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My name is Dr Chris Miele. | am a chartered town planner and member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation.
| have advanced qualifications in cultural history (MA and PhD) and a record of academic publications and memberships
attesting to my accomplishments in this field.

I have been advising on development and the historic environment for thirty years, first as an officer at Historic England
(1990-98) and since then in private practice. | am a senior partner at Montagu Evans LLP, a property consultancy based
in central London. | work in the planning department where | head a large team of professionals who specialise in
development and sensitive land, including listed buildings and historic landscapes.

| act regularly as an independent expert witness or assessor, mostly at planning inquiries (including recovered applications
and called-in appeals) but also in other jurisdictions: Upper House of the Tribunal (Lands Chamber), QB Division of the
High Court (Construction and Technology), and Consistory Court. My evidence has been prepared to the standard and
under the terms required of an independent expert advising a tribunal or court (see my Section 11.0 comprising my signed
affirmation to this effect).

| was contacted by the RHS to review certain documents relating to its formal objection to the DCO Scheme. | attended a
meeting with the RHS and its advisors to discuss the same and on that basis, | accepted the financial impact analysis and
further RHS analysis arising from it, | made an offer of expert witness services under the required terms.

My firm has been advising the RHS on various planning matters, as explained in my section 3.

My evidence concludes the following.

The RHS’ Garden at Wisley is a heritage asset of considerable importance, as reflected in its II* designation as a registered
park and garden. It is internationally renowned. It is the flagship garden of 120 years standing and was registered as part
of the first swathe of park and garden designations in 1984.

Its particular interest, and reason for such a high grading, lies as much in its formal design and plant collection, as the
purpose it serves, promoting the science, art and practice of horticulture. As such its cultural value is a living legacy,
sustained through no central government grant or funding.

Wisley has particular significance as a place of scientific endeavour, an active laboratory of horticulture which has long
been the case since its founding. Fergusson Wilson’s intention was to create ‘an experimental garden, in which the best
possibilities were sought for the treatment of plants in a British environment.” The dominant presence of The Laboratory
embodies the importance of these activities at Wisley.

The RHS at Wisley has just completed a very ambitious development programme, some £72.4 million in capital
expenditure that is devoted to enhancing the Membership, the visitor experience, the scientific work of the Society and,
importantly, communicating that to everyone who visits the gardens and more widely so that they can learn of the work
done at Wisley.

The funding of this programme is, as will be explained (and is elsewhere in the Society’s submissions), sensitive to any
reduction in visitor numbers. The Society’s presented evidence documents that the DCO proposals will affect visitor
numbers during the construction and operational phases, reducing income and so putting the Society’s operational and
cultural activities at risk. The compounding effect of the COVID lock down raises that threat, | understand, to a potentially
existential level, and for reasons similar to those which are threatening the continued viability of other cultural activities
and institutions in our country.

For the purposes of my evidence | accept that the RHS’ evidence on financial impact is correct. That evidence lies outwith
my expertise.

In my judgment, this would mean that the cultural legacy of the Society (which is an integral part of its significance, and
the significance of the designated asset) would be harmed by the proposals.
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Since the harm is to the delivery of RHS programmes and activities outwith my specialist area, it is not right for me to
calibrate the harm precisely particularly as there is a significant risk element in play. What | can report with confidence is
that the proposals would cause harm to the designated asset and that this harm could be severe or serious. Some of that
harm arises from the financial impacts of the scheme and the resultant reduced ability of the RHS to carry out maintenance
of the fabric of the garden, the perpetuation of the collection and its standards of science and education.

My analysis also considers how the physical change to the approach to the Garden — the new access arrangements
including the new road replacing Wisley Lane — harms the visitor experience of the asset.

| arrive at these conclusions by applying the established approach to the assessment of impacts on designated assets,
and which is recognised in the NPS and supporting guidance.

First one must define the particular significance of the asset, including the contribution its setting may make to this
significance or its appreciation. Significance is defined in relation to the architectural, historic, evidential or artistic value of
an asset. These are broad categories, and there is guidance in place from Historic England (GPA2 and Conservation
Principles) that assist in defining why a place is special. Other guidance is of assistance, but | have not relied on it heavily
and only quote or reference where necessary.

Secondly it is well established that changes to the setting of a heritage asset can cause harm not just through changes
that are visual or which alter the character of the land. Policy and guidance says that changes to setting which affect the
economic viability of an asset need to be taken into account in considering whether a proposal harms its significance.

Such harm can occur where the viability of an asset is affected, compromising its owner’s ability to conserve it properly
and in line with its special interest. Measures must be put in place to try and reduce that harm through mitigation.

Thirdly, in cases where harm is established, such harm must be given great weight in the exercise of planning judgment
in the decision-making process.

Fourthly, and notwithstanding that, such harm can be acceptable if there is a clear and convincing justification for it. This
does not impose a freestanding test; rather such a justification is made out on balance of benefits.

The NPS requires the testing of alternatives, and for the final decision to be taken mindful of all relevant effects, positive
and negative. The RHS have put forward an alternative.

I note here, and looking forward to my evidence, that the Environmental Statement undertaken for this project does not
identify any impacts on economic viability and that, as a consequence, the consideration of alternatives does not take
those into account either. In fact, it is only the RHS which has put forward evidence of financial impact.

I conclude this report by considering Historic England’s involvement in the consultation process. Historic England raised
points similar to those now raised by RHS, requesting information regarding the financial impact of the DCO Scheme and
expressing the potential for heritage harm as a consequence of loss of income.

For reasons not explained in the Statement of Common Ground, this information was never provided to HE and the matter
was not pursued further. | consider this a significant oversight.

| welcome questions on my assessment of the effect on significance resulting from the financial impact of the DCO Scheme
from the EXA.
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My name is Dr Chris Miele and | am a Senior Partner at Montagu Evans’ central London Office. | am a Chartered Town
Planner (MRTPI since 2002) and a Member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation (IHBC since 2001). | have
more than twenty-seven years’ professional experience as a specialist in heritage matters and also hold advanced
academic qualifications in history.

Our Practice

Montagu Evans is a leading firm of property advisors, established in 1921. My partners and | employ more than 300 staff.
Most are based in our West End head office. We provide all areas of development surveying consultancy, from rating and
valuation to management and investment advice. The town planning consultancy has always been central to our business,
and it is provided through our Planning Department.

As a partner in the Planning and Development department | provide specialist advice on sites that involve development of
sensitive land. | head a team of 16 experts who work on heritage-based projects within a larger planning team of 70. We
also specialise in townscape and visual impact work.

Professional Background: Some Current Projects and Clients

I am a professionally-trained historian of architecture and urban planning, with a specialism in British matters from the
early Modern to Modern periods. Before settling in the United Kingdom, and whilst completing my masters and doctoral
work, | held several academic and museum appointments at Columbia University, New York University and the
Metropolitan Museum of Art and Museum of Modern Art, all in New York.

| achieved RTPI chartered status in 2002 on the basis of experience and specialist knowledge. About a third of my
instructions are general planning instructions where heritage is a major consideration (for example, the British Museum
extension for which | achieved all consents and the new School of Government at Oxford, both Sterling Prize nominees).
The rest are specialist instructions similar to this one.

I hold an Honours Degree (BA) in the History of Architecture and Urban Planning from Columbia College, Columbia
University and post-graduate degrees — an MA and a PhD — in this subject area from the Graduate School of Arts and
Sciences, New York University. | latterly studied town and country planning at South Bank University.

My area of academic specialism is British, C18 and C19, and | have published extensively in these topic areas: | have
studied historic landscapes in that context, and advised on them, but have not published on them. In recognition of my
academic record of publications | have been elected a Fellow of the Royal Historical Society and of the Society of
Antiquaries, London.

I maintain my academic credentials through publishing and lecturing, and | am an Honorary Professor in the Social
Sciences Faculty at Glasgow University, and Chair of the Board of the Centre for Urban History at Leicester University.

| joined Montagu Evans as partner in 2005. Formerly | was Senior Planning Director at RPS Planning (central London
office), and before that, from 1998 to 2003, a Director at Alan Baxter & Associates, a multidisciplinary consultancy based
in engineering. From 1991 to 1998 | was employed by English Heritage, as it then was, providing advice in support of its
statutory function as a listing inspector.

Over the years | have gained considerable experience in the analysis of historic landscapes of all kinds, from those
featuring archaeological and medieval remains, to more traditional parklands which very often have a horticultural
dimension. The sites include registered parks and gardens of the highest grade, for example, Studley Royal Park and the
Royal Botanic Gardens at Kew, which are also World Heritage Sites. | have advised on a number of garden and parkland
restoration projects as part of that work.
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| act regularly as an independent expert witness on planning appeals and call-in inquiries as well as before the Upper
Tribunal (Lands Chamber), Construction and Technology Court and Consistory Court. | am aware of the duties of expert
planning witnesses under the Civil Procedure Rules as a matter of general practice in this area of professional work and
adhere to them as | do to the terms of the RTPI Code of Professional Conduct, edition 10 February 2016. | also confirm
my evidence is prepared in accordance with the PINS 2019 procedural guidance on planning appeals, Annexe O, ‘What

is expert evidence?’
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SCOPE OF EXPERT REPORT

Involvement with the DCO Case

My firm was approached by the RHS in January 2020 to review the plans and the evidence put forward by Highways
England for the alterations to the junction 10 on the M25 in May 2020. | was asked also to review the evidence prepared
thus far by the RHS in their support of an alternative scheme, and the socio-economic and related financial impacts the
DCO Scheme would have.

I was invited in the first instance to review the papers and to ascertain whether | could act in the present capacity and on
what basis. Having confirmed my views, and that | was comfortable acting in this matter as an expert, | then made an offer
of service. | was already familiar with the site, albeit from two visits made before the current project.

Montagu Evans has been providing planning and heritage advice to the RHS on its Wisley site since 2014 before the RHS
made a commitment to its Strategic Investment Programme on the site. This led to the planning applications for the
significant developments for new entrance facilities and garden pavilion as part of the visitor experience and
understanding.

It is my colleagues who have previously provided this advice to the RHS at the site in Wisley, although | gave advice
separately to the RHS on a development project involving the refurbishment and extension of its London HQ, a listed
building in Vincent Square Westminster

I am an individual member of the RHS (joined 2019).
Issues Addressed in Evidence

My evidence will consider the heritage consequences of the proposal’s socio- economic and financial impact. That is, the
effect of the proposals on the significance of the RHS Gardens at Wisley as a result of the financial impact on the function
of the Gardens as a visitor attraction and educational facility, which builds on the work completed by Hatch Regeneris.

First | will set out my own assessment of the significance of the RHS Gardens and associated buildings, drawing on the
work my team have completed in the past on the research and significance of the asset, enhancing this where necessary
for this particular exercise. In carrying this out | have drawn upon the expertise of and consulted with my Partner, Roger
Bowdler, former Head of Listing at Historic England.

My evidence therefore depends on the RHS’ analysis, notably the following documents (I have included the cross
reference to inquiry documents as follows):

. Written Representation by Jon Bunney (REP1-039)

. Motion Transport Assessment 2016 and associated appendices (REP2-040, REP2-041, REP2-042);
. RHS Wisley: Economic Impact Study 2015/16 - 2024/25, Counterculture (REP3-052);

. Further representations of Jon Bunney of Hatch Regeneris on economic impact (REP8- 054);

. Response to ExQ2 (REP5-054);

o Additional Written Representation (REP6-024).

| consider also the physical impacts of the works to the Garden, including the affects on 44 trees along its boundary with
the A3 as identified by the arboricultural advisor to the RHS.

| consider additionally the impact on the arrival experience of the visitor.

Drawing these issues together | consider the approach that is advised in policy and guidance on the assessment of setting
and the economic vitality of the asset. Part one of HE’s Setting guidance (GPA 3) considers setting and views, and
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specifically calls for the examination of whether a proposed development may cause damage to a heritage asset’s
“economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its on-going conservation”:

The guidance develops this point further on page 6 of that document, making specific reference to road schemes in their
potential to affect the economic viability of heritage assets. | quote: ‘However, the economic viability of a heritage asset
can be reduced if the contribution made by its setting is diminished by badly designed or insensitively located development.
For instance, a new road scheme affecting the setting of a heritage asset, while in some cases increasing the public’s
ability or inclination to visit and/or use it, thereby boosting its economic viability and enhancing the options for the marketing
or adaptive re-use of a building, may in other cases have the opposite effect.’

Overall, | come to a conclusion on the consequential impact and harmful effects on conservation of significance of the
grade lI* registered park and garden at RHS Wisley.

| review also the adequacy of the ES assessment on this point. | have analysed the heritage, landscape and visual, and
the chapter on people and communities.

To conclude this report | look at Historic England’s position to date and comment on their advice to the DCO process.

On behalf of the RHS, | request the EXA takes note of my evidence and asks questions, if there are any, for further
clarification and explanation.
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In this section | identify those parts of the National Policy Statement and guidance of particular relevance to my evidence.

Alternatives

| note paragraph 4.26 on alternatives. | cite this with reference to my Section 8, in which | comment on the submitted
cultural heritage chapter of the ES supporting the DCO. This does not consider the harm that the financial impact would
cause to the significance of the gardens as a heritage asset. | consider this to be an omission.

Historic Environment Policy

An RPG designation is not statutory; however, the same policy considerations apply to it as to statutorily designated assets
through the operation of the NPS.

A general principle underlying the operation of the historic environment is the definition of significance through the provision
of an appropriate level of information. One cannot understand the effect of any impact without that understanding. That
point ramifies through the NPS and best practice.

I make it here with reference to section 5 of this evidence, which comprises a statement of significance of the asset, and
with reference to section 8 (again), which comments on the adequacy of the ES assessment. In short, and foreshadowing
those points, | think that the ES’s assessment of significance does not accurately reflect the degree to which the
significance of this highly graded RPG is embodied in its use, furthering the purposes of the Society. And the continuity of
that purpose is an attribute of historic significance.

The NPS advises (5.122) the historic environment holds ‘value to this and future generations because of their historic,
archaeological, architectural or artistic interest’.

The NPS recognises (also 5.122) that significance derives ‘not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also
from its setting’.

The accompanying footnote to the policy defines setting as ‘the surroundings in which [a heritage asset] is experienced’,
adding: ‘Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve. Elements of setting may make a
positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may
be neutral’.

The point made in the latter citation is, that on the facts of any case, the evolution of setting, for example, through its
development, can change the contribution of setting to significance or the appreciation of that significance. The latter term,
‘appreciation’, refers to the experience of an individual and is not limited to visual experience.

The ES accepts that the DCO scheme is in the setting of the II* RPG, notwithstanding the fact that there is currently, and
will continue to be, no intervisibility between them as a consequence of land form and screening. The road traffic at present
affects the setting of the garden noticeably and is quite intrusive in those parts right beside it. | understand the proposals
would seek to mitigate noise impact by special surfacing. | do not know whether acoustic fencing is proposed to be provided
in certain places, but | note here in passing that this is highly desirable.

Paragraph 5.129 states that the understanding of significance and the intergenerational value of designated assets ‘should
be used to avoid or minimise conflict between their conservation and any aspect of the proposal’. This reflects the general
advice on alternatives, cited above.

Paragraph 5.131 advises that the SoS should ‘give great weight’ to a designated heritage asset’s conservation. | identify
what this means for decision taking in my discussion of the PPS5 Planning Practice Guide (below). This paragraph notes
that the ‘more important the asset, the greater the weight [accorded to conservation] should be’.
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It is worth here noting that ‘conservation’ is not defined in the NPS.
It is defined in the National Planning Policy Framework as:

‘The process of maintaining and managing change to a heritage asset in a way that sustains and, where appropriate,
enhances its significance.” See also PPS5 below.

Paragraph 5.132 to 5.134 treats the determination of DCOs for proposals causing harm to a designated heritage asset.

5.133 treats cases of substantial harm, which can only exceptionally be justified on the basis of equally weighty
countervailing benefits. Substantial harm is a very high test, and the courts have defined it in relation to the listed building
regime as comprising either the total removal of significance or the near total removal of it, such the significance of an
asset is very reduced. Such harm would, in my opinion, effectively remove the rationale for designation. The case is known
as ‘Bedford’. *

I have advised on substantial harm cases, notably on the demolition of listed buildings, and so am familiar with the concept.

5.134 treats cases of less than substantial harm, which harm is accepted by practitioners to comprise a range from limited
or low to high. This categorisation is recognised in the PPG and not the NPS or PPS5 (see below).

Such harm may be justified on the balance of planning benefits, on a proportional basis. It is axiomatic that less than
substantial harm does not equate to a less than substantial objection.

In the worst case, | understand the Society’s analysis of the DCO Scheme to demonstrate a severe risk to the viability of
the Garden. Accepting that evidence, then the degree of harm would be very high, and possibly substantial. Since the
financial impact the Society identifies lies outside my expertise, | cannot give evidence on where in the broad scale, from
limited less than substantial harm to substantial harm lies, those impacts lie. It is certainly significant and potentially serious
to the Society’s objectives, the delivery of which are intimately connected with the garden.

The NPS paraphrases the statutory duty? at 5.130, where it states that the SoS should ‘take into account the desirability
of sustaining and, where appropriate, enhancing the significance of heritage assets, including in that objective ‘the
contribution of their settings and the positive contribution that their [settings] can make to sustainable communities —
including their economic vitality’. In relation to the listed building regime — consequent on the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990,
the courts have held that any harm to a listed building is weighted harm, and as a matter of policy that approach applies
to other designated assets.

This is the sole reference to the economic role of the historic environment; it is implicit in the NPS, and consistent with its
objectives (and the whole direction and purpose of statutory provision and national policy on the historic environment more
generally), that a development having an impact on the economic viability of a heritage, leading to harm to its special
interest, is a material consideration in the determination of this form of application. | say this because such an impact must
be capable of being a material planning consideration. Just as the economic benefits of a proposal carry weight, so too
will the economic disbenefits.

I understand, on the advice of my client the RHS, that the garden does not cover its cost and the deficit is covered by other
RHS activities even economically, and therefore any reduction in visitors or spend will:

o Reduce its viability and ability to maintain itself; and
. Prevent growth of its activities, and therefore its purpose.

PPS5 and Successor Documents

Footnote 100 of the NPS cites supporting historic environment guidance, PPS5, ‘Planning for the Historic Environment...,
or, it adds parenthetically, ‘any successor document’.

! Bedford BC v SSCLG [2013] EWHC 2847 (Admin)
2 Sections 16 (2), 66 (1) and 72 (1) of the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990.
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Paragraph 85, expanding in policy HE9.1, identifies ‘a presumption in favour of the conservation of designated assets’.

The idea of a presumption for conservation, and therefore against harm (the logical corollary), was confirmed by the courts
in the Forge Field decision. 3

Such a presumption is rebuttable on the balance of benefits, taking the degree of harm — less than substantial or substantial
— into account.

Paragraph 120 expressly treats the impact of development in the setting of an asset on its viability:

When assessing any application for development within the setting of a heritage asset, local planning authorities may
need to consider the implications of cumulative change and the fact that developments that materially detract from the
asset’s significance may also damage its economic viability now, or in the future, thereby threatening its ongoing
conservation.

Paragraph 148, in the technical notes section, makes a general point about all conservation:

Good conservation of heritage assets is founded on appropriate routine management and maintenance. Such an
approach will minimise the need for larger repairs or other interventions and will usually represent the most
economical way of sustaining an asset.

From my experience advising on larger heritage assets (and Wisley is one such), | know that interruption to funding of
regular maintenance is a recognised threat to the conservation of significance given a small reduction in visitor numbers
will result in reduced ability to meet maintenance. That is an enduring principle. Gardens of this nature require continuous
and intensive maintenance to deliver their aesthetic and practical purposes and therefore, and in my experience, are at
greater risk to changes to maintenance or deferred over the short term than most historic buildings. | understand that the
recent projects invested in by the RHS at Wisley have increased the footprint and quality of buildings on the site and that
the cost of long-term maintenance will grow as a result, therefore putting pressure on the requirement for income to be
realised through visitor numbers.

The successor document to PPS5 that treats setting is Historic England’s GPA3, on The Setting of Heritage Assets. This
was recently revised (2019) but the document in substantially similar form has been available since October 2012. It is the
industry standard and relied on in planning appeals and other tribunals.

It contains advice on page 6 about setting and economic viability.
The Setting Guidance (GPA3) and Economic Viability

The HE guidance is clear that new development within the setting of a heritage asset can affect the economic viability of
the asset by improving or restricting the ability to access and appreciate the asset which would otherwise result in income
generation. | include the whole paragraph for reference as follows:

‘Sustainable development under the NPPF can have important positive impacts on heritage assets and their settings,
for example by bringing an abandoned building back into use or giving a heritage asset further life. However, the
economic viability of a heritage asset can be reduced if the contribution made by its setting is diminished by badly
designed or insensitively located development. For instance, a new road scheme affecting the setting of a heritage
asset, while in some cases increasing the public’s ability or inclination to visit and/or use it, thereby boosting its
economic viability and enhancing the options for the marketing or adaptive re-use of a building, may in other cases
have the opposite effect.’

The Society’s case falls within the ambit of this guidance. Just as setting development may increase viability, enhancing
an asset, it logically follows that it may have the opposite effect.

3 R (Forge Field Society) v Sevenoaks District Council [2014] EWHC 1895
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This is not a new point. The precursor to PPS5, PPG15, made a point in similar terms albeit in relation to the setting of
listed buildings, at 2.16, for example:

... the economic viability as well as the character of historic buildings may suffer and they can be robbed of much of
their interest, and of the contribution they make to townscape or the countryside, if they become isolated from their
surroundings, e.g. by new traffic routes, car parks, or other development.

Section 5 in that document deals with ‘Transport and Traffic Management’ makes a point similar to that cited in 2.6 above.
Paragraph 5.2 in that section advises that major new infrastructure development can have ‘an especially wide-ranging
impact on the historic environment, not just visually and physically, but indirectly, for example, by altering patterns of
movement or commerce...’

Any expert in this topic area knows that funding is essential to sustain all the elements of our historic environment. It is
common sense and mirrored in policy, guidance and general practice. In this respect, | note that Historic England raised
this very concern in its initial consultation responses on the DCO (see my section 9).

Accordingly, and drawing this point to a close, | consider it is only best practice at least to consider the effect of a proposal
on the economic sustainability of any environmental asset | am engaged with advising on. As a matter of fact the Cultural
Heritage chapter in the submitted ES does not carry out this assessment, and neither can | find evidenced analysis of this
matter in the landscape and community chapters. I find this to be an omission in the evidence.

Other Guidance: Conservation Principles (English Heritage 2008)

This statement comprises a statement of principles from English Heritage, as Historic England was. This document is cited
at paragraph 19 of PPS5. It predates the NPS, and so does not contain the balancing provisions therein; however, it has
some weight as a statement explain how EH/HE approaches applications, inviting others, including decision makers, to
adopt this approach.

Conservation Principles identifies four categories of heritage value, which are different to those used in national guidance.
These are aesthetic, historical, evidential and communal. The first three correspond to the values identified in guidance.

The fourth, ‘communal’, is not formally recognised in national policy. It derives ultimately from international conservation
practice, and in particular to the European Landscape Convention.

The one I highlight for my purposes is ‘communal value’, which is one of the themes that emerges from my analysis of the
significance of the RPG.

| reproduce apposite extracts at my Appendix 2.

This value refers to the social role of places and the consequent attachment communities have for them. This aspect of
cultural value has an historical dimension where sites, such as the Garden, derive their cultural value in part from their
social function. The best examples of this area places of worship and museums or other collections, such as the Garden
where these represent the science and community of gardeners and horticultural trade which as of 2017 totalled 27million
gardeners in the UK. The Gardens at Wisley, in my view, have particular interest as they are also a nationally registered
collection (see my Section 5).

Guidance on the Registration of Historic Parks and Gardens

Here | note only that the Gardens are registered at grade II*. The grading system of RPGs mirrors that of listed buildings,
and like them grades II* and | are reserved for assets of the highest significance in a national context. Historic England’s
website records that there are c. 1,600 RPGs in England. | understand that some 6% or so are registered | or II*.

The special characteristics of RPGs are treated in Historic England’s series of Selection Guides.

The relevant one for the RHS Wisley site is ‘Rural Landscapes’, see Appendix 3. This includes country house
landscapes/parkland which have a horticultural dimension.
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The selection guide cites Wisley expressly, which it notes is unusual nationally for being a landscape planned for this
purpose, albeit also having design interest as a ‘collection of different planting areas designed to take advantage of the
terrain and soil conditions’. On that basis, the guide classifies its design as a rejection of earlier Victorian formal layouts
which were thought to have been less sensitive to the particularities of climate, topography and soil conditions. The period
of its layout is 1878 to 1902, one generally accepted to mark a shift in taste, including the move to naturalism sometimes
linked to the Arts and Crafts Movement and the interest also in experimentation and research; gardens as a tool for
demonstrating the Science, Art and Practice. See my Section 5 for a fuller discussion.

The guidance explains, at page 22, 3.6, that ‘where a plant collection is of interest for purely scientific of botanical reasons,
it will not be registerable. Responsibility for the national collection of plants rests with the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew
and elsewhere’.

So, it is the design interest of Wisley with its historical associations that support the registration. The high grading, in my
opinion, derives from the collection and its dynamic nature. Earlier in the just cited paragraph, headed ‘Planting and the
Register’, the guidance notes:

For many people, the mention of the word garden conjures up a vision of floral beauties or culinary possibilities.
However, the Register is concerned with the more structural design elements in the landscape such as landform,
built structures, walks and rides, water features, structural shrubberies, arboreta, hedges and trees, and not the more
ephemeral, shorter-lived plantings of herbaceous perennials, annuals, roses, and most shrubs. However, where
historic planting schemes or plant collections survive, these will probably add interest to the site; a particularly fine
scheme might contribute towards a high grade.

In other words, the Register exists to recognise and protect historic designed landscapes, not strictly botanical ones;
however, where a botanical landscape has sufficient design interest it will be registered, and that is the case with Wisley.
Furthermore, the high grading of Wisley derives in part at least from the plant collections. In my judgment, the registration
would not have been at such at high grade unless the gardens were fully utilised. In other words, if the site was no longer
functioning as intended or functioning on a much reduced scale, then there would likely have been no starred grading.

Summary on Policy and Guidance

In summary, then:

. The definition of an asset's significance is the starting point for an analysis. Setting may embody that
significance, may detract from it or be neutral;

. Changes to setting can of course create a setting relationship, and an impact which can be physical or
economic, even social;

. There is a positive requirement to take account of the impacts of DCO proposals on the historic environment in
the weighing up of alternatives;

. Great weight must be given to harm to a designated asset, and there is a presumption in favour of its
conservation (which is the management of change to sustain or enhance significance);

. Such impacts must be categorised as causing substantial or less then substantial harm, and in this case the
assessment of those impacts falls to the Society and Mr Bunney advising on socio-economic matters and the
financial impacts of the DCO Scheme; and

. In assessing the impact, the decision maker needs to bear the relative importance of the asset into account,
the more important the asset the greater weight to be accorded to the impact (having regard of course the
particular nature of the impact, and on which aspect of significance).
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AT WISLEY

Purpose

RHS Wisley is an important site on many levels. This section of the report sets out reasons why, in heritage terms, this is
so and so to set the scene for the impact analysis to follow.

The purpose of this part of the submission is to describe the heritage significance of RHS Wisley in planning terms, then.

As noted earlier, in the discussion of policy and guidance, setting can derive from particular intrinsic values but also from
its setting.

The significance of Wisley extends much further than it's designed and built elements, important as they are. It is a place
of experimental gardening, respected the world over. It is in the vanguard, nationally and internationally, of places which
celebrate gardening. It has a high reputation as a training institution. It is importance as a place of study for cultivated
biodiversity.

Wisley has importance also as a place to continue to inspire the nation’s 27 million gardeners to continue to grow. With
more than 1.2 million of UK visitors each year, there is no other garden (except the Royal Botanic Gardens at Kew, which
is government funded) that is more visited, more loved, by UK residents in the world. Its significance covers the body of
work, training, learning, etc. (see RHS submissions) that has taken place and is taking place at the garden through
curators, gardeners, collectors and committees.

As a registered museum, the site possesses a plant collection of international importance, along with a library and
herbarium containing parts of the wider RHS collection.

All these aspects have to be included if a full awareness of the site’s significance is to be grasped. To consider only the
built components of Wisley, significant as these elements are, is to miss out on much of its fundamental importance. What
an effective statement of significance should seek to do is to link this full range of values with the tangible heritage of
Wisley.

Structure

This section takes much of its structure from that recommended in Historic England’s guidance document Statements of
Heritage Significance: Analysing Significance in Heritage Assets (Historic England Advice Note 12, 2019). The over-
arching significance of the site, as articulated in the recent Conservation Plan prepared by Chris Blandford Associates in
February 2018, is the starting point.

Beginning with a consideration of the designation entries for the site and entries on the Historic Environment Record, this
statement then rehearses the various grounds of significance which can be ascribed to its component parts: to its setting,
its lay-out and its key historic buildings.

The collections and activities at Wisley contribute directly to the site’s importance. The Conservation Plan contains a useful
‘Appendix 1 — Tables of Significance’. These extend widely across a range of values and strongly feature the importance
of collections.

Approach and Methodology

This statement of significance has been prepared by means of a site visit, and a limited desk-top review of available
literature. This includes the Heritage Statement prepared for the RHS by Montagu Evans in 2014 as part of the planning
application for new reception buildings at Wisley. As a scientific institution devoted to learning and the communication of
knowledge, and one fully aware of its own history, the RHS has maintained its Lindley Library and encouraged the
publication of much relevant material in outlets such as Occasional Papers from the RHS Lindley Library.
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Overall Statement of Significance
The overarching Statement of Significance produced for the 2018 Conservation Plan is cited here by way of introduction:

RHS Garden Wisley is a unique horticultural landscape, shaped for more than 100 years by a community of people united
by their shared passion for plants. As home to the most diverse collection of cultivated varieties of plants anywhere in the
world, Wisley is internationally unique and of fundamental importance to the conservation of global horticultural
biodiversity. Wisley is of exceptional significance for the landscape, gardens, plants, buildings and collections that have
been developed there, as it is for the practices of horticultural science, education and gardening that are pursued there,
combined with a fundamental commitment to public access and its horticultural networks.

This statement neatly combines the natural and the man-made, the scientific and the aesthetic, the living and the
inanimate. While the present statement of significance concentrates on matters within the planning realm, the full range
of significance at Wisley is notable.

Designation Records

National Heritage Designations: RHS Wisley has several different heritage designations in place: the entire site is
included on the National Heritage List for England [NHLE] at Grade II* and its largest older building, the Laboratory, is
listed Grade Il. The List for Guildford has not been revised for several decades, however, so other structures may be of
potentially listable quality as well.

A designated landscape: the site is designated Grade II* on the NHLE (List Entry No 1000126) which indicates that it is
‘of more than special interest’. It was originally included on the Register of Parks and Gardens, a designation category for
designed landscapes which came into being with the creation of English Heritage (properly, the Historic Buildings and
Monuments Commission) on 15t April 1984. Wisley was among the earliest entries on the Register, being added on 1%
June 1984. This is a reflection of the high degree of recognition bestowed on from an early date.

The grade is of high importance in terms of planning consequences. This designation level places the site in the category
of highly significant heritage assets alongside Grade | and II* buildings, scheduled monuments, protected wrecks,
registered battlefields and World Heritage Sites as ‘assets of the highest significance’, the permitting of substantial harm
to, or the loss of, in any proposal should be ‘wholly exceptional’ (NPPF, paragraph 194 (b)).

The entry has been revised since 1984: it was re-written in 1999 and amended in 2003. Unlike in recent entries on the
NHLE, there are no specific ‘reasons for designation’ in this entry: as a result, the reasons for the site’s inclusion can only
be inferred from the description. Reading the entry, it is clear that the main emphasis is on the site’s historical development
and its contribution to species development, along with the presence of specific areas of the grounds designed by
prominent figures and of specific structures including, but not confined to, the Laboratory.

Listed Building: The Laboratory: the only listed building currently at the RHS Wisley is the Laboratory (List Entry No
1189118). This is listed in Grade I, indicating it is ‘of special architectural or historic interest’, and was added to the List
on 25 November 1985. The Entry is without the ‘Reasons for Designation’ found in modern listings. Reading the entry, it
is evident that the building was assessed purely on architectural grounds: it is described as ‘Offices. 1914 by Imrie and
Angell in picturesque Vernacular style’ and a verbal description of its external parts then follows, with no references at all
to its history.

Local Designations: the site is not part of the Wisley Conservation Area and no locally listed buildings have been
identified.

References in the local Historic Environment Record: other identified (but not designated) items on the site identified
on the local historic environment record, Exploring Surrey’s Past, include a field system dated to the Late Bronze Age and
to the 1th-12™ centuries on the site of the Bicentenary Glasshouse (ref SHHER_16056) and the three war memorials at
Wisley: the clock tower at the entrance to the Laboratory (ref SSHER_20871); the First World War memorial plaque in the
Headquarters Building (ref SSHER_20867).
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Second World War memorial plaque in the Headquarters Building (ref SSHER_20868).

No other indications of archaeological potential have been identified.

Understanding the Heritage Assets
Setting

Part of the significance of RHS Wisley derives from its setting. This is described in the NPPF as ‘The surroundings in
which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve.
Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to
appreciate that significance or may be neutral.” This approach is in my experience read across to DCO applications, and
on the basis of the general approach in the NPS and that in successor guidance to PPS5, which will include HE's GPA3
on setting.

RHS Wisley derives some of its significance from its rural Surrey location. Whilst not historically significant, it is important
to note that the particular range of dry sandy soils with heavier clay/chalk along with the generally mild weather in this part
of Britain allow a variety of plants to grow where, practically, they might not otherwise survive together. Situated outside
the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and in close proximity to the A3, it nevertheless derives clear
significance from its sloping rural site. This is in parts heavily wooded, particularly along its border with the A3, the historic
London to Portsmouth road. This planting has been increased in density from the early 20™ century, in large measure in
response to the rise in motor traffic on the road. Much of the character of Wisley derives from its rural, formerly agricultural,
location in which world-class scientific activities have been (and continue to be) conducted. The surrounding area is one
with a pronounced historic character and the nearby settlement of Wisley contains many listed buildings and is a
conservation area.

In terms of significance, therefore, the overall contribution of the setting is in my view moderate.

Archaeological Interest: the inclusion of remains of Bronze Age and medieval field systems is noted above. No Areas of
High Archaeological Potential have however been designated at the site by the local authority, and considerable ground
works have taken place as well. While the standing structures have the potential to benefit from archaeological assessment
of their fabric, this potential is not high given the recent date of the buildings.

In terms of significance, therefore, the overall archaeological value of the site is low.
Architectural and Artistic Interest and Historic Interest

There is a direct link between the architectural and artistic interest of the buildings at Wisley, and their historic interest.
While it is customary to consider these aspects separately, it makes sense here to address them alongside each other
under each entry and ascribe a degree of significance to each individual asset.

The architectural and artistic interest of the site, it should be said from the outset, is considerable. This derives from the
individual structures and from the various elements of the designed landscape which combine to form the Grade II*
registered landscape. These will be considered in turn. The interest of the site’s component structures extends beyond
those elements which are already listed: hence the key unlisted buildings are included here also.

The interest of the landscape is discussed after a survey of the Laboratory. My assessment of the other structures in the
garden is set out at Appendix 4.

The Laboratory
This Grade Il building is the principal historic structure at Wisley and dates from 1914-16. It is the embodiment of the RHS’
scientific mission, being designed to house research facilities, a lecture theatre, students’ common room and other

educational purposes.

Architectural and artistic interest: as was common practice at the time, cutting edge research did not demand explicitly
modern architecture. For reasons of preserving Wisley’s rural atmosphere, therefore, the style chosen was the highly
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popular ‘Surrey style’, a local variant of the Arts and Crafts which drew on the local vernacular in materials, massing and
architectural motifs.

The competition for the building was won by the Surrey firm of Imrie and Angell, headed by George Blair Imrie (1885-
1952): the practice is best known for designing the prestigious St George’s Hill development near Weybridge from 1912,
but designed other houses in the area too, some of which are listed. This building is a very good example of the genre,
some alterations notwithstanding.

A useful summary of Imrie’s career is found in the recent (2019) listing of West Ridge, Chipstead, Surrey (NHLE Entry No
1466683), which is instructive as to why the kind of architecture designed by Imrie, and of which The Laboratory is the
most important example in his work, is now accorded greater respect than was once the case.

The building is imposing from several angles. It’s picturesquely conceived eastern elevation is highly visible from the main
entrance and the busy roofscape of sloping roofs and tall chimneystacks creates a memorable impression. Its western
front forms the backdrop to the formal canal, laid out by Geoffrey Jellicoe and Lanning Roper in 1970. The prominence of
the building in architectural terms is considerable, given the deliberate modesty of other early structures at Wisley.

Historic Interest: the Laboratory embodies the RHS’ arrival at Wisley and its desire to put its scientific research on a proper
footing at its new principal horticultural site. It also embodies more widely the rise of scientific research buildings at this
period. There are some internal survivals which testify to its early use. The presence of war memorials to former students
and staff adds further to the historic interest of the building.

Overall Significance: given the combined architectural/artistic and historic interest of the Laboratory, the level of
significance which is warranted is high. The building was described as being of ‘exceptional significance’ in the
Conservation plan as being of fundamental importance to Wisley’s history, of fundamental importance to the history of the
RHS as an institution, and as occupying a ‘Fundamental place in the history of horticultural science and education in the
UK’ (Appendix I, p17).

Other Buildings at Wisley

No other buildings at Wisley are listed. The Laboratory is undoubtedly the most historic important building on site but it is
worth stating that several of the other buildings contribute to the overall significance of the site. While none are currently
listed in their own right, this reflects more the age of the list coverage than any lack of special interest. They warrant
inclusion in this report for that reason. A brief survey of the individual unlisted structures is therefore required if the full
significance of RHS Wisley is to be understood.

A number of these are ascribed ‘exceptional significance’ in in the Conservation Plan: these include Gardiner’s House,
Weatherhill Cottage, The Loggia, The Pines, the former entrance courtyard and Wilks Gateway, the Weather Station and
the Walled Garden. The Bicentenary Glasshouse is ranked as of ‘considerable significance’ as a structure but of
‘exceptional significance’ for its planting.

Other structures bestowed ‘considerable significance’ in the Conservation Plan include the Jellicoe Canal, and the Bowes-
Lyon Pavilion. The former Plant Exhibition Store to the south of the Laboratory is regarded as of possible considerable
significance too.

Collectively they reflect the growth of the RHS endeavour at Wisley.

These buildings have been assessed under different criteria than those employed in a Heritage Statement. They are
therefore assessed once more using the significance headings. | have set these out in my Appendix 4.

Significance of the Registered Landscape
The garden at Wisley was designated in 1984 and is Grade II*. Earlier articulations of this complex landscape include the

2014 Heritage Statement and the 2018 Conservation Plan. As pointed out above, the National Heritage List for England
entry does not include Reasons for Designation: these can be inferred from the description.
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When addressing the significance of the Registered Landscape, the issue of tangible and intangible heritage comes up.
They are particularly difficult to separate at a site like Wisley, where plant growth and activity lie at the core of its purpose
and importance. Fortunately, the wider values of Wisley are reflected and embodied in its tangible fabric.

This part of the Heritage Statement begins with an overall assessment of the site, as considered against the terms set out
in the NPPF. It then considers the wider values of the site.

Historic Interest: Wisley possesses historic interest of a very high order. Despite regular programmes of change and new
design, the site retains clear evidence of Fergusson Wilson’s pioneering work in creating an experimental garden. This is
particularly in evidence in the best-surviving areas of the initial Victorian phase: the Water Garden and the Wild Garden.
The Edwardian Rock Garden is also an early survival of special note, its ambitious deployment of Pulhamite worthy of
special mention. A second aspect of historic interest is the presence of a noted collection of plants, beginning with the
Pinetum (1909 onward), but extending to the many varieties of planting approach, from rockery to trial beds. Thirdly, the
institutional history of Wisley as a reflection of the activities of a highly important organisation also contributes to the
significance of the site: this is reflected throughout the site, in its buildings, garden components and overall site. Fourthly,
there is the wider cultural interest of the transformation of Wisley, from technical centre of horticulture to highly popular
destination: this parallels the increasing popularity of gardening in modern society.

Overall significance: high.

Artistic Interest Wisley has clear artistic interest. This is manifested in its different garden areas and in the overall lay-
out of the site. Some of this interest derives from the design of structures and their integration into the landscape, seen
most readily in Jellicoe’s Canal. Further interest derives from the different garden layouts, ranging from the Edwardian
Rock Garden to modern creations such as the Hobhouse Country Garden (1999). Further artistic interest derives from the
use of landform and the placing of garden spaces within the landscape. Planting is a further reason to ascribe artistic
interest: ranging from trees in the Pinetum to aquatic plants in the Long Pools, the grouping and siting of plants of all
varieties at Wisley delivers a highly effective aesthetic effect.

Overall significance: high.

This Statement of Significance closes with a consideration of the wider values of Wisley. This section derives in part from
the detailed Tables of Significance, attached as Appendix 1 to the 2018 Con