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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 Inspectors’ questions with regards to Matter 86: 

Waterways which will be discussed in week 10 of the Hearings Programme 

(Friday 10th May 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: Waterways  

 

 Matter 86: Waterways 

 b) Are all of the requirements of policies SI14-SI17 necessary to address 
the strategic priorities of London, or do they extend to detailed matters 
that would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or 
neighbourhood plans? 

2.1 Many of London’s waterways run through a number of different local authority 
areas. The effects of a planning policy on one section of a waterway will likely 
have environmental effects elsewhere and so a broader perspective must be 
taken to ensure that waterways are treated sustainably. The Mayor is best 
placed to provide this broader level of guidance which will help ensure a 
joined up, consistent approach.  

2.2 We are pleased to see that part b) of SI14 addresses Thames Policy Areas 
and Joint Thames Strategies, as well as the associated guidance in 
paragraphs 9.14.6 and 9.14.7. The section of the Thames between Chelsea 
and Tower Bridge currently has no strategy, and where Thames Strategies do 
exist (Hampton to Kew, Kew to Chelsea and Tower Bridge to Shoeburyness) 
they are dated and require review. It is imperative that the Mayor shows 
leadership in this respect to support steering groups and to promote the use 
Thames Strategies by local authorities. We are therefore pleased that part b) 
explicitly directs local authorities to consult their relevant Thames Strategy to 
support their development plans.  

 

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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2.3 It is regrettable that policy SI14 does not refer to the role of the river as an 
integral part of the setting of many of London’s heritage assets, specifically its 
World Heritage Sites (WHS): the Palace of Westminster and Westminster 
Abbey; the Tower of London; Maritime Greenwich; and Kew Royal Botanical 
Gardens. All of these WHSs have a riverside setting which represents the 
historic relationship between these internationally valued heritage assets and 
the river. This relationship is often a defining element of their significance. In 
our view, the Thames has a strategic role to play in their conservation and 
enhancement. WHSs and many other highly graded assets such as The 
Monument, many churches, Somerset House, Syon House and other heritage 
such as historic ships (HMS Belfast) are all important aspects of London’s 
heritage even if they are not buildings or designated. Given the status of these 
heritage assets and the strategic importance they have to London’s identity 
we would expect them to be acknowledged in this overarching policy. The 
conservation and enhancement of the WHSs will be a substantial determining 
factor in the development management process and in our view specific 
reference to the WHSs in this policy is warranted.  

2.4 Paragraph 9.14.8 seems to compound our concerns by encouraging the 
removal of Metropolitan Open Land designations (MOL), many of which 
provide an additional layer of protection for historic landscapes and the setting 
of heritage assets along the Thames. The proposed minor change which sees 
the insertion of the phrase “Additional stretches of the river” clarifies that this 
only refers to potential new areas which may be considered for MOL 
designation; however we would like the GLA to confirm this interpretation.  

2.5 Notwithstanding our comments above, we support the proposed minor 
changes in paragraph 9.14.4 which does refer to the role the Thames plays in 
contributing to London’s identity and heritage. This is useful and in line with 
our previous comments. However, we also advised that the policy itself should 
be amended to reflect the strategic role of the Thames in the conservation of 
London’s heritage assets and their significance. In the absence of such a 
policy criterion this part of the supporting text does not actually justify part of 
the policy itself and therefore we are concerned about how meaningful it will 
be.   

2.6 In our view, policy SI14 does not provide adequate strategic guidance 
regarding the setting of London’s most important heritage. We would expect 
the Mayor to provide greater leadership on the treatment of the Thames in this 
respect and do not think that doing so would not be unduly burdensome or 
detailed for local authorities.  

2.7 Policy SI17 addresses the development management decision process and 
we are pleased to see the inclusion of part b) which requires development to 
support and improve the protection of the distinct open character and heritage 
of waterways and their setting. We welcome this policy criterion and the 
proposed minor amendment which makes specific reference to setting. This 
will strengthen the policy in heritage terms and is more consistent with the 
NPPF.   
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Conclusion 

3.1 In summary Historic England supports policy SI17 as amended and 
respectfully ask the panel to accept this amendment. We have no further 
comment to make on policies SI15 or SI16. 

3.2 Historic England considers that policy SI14 should be amended to better 
reflect the strategic role of the Thames in heritage terms in the interest of 
supporting a positive strategy for the historic environment. A positive strategy 
for the historic environment in terms of NPPF paragraphs 9 and 126 is not a 
passive exercise, and so cannot be satisfied by standalone heritage policies. 
The new London Plan should recognise the inter-relationship of the objectives 
for the historic environment with other spatial planning goals where 
appropriate. In this respect we consider it appropriate to include heritage as a 
strategic role of the Thames given its inherent historic relationship to the 
evolution of the capital and the consequent heritage assets which remain.  

3.3 Overall only policies SI14 and SI17 need to refer to the historic environment. 
We believe it is proportionate and appropriate to make reference to heritage in 
strategic policy SI14 and development management policy SI17. In our view 
we do not consider these policies to be unduly prescriptive for local authorities 
and that it is necessary for the Mayor to provide greater guidance, leadership 
and support on these issues. 

   

 


