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World Heritage Sites  

 

M46. 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?  

 

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?  

 

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?  
 

The International Council on Monuments and Sites describes OUV as:- 
Firstly, there is the value “from the point of view of history” (= historical value, 

“old age value”, commemorative value); secondly, there is the value “from the 
point of view of art” (= artistic value, aesthetic value); thirdly, one finds the 

value “from the point of view of science” (= scientific value), and finally there 
are also values “from the ethnological and anthropological point of view” (which 
can also be understood as scientific values). 

 

They require the international community to establish “an effective system of 

collective protection of the cultural and natural heritage of outstanding universal value, 

organized on a permanent basis and in accordance with modern scientific methods.” 

 

Policy HC2 A requires boroughs with World Heritage Sites to “interpret” their 
Outstanding Universal Value but it does not give guidance or indication on how 
that should be done. As development proposals “should not compromise the 

ability to appreciate their Outstanding Universal Value” (Policy HC2 B) the 
specific definition of OUV for each WHS is important for decision making. 

 



Paragraph 7.2.5 implies that OUV will be defined in each WHS Management Plan. 
 

At the EiP, perhaps Historic England would explain if that is sufficient. 
 

PROPOSAL: There should be content in the draft NLP Glossary for 
Outstanding Universal Value. 
 

 

M46 a) - Policy HC2 would provide an effective and justified approach and 
would be a good basis for boroughs to apply for WHS in their Development Plans 

and use in decision making. 
 

However, a serious problem has arisen over its implementation. The policy has 
been ignored by some boroughs and by the GLA and that has led to critical 
comments by UNESCO's World Heritage Site Committee and ICOMOS about 

harm to the setting of the WHS of the Palace of Westminster. 
 

The Mayor has given support for a development named the ‘Chiswick Curve’ 
which did not conform to local policies of LB Hounslow, who refused permission, 
because it would cause harm to the setting of the WHS Royal Botanical Gardens 

Kew.  A decision is awaited following an appeal inquiry. During the inquiry a lot 
of time was spent comparing photographs taken with different focal length 

lenses and methods.  
 
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. 
 

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. 
 

M46 b) – Policy HC2 would not be effective without there being Supplementary 
Planning Guidance on settings and buffer zones so that boroughs can all define 
those in a consistent way. The guidance should include a standard for the way in 

which visualisations of a proposed development from various viewpoints should 
be presented, and, more importantly, be assessed. It should help boroughs on 

the interpretation of OUV for World Heritage Sites. 
 



The WHS Management Plans (Policy HC2 D) usually contain details of views into 
and out of each WHS that should not be compromised. 

 
That is a cause of problems in dealing with development proposals that might 

affect the Management Plan of a WHS due to different uses of cameras to record 
current and simulated future appearances of buildings in protected viewing 
corridors. 

 
M46 c) – Yes, providing sufficient regard is given to “development within its 

setting” for each World Heritage Site. 
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