement such as the degree of 
straightness or waviness of 
boundaries, or how much boundary 
loss (and what date?) is needed 
before fields are interpreted as 
‘prairies’? What is large and what 
is small in terms of field size? - is it 
absolute or contingent on 
surrounding context? Medium in 
Surrey may be large in Lancashire. 

There is no agreed national standard 
for such measurement, and perhaps 
the importance of context makes it 
impossible (at least at present levels 
of understanding). This indicates, 
however, the need for further debate 
about the standard terms used in 
HLC. It has been assumed that 
national standardisation will emerge 
when all representative parts of the 
country have been HLC’d but this 
point is fast approaching. The latest 
HLCs are already benefiting from 
much greater informed 
standardisation, and the first wave 
of updates must also do this. 

HLC 
Post medieval 
Wood/heath/common 
Parkland 
Modern 
Ancient/Medieval 

Data source: Surrey County 
Map source: OS map © Crown Copyright 
Licence No. LA 07683 X. 
Unauthorisedreproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. 
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Figure 10: Characterisation of 
Surrey by Cornwall (above) and 
Lancashire (right) methods, the 

core of the methodological range 
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Reserved.

The IPC exercise highlighted the 
variation at specific levels between 
the five methods and also the degree 
to which any given method was 
either process-led or visually led in 
assigning HLC types. For example, 
Herefordshire characterised a 
farmland golf course as a degraded 
historic landscape with straight 
boundaries, which it is, but the same 
area of land could equally be 
characterised as a golf course, with 
its farmland origins flagged up as 
previous HLC. There is little 
consensus about when ‘loss’ or 
‘degradation’ is out-weighed by the 
creation of new landscape types; the 
HLC philosophy of characterising 
the historic dimension of the present 
landscape ought to give precedence 
to interpretations that include 
current character first, but not all 
methods are yet consistent in this. 
On the other hand, the problem is 
fading away as projects start using 
the ‘previous HLC’ attributes of the 
latest wave 4 and later projects. 

A brief assessment against the 
Surrey HLC was made of the types 
used by each method. Cornwall 

HLC 
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Wood/heath/common 
Parkland 
Modern 
Ancient/Medieval 

Data source: Surrey County 
CouncilMap source: OS map © Crown Copyright 
Licence No. LA 07683 X. 
Unauthorisedreproduction infringes Crown Copyright 
and may lead to prosecution or civil 
proceedings. 

2 

km 
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used 75% of the same types as 
Surrey, Essex 60%, and Lancashire 
and Herefordshire 55% each (based 
on the cross-tabulation of the Stage 
3 tables provided by Nicola 
Bannister). Such a level of core-
agreement, given the unreality of 
aspects of the tests, seems 
reasonably high, especially as the 
core correlation covers the most 
significant, broad, inclusive types. 
Admittedly, correlation is lowest in 
the case of enclosed land, the most 
difficult aspect of HLC because the 
least understood, and this is a prime 
area for further research and 
development with HLC. 

Stage 3 (Outcome 4) 
The factors behind the decision-
making need to be clearly stated 
for each type, and if possible for 

each polygon. 

Stage 4 
The Broader Landscape Texture 

In an attempt further to draw out 
and highlight some of the 
similarities between the methods, 
this fourth stage of analysis took a 
step back to look at the broader 
picture without the risk that 
differences in method (eg Essex’s 
small polygons) would distort 
overall patterns and trends. The 
historic landscape character types 
for each of the five methods were 
put into two main groupings: 
Enclosures (medieval and post-
medieval), and Woodlands, Heath 
& commons and Other). 

All five maps revealed the essential 
grain of the historic landscape 
character of this small area: a 
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similar very broad pattern of woods, 
heaths and commons on the Downs 
and Greensand Hills, and fields on 
the lower slopes of the Greensand 
and the dip slope of the downs. All 
show settlement concentrated in the 
Tillingbourne Valley and along the 
northern edge of the dip slope. The 
greatest degree of similarity with 
the Surrey map is shown by 
Cornwall and Lancashire both of 
which have identified the wooded 

uplands of the Downs and 
Greensand Hills, with the older 
settlement in the vales and dip slope 
of the chalk hills. 

A comparison was made for 
Lancashire and Cornwall (the two 
closest to Surrey) of the percentage 
area covered by each of the broad 
types. Table 7 shows a good 
correlation between these. 

HLC Zone Percentage area covered 
Cornwall Lancashire Surrey 

Fields 47.5 48.2 40 
Woodland 37.3 38.8 29.5 
Settlement 6.7 9.6 10.9 
Ornamental 5.4 2.6 7.2 
Recreation 1.2 0.2 1.5 
Rough Ground 0.8 0.5 3.2 
Communications 0.6 / / 
Water 0.4 0.1 1.4 
Industrial 0.2 0.1 0.2 

Table 7: Comparison of landscape texture of the Lancashire and Cornwall IPC 
tests with Surreys’ HLC 

Some of the differences that exist 
are explained by the unreality of the 
test, notably lack of local 
knowledge and the falsity of 
comparing a rapid test with a real 
properly- resourced, year-long full-
county project. But variation in the 
interpretation by individuals is 
undoubtedly a factor as well. At the 
broad level (i.e. the HLCs ability to 
reflect the general texture of the 
historic and present-day landscape) 
each method identifies more or less 
the same areas, both statistically and 
spatially, but this concordance does 
not always survive at greater levels 
of detail. 

More direct comparisons between 
the Surrey HLC and the Cornwall 
IPC test of the Cornwall method 
(chosen for this purpose because of 

CAU’s detailed report) shows that 
the proportion of woodland to fields 
to settlement is approximately the 
same, although the Cornwall test 
placed many commons in the 
woodland group. Many smaller 
landscape gardens which are 
defined as Ornamental in the Surrey 
HLC were subsumed by the 
Cornwall method into other 
adjacent field types because of the 
Cornwall method’s greater level of 
generalisation; similarly, Cornwall 
uses a higher size threshold for 
water features, thus reducing their 
number. Some adjusting and 
manipulation of the figures would 
bring them more into line, although 
there are real differences at detailed 
level for field types. 

The greatest variation is in the 
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categorising of the field types. 
Cornwall, Herefordshire and 
Lancashire, for example, all show a 
core of medieval fields in the 
Tillingbourne Valley (Essex was 
incomplete) whilst Surrey defined 
much of this as post-medieval. 
Areas identified as Ancient by the 
Surrey HLC were on the contrary 
labelled post-medieval by the 
Herefordshire method. The Essex 
map identified many more modern 
(modified) field enclosures. 

Conclusions 

At a very broad level there are 
similarities in the mapping process 
between all five methods. Nearly all 
the methods (except for Essex, only 
60% completed) identified the main 
broad ‘texture’ of the historic 
landscape character, with the 
Lancashire and Cornwall methods 
showing the greatest degree of 
correlation with Surrey. They 
corresponded with the Surrey HLC 
in highlighting wooded hills, 
settlement in the valleys, ancient 
enclosures, with post-medieval 
enclosures on the dip slope and on 
the margins of the ancient 
enclosures. All the methods 
identified parkland, although the 
polygon boundary depended on 
attributes such as whether woodland 
was included, or whether parkland 
that is now farmed is counted as 
enclosed land (as it should be given 
the philosophy of ‘present day’ 
HLC) (an issue resolved in wave 4 
HLC by ‘previous HLC data’). 
At more detailed levels, the 
correlation became weaker, 
especially with regard to enclosed 
land. With Lancashire and 
Cornwall, however there was closer 
correlation at lower level as well. 
Correlation is weakest with the 
definition of ancient and modern 

fields, and with the degree of 
boundary sinuosity and field size; 
both of these are inherently 
subjective, heavily influenced by 
practitioner and context. 

These differences at detailed levels 
appear to be due to several factors, 
most importantly the different aims 
of the methods. Cornwall for 
example aims to be generalised at 
county scale and deliberately avoids 
detail, and Lancashire takes a 
similar approach. These are the 
most similar results, and the most 
compatible with Surrey. They are 
closest to Wave 4 and to current 
best practice. Herefordshire, 
however, takes a higher level of 
generalisation based on quite 
different stratigraphic techniques 
almost exclusively targeted at field 
types (leaving other aspects to be 
added from other data sets), while 
Essex, in contrast, leans on 
documentary sources to produce a 
much more fine-grained approach. 
Not surprisingly, Essex and 
Herefordshire differ most from the 
others. 

The use of different terminology 
and definitions by projects 
sometimes reflects real differences 
in interpretation but sometimes 
disguises similarities. Different 
factors are used to derive HL 
character, for example either 
process-led (ascribing HL character 
to its causes), or visually-led (ie 
simply describing the appearance of 
fields, eschewing interpretative 
assumptions). The variation in the 
weight given to the range of 
available types exacerbates these 
differences. 

Different ways of reading the 
landscape, or interpreting it, are 
perhaps the most fundamental 
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Chapter 6 - DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 

Part 3 of this report brings together 
all strands of the Review, including 
a view of current best practice in 
over 20 projects, the core and trend 
analysis described in Chapter 4, and 
the IPC results summarised in 
Chapter 5. It is in effect an 
introduction to the companion 
report, a newly written Template 
HLC Project Design which reflects 
the Review’s conclusions, mainly 
using methods of the convergent 
“wave 4” attribute-led projects 
(Cumbria, Cheshire, Shropshire and 
Devon). The Template also, 
however, takes account of more 
recent experience of HLC gained 
since the Review’s main data 
collection phases, in project designs 
during 2003. 

The Review demonstrated a need 
for new HLC projects to use a more 
consistent and standardised method, 
and the Template now provides this. 
Future standardisation of 
terminology (eg of classification 
terms or criteria for attribution) is 
required, and greater transparency, 
and this will emerge from use of the 
Template for new proejcts and for 
regional integration projects for old 
HLCs. The limited standardisation 
is identified as a problem area in the 
IPC tests, although they also 
demonstrated that any national 
standardisation should be balanced 
against the desirability of retaining 
some individuality to reflect local 
contexts. This need not eventually 
rule out the production of a suitably 
overarching classification arising 
from regional synthesis of the 

county HLC. 

The Review showed that recent 
projects already more or less 
achieve the necessary level of inter-
project consistency. It seems that 
the diversity of method noted by 
some observers is now largely 
historical, although it remains a 
problem for future integration 
between counties. In particular, the 
Review’s analysis of perceived 
strengths and weaknesses showed 
that most strengths are firmly part 
of the core of HLC whilst most 
weaknesses are peripheral, and 
becoming more so. Another 
conclusion of the IPC project was 
that greater attention is needed to 
inter-county correlation at the 
appropriate scale (eg regional), 
although it also concluded that the 
HLC method should continue to 
develop with local objectives and 
priorities to take advantage of local 
knowledge and experience. 

Most important, however, is the 
need for practitioners and users to 
recognise that characterisation is an 
interpretative process and that its 
results will consequently inevitably 
differ between projects. These 
conclusions, and use of the 
Template, will limit differences by 
suggesting the sources, data 
structure and standard terms that 
should be used in HLC, but 
ultimately, differences will always 
remain caused by varying 
perceptions and stages of 
understanding. 
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structure of data. The Review found 
that the core method was to create 
polygons of a mean size of between 
18 and 61 ha. in size; there was little 
correlation between mean size of 
polygons and the wave to which a 
project belonged. MasterMap 
carries the risk that polygons will 
become ever smaller because that 
map base has its own highly 
detailed polygonisation (Fairclough 
2002a). This is described as a risk 
because it will weaken HLC’s 
generalising power. The tendency 
needs to be countered in new 
projects, and this is already 
happening. New projects will need 
to amalgamate MasterMap polygons 
into large HLC polygons in order to 
reflect similarities between areas 
and their HL character rather than 
the differences - the latter are easily 
observed, the former – synthesis – is 
much harder to achieve. There is no 
hard and fast rule, but means of c25 
to 50ha are probably preferable. 

Data Structure 
The information about HL character 
(even when a flat file text and map 
as in Cornwall and Axholme) was 
originally envisaged to be a single, 
if flexible, response to questions 
about the complex historic 
landscape. Much of what was 
originally devised is still at the core 
of the method. With advances in 
GIS, however, a more complex 
method is now used, in which the 
map is not simply a display tool 
with text descriptions and time-
depth matrices, but a method of 
analysis in its own right. The core 
approach is through GIS (usually 
MapInfo or ArcView) linked to a 
structured database (eg Access). A 
main conclusion of the IPC project 
was that (as well as standard terms 
and types) similar data structures 
should be used wherever possible, 
to facilitate comparison between 

projects. It was recognised that 
there should also be some scope for 
continued flexibility to include 
locally distinctive types. 

The recent projects use data 
structures that perform combination 
queries of attributes that produce 
varying results to specific questions 
being asked about the data. They are 
all attribute-based rather than 
classification–led methods (see 
chapter 4). Furthermore, in terms of 
how data is handled – ie whether 
manual, computers used for display, 
or computers used by manipulation 
(see chapter 4), the first approach, 
naturally, is fully peripheral and 
(while display and manipulation are 
currently both core) the trend is 
clearly for use of computerisation 
purely for display to become 
peripheral as well. 

Separate sets of data fields 
(attributes, attached to HLC 
polygons) are needed for present 
day HL character and for previous 
type(s) of HLC. Attributes will 
cover subjects such as field pattern 
morphology, function, sources, 
period (whether by broad date-range 
or attached to particular major 
sources, eg map editions), indicators 
of historic process eg of enclosure 
process. Well-tried examples of 
attributes and the terms to be used 
to capture them are provided in the 
Template Project Design. 

By recording these attributes for 
each individual GIS polygon, it 
becomes possible to use data fields 
or sets of data fields to build more 
than one classification of HLC 
Types on demand and subject to 
specific needs and questions. Most 
Projects (as the Template 
recommends) also find it useful, 
despite this flexibility, to ‘hard-
wire’ a simple classification (c10 
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types need to be clearly defined and 
described, with supporting text and 
attributes that summarise the 
principle decision-making factors 
and types of processes involved in 
creating the type. This is the first 
goal of analysis in the current 
method. 

Time-depth 
The visible evidence in the present-
day landscape for change and 
continuity over long periods of 
time. The difference between 
Time-depth and Date of enclosure is 
that Time-depth celebrates the 
changes that have occurred to HL 
character without making value 
judgements based on its origins. 
Time-depth is the best means to 
represent HLC to other professions, 
and is the preferred method in HLC. 

Past landscape change 
Change as opposed to continuity is 
more prevalent in the present-day 
landscape; landscape itself is ever 
changing and dynamic. In the 
future HLC should be used to 
measure change in the historic 
landscape for the State of the 
Historic Environment reports. 

Date of enclosure 
The origins of enclosure are 
intrinsically linked to Time-depth, 
but where change is shown by 
Time-depth, Date indicates the 
period of enclosure creation. This 
helps inform the recognition of 
degraded and much changed 
landscapes within an associated 
context, which is useful for 
management of the landscape as 
well as for research. 

Enclosure process 
By indicating the processes of 
enclosure, a greater understanding 
about the landscape formation and 
the history of the landscape may be 

gauged. This is useful for a variety 
of applications, and reinforces the 
HLC’s application as a management 
tool. 

Morphology 
Because coverage of documentary 
sources (a clear-cut source for 
understanding the historic 
landscape) is uneven, and its use 
can sometimes lead merely to 
mapping of the documentary 
sources instead of a characterisation 
of the whole landscape. It is also 
very limited in its time depth so that 
over-reliance on documents can 
significantly understate time-depth. 
Interpretation based on analogy and 
morphology is a more 
comprehensive indicator of HL 
character. The majority of the 
projects used morphology as a 
primary factor, and it is a key 
method of HLC. Indeed, 
documentary evidence is mainly 
used in supporting roles, for 
example to confirm morphological 
assumptions in well-known sample 
areas before using them elsewhere. 

Previous land-use 
The representation of previous land-
use is connected with a broad 
understanding of the earlier HL 
Character and the historic processes 
that have created the current 
palimpsest and the long sequences 
that are often visible in different 
ways in the present day landscape. 

Present-day land-use 
The present-day land-use is the 
connecting point for the modelling 
of historic landscape so that it is 
available to other professions using 
a clear and simple common 
language. 

Data sources 
The spatial coverage of source 
material used by HLC is used to 
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demonstrate the depth of evidence 
for HL character. This is useful for 
identifying the areas of potential 
enhancement with further, less 
comprehensive sources. 

Stratigraphy of landscape 
Identifying the horizontal 
stratigraphic process of landscape, 
as opposed to the vertical that is 
measured through Time-depth, was 
carried out in Herefordshire. By 
using a method that identifies 
specific parcels of landscape that 
are late, intermediate and early, a 
network of patterns in the present-
day landscape is shown, without 
identifying chronology, but showing 
the evolutionary process of 
landscape. 

Conclusion 

This HLC Method Review and its 
conclusions have facilitated the 

preparation of a Template Project 
Design for HLC. This forms a 
companion volume to the Review, 
but is also a freestanding document 
and it is intended that it is revised as 
necessary over the coming years. 
Whilst it is mainly an amalgam of 
four current project method 
statements, it also picks up the 
recommendations and observations 
that have arisen from the review, 
and provide the means for 
implementing the review’s 
recommendations. Until now the 
Project Designs of new HLC 
projects have been drawn up in the 
light of the best 4 or 5 available 
Project Designs of recent projects, 
but each project has selected what it 
perceived to be the key elements. 
The Template Project Design has 
centralised this process, and 
presents in a single document all the 
lessons of nearly 10 years of HLC 
methodological development. 
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