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Historic England is the principal Government adviser on the historic environment. Historic England is 
consulted on Local Development Plans under the provisions of the duty to co-operate and provides 
advice to ensure that legislation and national policy in the National Planning Policy Framework are 
reflected in local planning policy and practice. 
 
As a spatial development strategy, the legal duty relating to soundness set out in section 20(5)(b) of 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 does not apply to the London Plan. However to 
ensure consistency with national policy the tests of soundness to be applied require that London Plan 
should be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy. Historic 
England’s representations on the Publication Draft London Plan are made in the context of the 
requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”) in relation to the historic 
environment as a component of sustainable development. 
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Historic England Hearing Statement 

 

Introduction 

 

1.1 This statement addresses the Inspector’s questions with regards to Matter 45: 

Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment (policy HC1) of the 

London Plan which will be discussed in week 6 of the Hearings Programme 

(Friday 8th March 2019). This Statement has been prepared with reference to 

the Minor Suggested Changes to the draft London Plan (published 13th 

August 2018).  

 

1.2 This hearing statement should be read alongside Historic England’s 

comments submitted at previous consultation stages of the London Plan. 

 

Representations dated 1st March 2018  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Historic%20England%20%28621

%29.pdf 

 

Inspectors Questions:  Heritage and Culture  

 

Matter 45: 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?  

 

2.1 Policy HC1 (Heritage conservation and growth) is strongly supported by 

Historic England. The commitment to the production of a Heritage Strategy 

made in the Minor Changes version of the Plan (dated 13th August 2018), 

emphasises a strategic focus on heritage. We consider that this, in 

conjunction with the treatment of heritage across the draft Plan, amounts to a 

positive regional level strategy for London’s Historic Environment. The Minor 

Suggested Changes version of the draft London Plan includes improved 

wording that better reflects the statutory obligations outlined within national 

legislation that local authorities must have regard to. In our view, Policy HC1 

(as amended), along with its reasoned justification, will provide an effective 

framework for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in 

heritage terms and we hope that the Panel will accept the modifications 

proposed by the GLA.  

 

2.2 In addition to the above, Historic England’s consultation response highlighted 

the opportunity for the Plan to add greater emphasis on the strategic 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Historic%20England%20%28621%29.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Historic%20England%20%28621%29.pdf
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significance of the Royal Parks and the River Thames in policy HC1. These 

historic landscapes are fundamental to understanding London’s history and 

continue to make a key contribution to both London’s historic and natural 

environments. While we have not suggested a form of words to reflect this in 

this part of the Plan we would support suggestions that seek to conserve the 

significance of, and better reveal the contribution of, London’s landscape 

through the strategic framework, and beyond this through local plans and 

neighbourhood plans. 

 

 

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

developing evidence that demonstrates a clear understanding of 

London’s historic environment? 

 

3.1 Parts A and B of policy HC1 outline the nature of evidence that plan-making 

bodies should develop. Paragraph 7.1.4 of the reasoned justification provides 

more detail regarding the types of existing evidence that could be used. The 

draft London Plan directs London Boroughs and neighbourhood forums to 

specific sources of up-to-date evidence such as the Greater London Historic 

Environment Record which the NPPF (paragraph 128) tells us should be 

consulted as a minimum by applicants. This is positive as it reflects national 

policy in this respect and is consistent with other parts of the planning system.  

The draft London Plan also draws attention to Archaeological Priority Areas. 

The recent programme of updating these carried out by Historic England’s 

Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service includes a comprehensive 

report for each London Borough that has been reviewed; these reports are a 

source of useful evidence for plan-making.               

3.2 Elsewhere in the draft London Plan, additional sources of evidence are further 

referenced. For example Policy HC2 highlights the need for plan-making 

consider World Heritage Site Management Plans and the London Views 

Management Framework.  

 

3.3  This approach to evidence in the draft New London Plan reflects the good 

cooperation between the GLA and Historic England in formulating the heritage 

policies. This extends to the development of a robust evidence base, including 

a number of studies that were commissioned by Historic England, namely:   

 

 Characterisation of London’s historic environment (LUC) HE commission 

(EXAM NLP/DE/005);  

 London’s local character and density (Allies and Morrison) HE commission 

(Outline character map reproduced in figure 3.2);  

 London Plan Review (Arup) HE commission; 
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 Translating Good Growth For London’s Historic Environment (Arup) HE 

commission;  

 Risky Business? Investing in Heritage At Risk (Lichfields) HE commission; 

 Archaeology Topic Paper: Delivering Better, Faster & Focused Public 

Benefits HE and ALGAO 

 

3.2 Although London wide, the above studies contain borough specific detail 

which could also be used as evidence by local authorities in London to 

support their plan making, as well as being a useful source of information for 

neighbourhood plans.   

3.5  In our view, the draft London Plan articulates a range of sources which 

provide a good starting point for plan-making. Where individual heritage 

sensitivities exist in relation to site allocations for example, local authorities 

and neighbourhood forums are likely going to need to carry out more detailed 

site specific heritage appraisals to support the allocation. The production of a 

London wide Heritage Strategy will also be important in supporting the 

boroughs and other stakeholders manage their heritage assets in a positive 

manner, in line with paragraph 126 of the NPPF.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 

c) Would the approach to development management be effective, 

justified and consistent with national policy in relation to designated 

and non-designated heritage assets?  

 

4.1 Policy HC1 and its reasoned justification use the all-embracing terms of the 

‘historic environment’ and ‘heritage assets’, which in our view helpfully cover 

both designated and non-designated heritage assets. The glossary confirms 

that the term heritage assets relates to both designated and non-designated 

assets, with paragraph 7.1.2 adding further helpful detail. This is in line with 

the NPPF glossary and the relevant policy paragraphs (especially 131 and 

135).  

4.2 Part c) of policy HC1 is clear in outlining the need for development proposals 

to avoid harm in the first instance. This meets the requirements of national 

legislation for listed buildings and conservation areas. Furthermore, policy 

HC1 provides strong encouragement for applicants and decision makers to 

seek opportunities for enhancement to heritage assets, which is a clear 

direction for development management decision making. In our view this 

approach is clear and should be effective in development management terms. 

4.3 The treatment of non-designated assets is particularly important in relation to 

archaeology. Part D of the policy is appropriate as archaeology can be a 

particularly sensitive issue in a London context given the amount of 



5 
 

development planned and the scale of the archaeological resource. In many 

cases archaeological remains will be non-designated simply because they 

have yet to be discovered. Once they have been analysed and potentially 

excavated they may however meet the criteria for designation. In this situation 

significant archaeology must not be compromised. We consider that part D of 

the policy is consistent with the NPPF (paragraphs 129 and 139) in this 

respect highlighting the need for non-designated archaeology of national 

interest, considered to be equivalent to a scheduled monument, to be treated 

as though they are designated heritage assets. This provides clear, effective 

guidance as to how development management decisions should be made.    

 

Conclusion 

5.1 Historic England support policy HC1 (as amended) and considers it to be 

justified, effective, and consistent with national policy and legislation. If plan-

makers and decision makers implement these policies correctly they will 

ensure that the historic environment is conserved and where possible 

enhanced. The commitment in the draft to produce a Heritage Strategy for 

London should support the effective implementation of the policy by actively 

responding to the resource gap we identified in our response to the 

consultation. We therefore encourage the Panel to accept this policy as 

amended. 


