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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 47: 

Strategic and Local Views (policies HC3 and HC4) 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: Strategic and Local Views 

 

Matter 47: Would policies HC3 and HC4 provide an effective and justified 

approach to protect and enhance the composition and character of 

strategic views and their landmark elements in London? In particular: 

 

a) Would Policy HC3 be an effective and justified strategic framework 

for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in 

relation to the protection of those views?  

 

2.1 Policy HC3 (Strategic and Local Views) is strongly supported by Historic 

England. In our view, Policy HC3 (as amended) would provide an effective 

framework for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans and we 

hope that the Panel will accept the modifications proposed by the GLA. The 

commitment to review the London View Management Framework 

Supplementary Planning Guidance (LVMF SPG) is also welcomed. Given the 

extent of change to many of the views in recent years we consider a full 

review of the SPG should be brought forward quickly. This will help boroughs 

and neighbourhood forums in the preparation of their local plans, protecting a 

feature of London that is much cherished by Londoners. It will also support 

the improved implement of this policy which, while long established and 

widely understood, has been ineffectively applied several times in recent 

years with most unfortunate consequences for the appreciation of the views. 

Historic England has produced a detailed assessment of the effectiveness of 

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 LVMF policy, supported by recommendations that will support boroughs 

and other stakeholders to better protect views and viewing locations.1  

 

b) Policy HC3G and para 7.3.6 refer to local views. Are ‘local views’ a 

strategic matter? If so, what is the justification for giving such views 

the same degree of protection as strategic views? In this regard, 

would the policy be effective? 

 

3.1 Local views in London have the potential to be a strategic matter worthy of a 

policy in the London Plan for several reasons. Where views include World 

Heritage Sites (WHSs) they impact the management of heritage assets with 

Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), underpinned international treaty 

obligations. Two of London’s Strategically-Important Landmarks, the Palace of 

Westminster and the Tower of London are WHSs, and could reasonably be 

covered by local views defined as strategically important. The other 

Strategically-Important Landmark and a key feature in many historic views is 

St Paul’s Cathedral, which sits at the heart of London’s identity and is a 

symbol for the nation recognised across the world. Views of St Paul’s have 

been protected since the 1930s (for further information see the introductory 

essay on the history of views in our research report) and Historic England 

considers that the additional protection provided by the Policy HC3G is 

proportionate when applied to views of assets of the significance of St Paul’s. 

Additionally, due to London’s topography, many ‘local views’ cross borough 

boundaries, which raises strategic questions. 

 

3.2 The justification for giving local views the same degree of protection as 

strategic views must be backed up by the evidence that local authorities 

produce. For local views to receive this level of policy protection a robust 

evidence base will be required to comply with the NPPF test in paragraph 

158. As the policy indicates the LVMF provides a well-established set of 

principles that boroughs can use for the designation and management of local 

views. The greater use of 3D models, and the more frequent rendering of 

views for planning applications including tall buildings, which frequently use 

principles akin to the LVMF, have made it much easier for practitioners to 

produce this type of evidence. In this way Historic England considers the 

policy should be effective. 

 

3.3 Historic England is not calling for the introduction of additional strategic views 

in this iteration of the London Plan. This is partially due to a lack of evidence 

to robustly support such a change. It is also because the flexibility introduced 

by policy HC3, increasing protection for local views where there is appropriate 

                                                           
1
 London’s Image and Identity: revisiting London’s cherished views (Historic England 2018) 

https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-involved/londons-image-and-identity-pdf/  

https://historicengland.org.uk/content/docs/get-involved/londons-image-and-identity-pdf/
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evidence, represents a proportionate step forwards that will ensure that these 

views get much greater consideration than they have hitherto. While an 

argument could be made for additional strategic views of other WHSs or 

views from high points towards St Pauls, we expect that these can be 

protected by HC3G and the protections given to WHSs with the support of 

their management plans. We will continue to review this as boroughs produce 

evidence of their views, and development creates opportunities for new views.   

 

c) Would the criteria in policy HC4 provide an effective and justified 

basis for development management? Would they provide sufficient 

clarity to enable a decision maker to reconcile competing 

considerations? 

 

4.1 Policy HC4 (London View Management Framework), as amended in the 

Minor Changes version of the Plan (dated 13th August 2018), should provide 

an effective and justified basis for development management. The wording of 

the policy is notably welcomed in relation to London’s WHSs, and the 

protections provided to them by this policy have formed an important tool in 

ensuring that development in their setting does not undermine their OUV. In 

our view the changes to the policy and supporting text, notably in parts A and 

B and paragraphs 7.4.1A and 7.1.4B, have added greater clarity and 

represent an important element of the overall positive strategy for London’s 

historic environment (NPPF paragraph 126) as they seek to better reveal the 

significance of the views and the Strategically Important Landmarks within 

them. We strongly encourage the panel to endorse these changes. 

 

4.2 As noted above the LVMF policy is well understood by practitioners in 

London. Given the detailed technical requirements that sit within the LVMF 

SPG, Historic England considers that a full review of the SPG will be 

necessary to help decision makers make consistent and well informed 

decisions. In our opinion such a review should consider details such as the list 

of key landmarks (specific buildings, or groups of buildings) that the policy 

seeks to retain in views, the type of lens that should be used for photography 

and the way that images are presented. This level of detail would not be 

suitable for the draft Plan in our view, but is appropriate in an SPG in line with 

paragraph 153 of the NPPF 

 

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

for local plans, neighbourhood plans and regeneration schemes. 


