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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? 

  

 

London Forum considers that the answer to the questions in this matter are 
‘Yes’, providing the supporting text paragraphs of Policy HC1 are amended as in 
our proposals below. 

 
The alterations to Policy HC1 and its supporting paragraphs introduced by the 

Minor Suggested Changes are supported by London Forum. 
 
However, there is a problem affecting consideration of many 

development proposals by boroughs and members of the public and that 
is the ‘verified views’ that are part of planning applications. They often 

fail to indicate the true impact that a new building will have on its 
surroundings. 
 

The standard approach used for the Views Management Framework – 
taking a wide-angle (24mm) lens from a specified viewpoint and 

superimposing the changes to the skyline – has one virtue: it is 
standardised. HOWEVER, it has one major disadvantage – it emphasises 

the foreground and “pushes away” the middle and especially the 
background. As a result, the “verified views” are nothing of the sort, as 
they tend to minimise the impact. When compared with what the human 



eye would see, which is the equivalent of a 50mm focal length lens, 
these “views” do not give a fair assessment of the impact of these 

additions to the skyline. The use of this “industry standard” technique 
has severely underestimated the impact of new tall buildings on 

London’s skyline, which is particularly important for World Heritage 
Sites, historic assets as well as the London protected views. It has an 
implication also for boroughs’ consideration of the impact of proposed 

development on local views and conservation areas. 
 

London Forum will submit for consideration at the NLP EiP an example of the 
comparison of the use of such lenses for a proposed development called in by 
the Mayor – The London Forum Hotel. 

 
There should be some discussion on this at the NLP EiP and it is hoped that the 

GLA would have commissioned evidence on this problem for consideration so 
that policies can be improved to cover the subject. 
 
 

FURTHER PROPOSALS:- 
 

In paragraph 7.1.4 the words “sustained and enhanced” should be changed to 

‘preserved and enhanced’.  
 

It should be noted that 'to preserve' was held by the Courts to mean 'to prevent 
from harm', but still encompasses beneficial change.  
 

In paragraph 7.1.4 also change “boroughs’ character appraisals, conservation 
plans and local lists” to ‘boroughs’ character and context analyses, conservation 

area appraisals and related management plans, local heritage lists, designated 
heritage assets and Assets of Community Value’  
 

In paragraph 7.1.4 add ‘and decisions.’ at the end of the paragraph. 
 

In paragraph 7.1.4 there should be a cross-reference to paragraphs 3.2.2 to 
3.2.4 in the draft NLP design chapter, where character appraisals are 
encouraged, and the welcome idea of digital modelling is introduced. p 

In Paragraph 7.1.4 in the penultimate line, the words “conservation plans” 
should be replaced by ‘Conservation Area Management Plans’. 

 
In paragraph 7.1.5 Change “understanding of the heritage values of a site or 

area” to ‘understanding of the heritage values of a listed building, designated 
heritage asset or site or area’ 
 

In paragraph 7.1.5 replace “as well as local communities” by ‘local historical 
and archaeological and other amenity societies, as well as the wider local 

community’.  
 
This is important as civic and amenity societies often have members at least as 

expert as many professionals. 
 

Paragraph 7.1.6 is supported but after “character of an area” should be put 
‘The process of securing the adaptive re-use of existing buildings, which embody 



environmental capital and where environmental impacts have long since been 
discharged, is inherently sustainable.’  

 
Note that as advocated by Lord Rogers in the Urban Task Force Report the 

historic environment - terraces, squares, crescents, town houses, mansion 
blocks etc.- provide a valuable template and design indicators for achieving 
intensification involving significantly higher densities than the norm, without 

sacrificing the attributes of civilised urban living. That is relevant to the policies 
of draft NLP Chapter 3. 

 
Paragraph 7.1.6 should become an additional section F within Policy 
HC1. 

 
Paragraph 7.1.7 would benefit from having the following words placed at the 

end of its second sentence ‘and their broader context.’ 
 
Figure 7.4 for the Outline Character Map of London (moved to Policy D2) is 

another one that is too small to be read easily. As recommended with the Key 
Diagram, there should be in the NLP appendix versions of the maps with 

overlapping quadrants, each printed larger and there should be access to high 
definition versions of them in the GLA web site for viewing when zoomed. 
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