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Heritage and Culture  

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? 

 

Policy HC1 is unable to provide an effective or justified strategic framework for the 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to the historic environment 

because, quite simply, there is basic inadequacy of understanding of what a historic 

environment or heritage asset is, in terms of the diverse racial, ethnic, class, gender and 

religious underpinnings. 

 

Policy HC1 provides a very narrow approach to conserving and enhancing the ‘historic 

environment’ based on a pre-Second World War historical understanding centered in the 

built environment, landscape heritage and archaeology.  This is despite the contemporary 

heritage history held at the Museum of London, for instance, the work of Save Britain’s 

Heritage and Sara Wajid (“museum detox”)   

 

We disagree with the Historic England definition and approach and we tried to analyse 

the Greater London Historical Environment Record, but found it inaccessible behind a 

paywall. 

 

This stands in stark contrast to the understanding and experience of many communities 

across London, which emphasize culture and heritage as continuously transmitted and 

lived in everyday life.  

 

It is not possible to think of the spatial planning of London with respect to its ‘historic 

environment’ without considering the definition that the diverse populations that make 

London have of heritage and culture. These communities have unique cultures of trade, 

music, arts and food that are unique to them and that shape the way in which they 

understand and live in their communities. In that sense, we question that the sites listed in 

the London Plan provide a fair representation of all cultural practices and spaces in 

London. 

 

London must embrace a broader definition of heritage and culture that includes less 

formal places and spaces for the London Plan to ensure that the city’s diverse heritage is 



adequately integrated. London, for example, has the only listed skate parks in the country, 

highlighting that the concept of heritage must include ‘everyday’, less formal 

representations that also demand some statutory protection. 

  

Policy HC1 does not express an understanding that there is a dynamic living attribute to 

heritage assets and historic environments; history is also being made on a daily basis.  

London’s historical environments and heritage assets of the past are to a large extent the 

product of the ancestors of the diverse populations of many a London neighbourhood, but 

who remain unconsulted and so estranged from the histories that they are positioned as 

somehow inimical to.  I quote Richard Drayton (1979) 

‘Profits from slave trading and from sugar, coffee, cotton and tobacco are only a small 

part of the story. What mattered was how the pull and push from these industries 

transformed western Europe's economies. English banking, insurance, shipbuilding, 

wool and cotton manufacture, copper and iron smelting, and the cities of Bristol, 

London, Liverpool and Glasgow, multiplied in response to the direct and indirect 

stimulus of the slave plantations.’ 

 

It is indeed a strange experience to have to pay to enter the Golden Hind and learn of Sir 

Francis Drake as the Queen’s explorer but not how he competed with Sir John Hawkins 

for how violently he captured and traded one’s ancestors or visit a bar in the infamous 

Tobacco dock to sip a fairly traded beverage knowing how much unfairly traded tea, 

coffee and sugar would have been stored in the dank corridors and vaults in the centuries 

before. 

 

There are so many authors who have written or presented on these matters, from David 

Olusoga through to James Walvin and even in the past centuries, the writings of such as 

Edward Long.  Bank of England historic data and Government Statistics attest to the 

existence of a wide variety of non-designated heritage assets that require a more careful 

curating to produce a dynamic, living historic environment that creates a sense of 

connection – as after all this must be the longer term aim of all conservation work – of 

people to their localities, in relationships of care and appreciation of material and non-

material assets. 

 

A suggested rewording of the HC1, therefore, might be as follows: 

 

Policy HC1 Heritage conservation and growth 

A Borough should, in consultation with Historic England and other relevant statutory 

organisations, as well as local community expertise, develop evidence that demonstrates 

a clear understanding of London’s historic environment. This evidence should be used for 

identifying, understanding, conserving, and enhancing the historic environment and 

heritage assets, and improving access to, and interpretation of, the heritage assets, 

landscapes and archaeology within their area. 

B Development Plans and strategies should demonstrate a clear understanding of the 

historic environment and the heritage values of sites or areas and their relationship with 

their surroundings. This knowledge should be used to inform the effective integration of 

London’s heritage in regenerative change by: 



1) setting out a clear vision that recognises and embeds the role of heritage in place-

making as well as the role of place-making in generating future heritage assets 

2) utilising the heritage significance of a site or area, inclusive of the unique ways 

different cultures have shaped it in the planning and design process 

3) integrating the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets and their settings with 

innovative and creative contextual architectural responses that contribute to their 

significance and sense of place, through local consultation with community experts and 

statutory bodies  

4) delivering positive benefits that sustain conserve and enhance the historic environment, and 

people’s relationship with it, as well as contributing to the economic viability, accessibility and 

environmental quality of a place, and to social wellbeing. 

C Development proposals affecting heritage assets, and their settings, should conserve 

their significance, by being sympathetic to the assets’ significance and appreciation 

within their surroundings by the existing communities. The cumulative impacts of 

incremental change from development on heritage assets and their settings, should also 

be actively managed in consultation with local communities. Development proposals 

should seek to avoid harm and identify enhancement opportunities by integrating heritage 

considerations early on in the design process in consultation with a wide range of user 

groups. 

D Development proposals should identify assets of archaeological significance and use 

this information to avoid harm or minimise it through design and appropriate mitigation. 

Where applicable, development should make provision for the protection of significant 

archaeological assets and landscapes and cultural heritage interfaces with these. The 

protection of undesignated heritage assets of archaeological or cultural interest equivalent 

to a scheduled monument should be given equivalent weight to designated heritage assets. 

E Where heritage assets have been identified in consultation with local communities as 

well statutory bodies, as being At Risk, boroughs should identify specific opportunities 

for them to contribute to regeneration and place making, and they should set out 

strategies for their repair and re-use. 

 

7.1.2 Needs to include in non-designated heritage assets: traditional markets, especially 

where they have become identified with the trade of particular cultural offerings, i.e., 

Beigels in Brick lane, Caribbean Food in Brixton, South Asian Cuisine in Tooting, etc. 

Food is an important marker of ethnic variety and uniqueness across London but it is also 

important as being critical to how London’s history and current heritage assets has been 

defined in the past by the cultivation and trading in food commodities. The communities 

who have been displaced as a result of historical exploitation of their land and assets 

ought to have a role in defining and shaping the management of those designated assets 

with whom they share an imperial history. This takes into consideration the dynamic, 

living nature of historical perspective as well as the way in which such inclusion which 

supports social integration through engagement can also result in greater well-being of 

oftentimes ostracised communities. 

 

Needs also to mention famous cafes, meeting points, cemeteries and restaurants that are 

associated with historical narratives that relate to London’s diverse populace as well as 

locations where famous conflicts took place, and many of these may well relate to the 



making of modern history, such as the site at which young Stephen Lawrence was 

murdered. 

 

7.1.7 Welcomes the addition of the statement of ‘as well as through historic associations 

between people and a place,’ as long as such associations recognise that that history 

relates to periods of modernity where history and its interpretation is being actively 

shaped and not just ancient history. 

 

 

We welcome the Mayor’s commitment to develop a London-wide Heritage Strategy, 

together with Historic England to ensure the implementation of policies to safeguard 

London’s diverse cultural heritage and support local planning authorities to do the same 

through their Local Plans and by developing local heritage strategies. However, Policy 

HC1 does not make any reference to the need to consult with local communities through, 

for example, neighborhood fora or community groups. Greater collaboration and 

inclusion of diverse community groups is central to delivering a policy on heritage for 

“all Londoners.” 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 


