
Comments on draft new London Plan from Stroud Green Conservation Area 
Advisory Committee 
 
1. Timing 
 
 The change to a 'Design led' approach will not happen quickly leading to 

unacceptable uncertainty of adequate planning control for several years. The 
resultant risk of harm to Conservation Areas is unacceptable. The following 
have to be undertaken before planning in London boroughs would be sound 
and fit for purpose: 

1.1 Mayor to draft SPG on Design Codes and achieve adoption following 
consultation. 

1.2 LPAs then, or in parallel, have to carry out the following: 

• amend their Local Plans and other documents. Many local plans have 
only very recently been adopted following earlier changes to the NPPF 
and the London Plan, having taken around four years to prepare, be 
consulted upon, be examined in public and adopted 

• prepare Character Appraisals and Management Plans for al 
Conservation Areas. This work would to have been completed together 
with the following:  

• Completion of Local List of Buildings of Merit 

• Only then could LPAs begin drafting their own Design Codes, no doubt 
having to recruit staff or sub-contract the work; this stage ought to 
involve groups such as ours in the development of Design Codes for their 
areas.  

1.3 It behoves the Mayor to assess the risk to designated and undesignated 
heritage assets due to this long-drawn-out process to prove or otherwise that 
the proposed London Plan is sound. 

 
2. Clarify Conservation Areas are Designated Heritage Assets 
2.1 Whilst the Glossary is clear, the supporting text in the following clauses in 

Chapter7,  

• Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth A;  

• Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth B 3) 

• Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth C  
 should be changed to make it clear that heritage assets include Conservations 

Areas. As they are, these clauses suggest it is only buildings which are 
heritage assets. 

 
3. KPI 
3.1 Heritage KPI Impact of development on London’s heritage  

Measure : Positive trend in the reduction of harm and/or an increase in 
benefits to designated heritage assets in approved referable development 
applications (based on a rolling average). 

 SGCAAC comments:  
1. The GLA will presumably be developing a database to check the level 

of harm and benefits. This should be transparent and by Borough and 
any adverse trends reported annually. 

 2. Is this KPI consistent with the NPPF? 
3. We would like to see the measure covering Conservation Areas not 

just referable development 



 
4. Small sites 
4.1 Policies H2 E (Small sites) and D6 (optimising Housing Density) 
 Policy H2 Small sites 

 E For the purposes of part D, the presumption in favour of small housing 

developments means approving small housing developments which are 

in accordance with a design code developed in accordance with part B. 

Where there is no such design code, the presumption means approving 

small housing development unless it can be demonstrated that the 

development would give rise to an unacceptable level of harm to 

residential privacy, designated heritage assets, biodiversity or a 

safeguarded land use that outweighs the benefits of additional housing 

provision. 
 

  Policy D6 Optimising housing density  

A Development proposals must make the most efficient use of land and 

be developed at the optimum density. The optimum density of a 

development should result from a design-led approach to determine the 

capacity of the site. Particular consideration should be given to:  

  1) the site context  

2) its connectivity and accessibility by walking and cycling, and 

existing and planned public transport (including PTAL)  

 3) the capacity of surrounding infrastructure. Proposed residential 

development that does not demonstrably optimise the housing density 

of the site in accordance with this policy should be refused 

4.2 Reading these two policies raises a number of concerns: 
1. Are they to be read together when assessing developments in 

Conservation Areas? 
2. 'Privacy' of residents as the only criterion rather than the commonly 

adopted 'amenity' in Local Plans severely and unacceptably reduces 
the assessment of impact on neighbours. 

3. 'Unacceptable level of harm to residential privacy' must include noise, 
light pollution and other types of harm. This is a drop in the standards 
expected by neighbours in real terms to an unacceptable degree. 

4. 'Unacceptable level of harm to…..designated heritage assets' would 
be unquantifiable and is not good plan-making. 

5. A balance must be struck between optimising housing density and 
'harm' and policy must make it clear how that balance is to be 
achieved. As these two policies stand, read together, no application 
could be refused. This is not good plan-making. 

6. Is this combination of polices sound in relation to the NPPF? 
4.3 We are very concerned and find unacceptable that, taken together and 

before design codes are adopted, protection to Conservation Areas is 
reduced to 'unacceptable levels of harm'.  


