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Regents Network submission to Matter 44  Agent of Change and Noise 
 
Question: 
M44. Would policies D12 and D13 provide a justified and effective strategic framework to mitigate 
the impacts of existing noise and nuisance generating activities or uses on proposed new noise-
sensitive development . . .  
 
The main thrust of this section of the LP on ‘agent of change’ principle is to introduce a new way 
of dealing with the conflict of noise and disturbance by putting the responsibility on the new 
development (Policy D12).  However, it is also a sensible measure to suggest that the existing 
noise activities should cooperate, and control their current noise output, with the two sides 
working together (Policy D13, Para 3).  Such alterations and costs to the existing activities would 
need to be covered by the ‘agent’, and this should be specified in the policy.  
 
. . . and reduce, manage and mitigate noise in relation to new development?  
 
This is the core of the noise mitigation measures, and although it is clearly set out, it will take time 
to be generally accepted and implemented. 
 
In particular:  
 a) Would Policy D12, in setting out the ‘agent of change’ principle, be necessary in light of 
 paragraph 123 of the NPPF?  

 

This full and detailed exposition of the ‘agent of change’ principle in Policy D12 is essential and it 
introduces the relatively new policy, and provides a fairly comprehensive explanation of how the 
principle should be introduced and used. 

 

The main drawback is that Policy D12 focuses on noise issues (and backed up by Policy D13 on 
‘Noise’) whereas the full potential of the ‘agent of change’ principle should cover a wider range of 
nuisances such as light pollution, vibration, dust and the like.  This has been mentioned by the 
addition of Para 3.12.6A as an afterthought, although its relevance is reduced as it is directly 
followed by two further paragraphs concentrating on ‘noise’. 

 

The NPPF (July 2018, Paragraph 182) on the other hand, where ‘agent of change’ is mentioned, 
does not concentrate on noise, but requires new development ‘to integrate effectively with existing 
businesses’.  Noise, of course, is a key issue, and may remain a major catalyst for the introduction 
of the principle. 

 

Paragraph 123 of the NPPF seems to be a red herring in the context of the introduction of the 
‘agent of change’ principal.  It seems to imply that new development should not be restricted by 
any issues that may affect the development density.  However, it is not noted that the 
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development could integrate with the location and existing businesses for instance, and still 
achieve high density. 

 

 b) Would the identification and protection of ‘Quiet Areas’ be effective, as set out in Policy 
 D13B?  Would it be justified?  

 
The identification of ‘Quiet Areas’ may be most desirable, although probably limited in scope and 
opportunity in London.  However, the ‘agent of change’ principle would still apply to the 
introduction of any new quiet area with regard to existing uses and businesses. 
 

An important distinction should be made of the difference between ‘noise’ and ‘sounds’.  It would 
be agreeable to enjoy the quiet of a park, although there may well be many other people also 
visiting, and there may be a fountain.  The degree of quietness needs to be considered, and 
Defra’s policy should be explained and cross referenced in more detail. 

  
 c) Would policies D12 and D13 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 
 the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to these matters?  
 
Policies D12 and D13 would be helpful for local authorities to prepare their local plans, particularly 
as D12 covers many details and issues of the ‘agent of change’ principle which will serve well in 
enlightening the local authorities of the understanding of this new issue. 
 
However, how and when the ‘agent of change’ principle is fully understood and appreciated by the 
local authorities is another matter.  New ideas such as this take time to be recognised, rationalised 
and accepted, and it may be a while before any local authority interprets the principle and comes 
to terms with the new requirements.   
 
Mind the gap 
One of the constraints to this new principle being accepted and implemented at local authority 
level, where the planning decisions are made, is the manner in which the Mayor and GLA distance 
themselves from direct engagement and coordination with local authorities.  Our capital city would 
benefit from a bit more working together from GLA, and working for the community and London 
residents rather than distancing themselves from engagement with Londoners. 
 
How much effort will the Mayor and GLA make in promoting the ‘agent of change’ principle for the 
benefit of London and Londoners, rather than just publishing it in the policy documents?  It is a 
sound principle that could be advantageous to the rational and reliable development of London.  
When the basic principle has been grasped, then it will be interesting to see how the ‘agent of 
change’ is embraced and developed in many other directions and in numerous circumstances in 
the future. 
 
The ‘agent of change’ principle is not ground-breaking as its requirements and policies should be 
carried out by well-ordered and legitimate property development as a matter of course, and 
upheld by the local authority.  However, it is very plain that the additional thrust of the new ‘agent 
of change’ principle is necessary and timely to properly regulate the excesses and disruption of 
some property development – and to counter any weakness and shortcomings in the planning 
system (at all levels). 
 
It would be welcome if the ‘agent of change’ principle became a very substantial and progressive 
standard in the enlightened and well-ordered development of London.  
 
This may well assist the development of our capital city as ‘London’ rather than as a clone ‘world 
city’ which will end up looking like all the others. 
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A sound future 
The ‘agent of change’ principle was formed and developed to protect London’s music venues and 
pubs from being forced to close (on noise issues) by incoming residential development.  The law is 
on the side of the ambitions of property developers to protect their profits by closing venues and 
pubs to facilitate residential development. 
 
In the meantime, although the ‘Planning (Agent of Change) Private Members Bill’ (sponsored by 
John Spellar MP) has not progressed very far, it has already had a profound influence, not only 
drawing attention to the problems and imbalance in the planning system, but providing a sound 
way of dramatically improving the situation. 
 
The principle is now mentioned in the government’s NPPF July 2018 (Para 182) as well as having 
been developed and promoted in the Draft London Plan.  Good progress indeed. 
 
Strategic industry 
It is not a big step to see that the ‘agent of change’ principle would be valuable in protecting SILs 
and industrial sites that are being exploited at present for the exclusive benefit of residential 
development, rather than devising ways of working together and combining business and 
habitation.  Incidentally that could also have a knock-on effect of supporting the opportunity to 
‘reduce the need to travel’ by providing the means of living close to where you work. 
 
Another sound issue 
The valuable Safeguarded Wharves on the Thames are also at risk of being swallowed up by the 
frenzy of development on any patch of land that is waterside (hugely increased profits being the 
incentive).  One of the difficulties to overcome is the disturbance of wharf activities on near-by 
development proposals, and also the phenomenon of ‘sound over water’ needs to be recognised. 
This means that any noise or disturbance from the wharf will carry across the Thames as well as 
along the river!   
 
With modern hydraulic handling equipment and well designed enclosed wharf facilities, any 
disruption can be greatly reduced.  However, planners of a wide distribution of waterside 
developments need to be aware of ‘sound over water’ and take the necessary mitigating measures 
to allow the established historic river trade to continue unrestricted.  
 
It is interesting to see how useful the ‘agent of change’ principle is going to be. 
 
 
 
Del Brenner 
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