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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 46: 

World Heritage Sites (policy HC2) 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:   

 

Matter 46: World Heritage Sites  

 

Would Policy HC2 provide an effective and justified approach to the 

conservation, promotion, active protection and interpretation of the 

outstanding universal value (OUV) of world heritage sites (WHS)? In 

particular: 

 

a) Would Policy HC2 be an effective and justified strategic framework 

for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in 

relation to the WHS? Would it provide sufficient guidance to London 

boroughs on the need for policies in Local Plans to protect OUV of 

WHS?  

 

2.1 Historic England strongly supports this important policy. It provides a more 

robust approach to the protection of the OUV of London’s four WHSs, and 

actively responds to recommendations in the ICOMOS/ICCROM report that 

came out of a Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Westminster World Heritage 

Site in February 2017, at the request of the UNESCO World Heritage 

Committee (NLP/HC/021).1 Historic England agreed with ICOMOS/ICCROM 

that the existing London Plan has not been effective in preventing negative 

impacts on the OUV of London’s WHSs. For this reason we have welcomed 

                                                           
1
 ICCROM and ICOMOS are advisory bodies to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee. The Committee 

subsequently adopted the Mission’s advisory report, requesting that the State Party expedite the 
implementation of the recommendations. 

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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the opportunity to work closely with the GLA on formulating this policy. The 

clear endorsement of these internationally significant heritage sites by the 

Mayor, as well as the UNESCO endorsed methodologies to protect OUV, 

should lead to more effective policies in local plans and development 

management decisions, helping to avoid future conflicts around 

unsympathetic development in the settings of WHSs. It should also support 

the work of the State Party (represented by DCMS, which is advised by 

Historic England) in reporting development proposals that might affect OUV to 

the World Heritage Centre in a timely and effective manner. 

 

2.2 By clearly referring to OUV, as well as the importance of authenticity, integrity, 

and setting of the WHS, all underpinned by the need to base policies on up-

to-date World Heritage Site Management Plans, boroughs and neighbourhood 

forums should now have sufficient guidance both on the need for policies in 

Local Plans to protect OUV of WHS, and on what their policies should be 

covering. 

 

2.3 Part B of policy HC2 highlights the importance of Heritage Impact 

Assessments (HIAs). We take this policy criterion to include the site allocation 

process and the need for HIAs to be carried out as part of the evidence 

gathering process, prior to allocation, in order to inform plan making. This will 

allow site specific allocation policies in local plans to conform with paragraph 

157 of the NPPF, which requires local plans to provide detail on the form, 

scale and quantum of development. HIAs will be necessary in order to provide 

this detail. In our view this would be a proportionate approach when 

identifying allocations with the potential to affect WHSs given that they benefit 

from the highest possible level of protection. We welcome the need for HIAs 

for applications coming forward on un-allocated sites. In this sense the policy 

will provide an effective framework. 

 

b) Would Policy HC2 provide sufficient detail on the approach to 

‘setting’ and ‘buffer zones’? In this respect paragraph 7.2.4 refers to 

supplementary planning guidance? What is the up to date position 

on this? Would the policy be effective without this? 

 

3.1 The terms setting and buffer zones while similar in so far as they focus 

attention on the areas surrounding WHSs that have a relationship to their 

OUV, are two distinct concepts. This is particularly important in London as 

The Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, and Maritime Greenwich WHSs both have 

defined Buffer Zones, which are formally recognised by the World Heritage 

Committee, but the Tower of London and Westminster sites do not have 

Buffer Zones. The existence of Buffer Zones for two of the London’s WHSs is 

in part due to the date of their inscription, and does not seek to cover all 

aspects of setting. All four WHSs have settings, and development in those 
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settings has the potential to affect their OUV. This could include development 

that is a considerable distance from the sites (i.e. outside any Buffer Zones). 

Given the nuances, which are too detailed to explain in the London Plan but 

merit additional guidance, Historic England considers the commitment to 

update the supplementary planning guidance on these subjects reasonable. 

 

3.2 We note that the GLA’s current supplementary planning guidance (SPG) 

London’s World Heritage Sites - Guidance On Settings (2012), while helpful, 

is now out of date. The existing SPG draws on ICOMOS Guidance on 

Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World Heritage Properties (2011), 

the use of which is suggested in the National Planning Practice Guidance and 

is actively promoted by Historic England. This internationally recognised 

advice provides sufficient detail on the preparation of Heritage Impact 

Assessments for practitioners while the SPG is being updated. The strong 

emphasis in part C of the policy, underlining the need to undertake HIAs, is 

perhaps more important as it is sometimes the quality of the HIA which is of 

concern, more often it is the lack of one altogether. To that end while the GLA 

SPG is useful to practitioners and we would welcome a review of its content, 

we do not consider that it is fundamental to the effective delivery of the policy 

HC2. Policy HC2 and its supporting text is clear and links with the statutory 

obligations for WHSs. It will, in our opinion, provide an effective and justified 

strategic framework. 

 

c) Would the approach taken be consistent with paragraphs 132-134 of 

the NPPF, which sets out the way in which proposals affecting 

heritage assets should be assessed? 

 

4.1 One of UNESCO’s long standing concerns for the protection of London’s 

World Heritage Sites relates to the planning policy framework, with the 2017 

World Heritage Committee decision on Westminster stating:  

 

“Tak(ing) note of the State Party’s efforts to strengthen the policy and 

planning framework through guidance documents, but notes nevertheless that 

there is still an inadequate urban planning framework to manage development 

in the setting of the property, with the result that developments, which have 

been approved contrary to the advice of English Heritage, are causing 

cumulative negative impact on the OUV of the property.”2  

 

In response to this concern from the World Heritage Committee, MHCLG 

strengthened the policy on World Heritage Sites in the 2018 version of the 

                                                           
2
 Para 3. Decision : 41 COM 7B.55 Palace of Westminster and Westminster Abbey including Saint Margaret’s 

Church (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland) (C 426bis) 
https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7056  

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7056
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NPPF. As heritage assets that are internationally recognised to be of 

Outstanding Universal Value, Historic England strongly supports the GLA’s 

decision to offer WHSs the highest levels of protection, and the aspiration to 

seek enhancements to their presentation and the transmission of their OUV. 

In our opinion this policy is proportionate to the threats facing London’s 

WHSs, and should support the UK Government’s international commitments 

to the World Heritage Convention. We also consider that this is in keeping 

with the NPPF which seeks a proportionate approach to heritage assets and 

to planning policy to ensure that plans promote sustainable development. 

 

Conclusion 

3.1 In summary Historic England hopes that the amendments outlined within the 

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

2018) are accepted by the Panel. The changes proposed will strengthen the 

Plan in heritage terms and will provide a more effective strategic framework 

for local plans, neighbourhood plans and regeneration schemes by ensuring 

that the conservation of the historic environment in general and WHSs in 

particular is pursued in coordination with other spatial planning goals.  


