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Written Statement on behalf of Canary Wharf Group Plc (“CWG”)  

HERITAGE AND CULTURE  

Matter 45 – Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment 

M45. Would Policy HC1 provide an effective and justified approach to conserving and enhancing 

the historic environment? In particular:  

a) Would Policy HC1 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for the preparation of 

local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to the historic environment?  

b) Would it provide sufficient detail to guide London boroughs in developing evidence that 

demonstrates a clear understanding of London’s historic environment?  

c) Would the approach to development management be effective, justified and consistent with 

national policy in relation to designated and non-designated heritage assets? 

             

c) Would the approach to development management be effective, justified and consistent 

with national policy in relation to designated and non-designated heritage assets? 

1. We are concerned that neither Policy HC1 nor its supporting text make any reference to the 

policies contained within paras. 132 to 135 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

(2012) (EiP ref. NLP/GD/03) which set out considerations in the event that there is harm to a 

heritage asset from a proposed development: 

“132. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the 

significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to 

the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the 

weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or 

destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As 

heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and 

convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed 

building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of 

designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled 

monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade I and II* listed 
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buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage 

Sites, should be wholly exceptional.  

133. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total 

loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities 

should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial 

harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh 

that harm or loss, or all of the following apply:  

 the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the 

site; and  

 no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium 

term through appropriate marketing that will enable its 

conservation; and  

 conservation by grant-funding or some form of charitable or public 

ownership is demonstrably not possible; and  

 the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back 

into use.  

134. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm 

to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be 

weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its 

optimum viable use.  

135. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated 

heritage asset should be taken into account in determining the application. 

In weighing applications that affect directly or indirectly non designated 

heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the 

scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset.”  

 

2. As currently drafted Policy HC1 C only states that “…Development proposals should avoid 

harm…”. 

 

3. The current London Plan (March 2016) does include reference to the NPPF considerations in 

para. 7.31A: 

“Substantial harm to or loss of a designated heritage asset should be 

exceptional, with substantial harm to or loss of those assets designated of 

the highest significance being wholly exceptional. Where a development 

proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a 

designated asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of 

the proposal, including securing its optimal viable use. Enabling development 

that would otherwise not comply with planning policies, but which would 
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secure the future conservation of a heritage asset should be assessed to see 

of the benefits of departing from those policies outweigh the disbenefits.” 

 

4. In order to be consistent with national policy in relation to designated and non-designated 

heritage assets the policies contained within paras. 132 – 135 of the NPPF should be 

acknowledged in Policy HC1 or its supporting text.  
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