
Enhancing Heritage 
Conservation in 

Canterbury’s 
Infrastructure Projects 

Background Information
15 November 2023

Prepared by Guy Mayhew 
guy.mayhew@outlook.com



Introduction
● Purpose: Addressing Heritage Conservation for Statutory Undertakers 

(General Permitted Development Order - GPDO)

● Objectives: Highlight Concerns, Propose Short and Long-Term Solutions

● Solutions: Mitigations, and Sustainable Practices



Purpose



Purpose - Context and Concerns
● Canterbury's Heritage: A Community Treasure

● Recent Challenges: Street Furniture and Design Inconsistencies
○ Highway schemes/responsive works require no formal consultation or planning decision (GDPO, Schedule 2 - Part 

15)
(Unlike s278 - developer/privately funded works, e.g. CCCU - Monastery Street Footpath, CCC - LUF/Public Realm 
works)

○ Examples of KCC ‘officer’ delegated decisions include:
● Standardisation of 4000k cold white colour temperature across all of Kent’s districts
● Standardisation of highly directional, low lumen lighting assets (unless area is ‘locally significant’) 
● Adoption of unpainted, galvanised steel street furniture as standard
● Replacement of york-stone and heritage paving materials with black tarmac
● De-lamping of previously lit street furniture, leading to loss of ambient lighting and sense of safety at 

night

● Impact: Community Sentiment and Heritage Integrity



Visual Examples of Current Issues - LED Conversion
"Before":
2700k ‘Warm White’ enhancing historical ambiance 
(note contrast between street and statues)

"After": 
4000k ‘Cool White’ highly-directional LED lighting 
rolled-out en-mass, eroding historic ambiance

Image: Lady Wootton’s Green, Canterbury



Visual Examples of Current Issues - Street Lights
"Before": 
Heritage-Compatible Street Furniture

"After": 
Recent Non-Heritage-Compatible 
Installation

Image: St Mildred’s Church, Canterbury



Visual Examples of Current Issues - Street Lights
"Before": 
Heritage-Compatible Street Furniture

"After": 
Recent Non-Heritage-Compatible 
Installation

Image: Broad Street, Canterbury



Visual Examples of Current Issues - Signposts
"Before": 
Decorated and illuminated 
signpost

"After": 
Unpainted, plain galvanised steel 
de-lamped sign post

Image: Love Lane, Canterbury



Visual Examples of Current Issues - Paving

Image (left to right): Church Street (St Pauls), Canterbury / St Georges Street Bus Station, Canterbury / 
St Georges Street, Canterbury



Visual Examples of Current Issues - Mismatched Colours

Image: Lower Bridge Street, Canterbury (prior to Active Transport Works)



Even in the coastal towns and villages…
"Before": 
‘Coastal-style’ blue painted street 
furniture

"After": 
Recent plain, unpainted galvanised 
steel furniture

Image: St John’s Road, Swalecliffe



Objectives



Immediate Mitigation Strategies
● Policy Need: Enforce “Like-for-Like” or “Similar” Replacement Standard

● Material and Finish: Upholding Heritage Materials in Repairs and 
Finishes

● Quick Fixes: Addressing non-conformant installations promptly 
(Longport Scheme)



Case Studies of Good Practice
● Successful Heritage Integration: Examples from other Local Authorities

○ Bury St Edmunds Streetscape Strategy 
(West Suffolk operates a 2-tier system with Suffolk County Council, similar to CCC/KCC)

○ Kirklees Design Guide
Note: Shop-fronts form part of this broader design guide

○ Croydon Public Realm Design Guide

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.westsuffolk.gov.uk%2Fplanning%2FPlanning_Policies%2Fupload%2FFinal-Adopted-Streetscape-Strategy-small-file.pdf&data=05%7C01%7C%7C510d5d9d7d7e4c0c1a0208dbdfe95a37%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C638349966034014238%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=1ebWK5zwt4PpeNc%2FZDOO2EdTQgaGnoVqqCI0gSgitYI%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.kirklees.gov.uk%2Fbeta%2Fplanning-applications%2Fpdf%2Fdewsbury-design-guide.pdf&data=05%7C01%7C%7C510d5d9d7d7e4c0c1a0208dbdfe95a37%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C638349966034014238%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=SodZqPuGOhd6ucP9MMn9FVrhAMFhaVCKTqfRIrzN6KA%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.croydon.gov.uk%2Fsites%2Fdefault%2Ffiles%2FPlanning%2FCroydon%2520Public%2520Realm%2520Design%2520Guide%25202019.pdf&data=05%7C01%7C%7C510d5d9d7d7e4c0c1a0208dbdfe95a37%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7C1%7C0%7C638349966034014238%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=jA9zWvEMXVa6Qe%2BeDztQA6CZ8apn6sQAVOFaNkmAo9c%3D&reserved=0


Case Studies of Good Practice
● Visuals: Exemplary Heritage-Sensitive Uniform Street Furniture



Case Studies of Good Practice
● Temporary Reinstatements Clearly Marked



Case Studies of Good Practice - Ambiance
● Policy-based Historic 

Ambiance: 
(Bury St Edmunds)
Town/City Centre ‘Warm-white’ 
with outer-roads ‘Neutral-white’

https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/upload/Final-Adopted-Streetscape-Strategy-small-file.pdf


Case Studies of Good Practice - Materials and Finishes
● Policy-based, clearly defined, 

specifications and materials



Case Studies of Good Practice - Putting things right
● Good Practice: Policy context gives no room for delay or interpretation:



Case Studies of Poor Practice - Things not put right…
● Poor Practice: ‘Temporary repairs’ (2020) become semi-permanent:

30+ emails

6 officers

3 councillors

5+ years

and still no 
progress…



Case Studies of Poor Practice - Things not put right…
● Poor Practice: Lack of Policy leads to delays and bounced enquiries:

12 emails

3 officers

2 councils

14+ months

and still no 
progress…



Case Studies of Poor Practice - Things not put right…
● Poor Practice: How long will this stay like this…

3 officers

2 councils

2 cabinet 
members

and still no 
progress…

2+ years



Addressing the 'Do-Nothing' Approach - Cost and Time
Cost:

● Current ad-hoc orders for painting in conservation areas lead to higher 
costs over time. Use of tarmac (when detected and reported) leads to the 
job being done twice.

● A shift to factory/shop-finished street furniture could save money in the 
long run.

● Strategic procurement could ensure value-added elements like 
painting/finishing are included at no extra cost by standardising to a 
single color.



Addressing the 'Do-Nothing' Approach - Cost and Time
Time and Resources to Set Specifications:

● The absence of a unified streetscene specification means each project requires 
individualised design work (costed in consultancy time)

● A one-time investment in developing a specification can streamline future projects, 
avoiding repetitive design costs.

● SPDs have a lasting impact. For example, the one adopted in Bury St Edmunds in 2009 
remains effective today, demonstrating long-term value.

In essence, although there are upfront costs and effort associated, these measures are 
investments that streamline future work, ensure consistency, and ultimately, save 
resources. 
This proactive approach can lead to more efficient use of funds and a more cohesive 
aesthetic throughout our conservation areas.



Solutions



Near-term Solutions
● Common Understanding: Memorandum Of Understanding

○ MOU Objectives: Clarity, Coordination, Compliance

○ Key Provisions: Quality Standards, Processes, Accountability

○ Partnership: CCC and KCC working together



Long-term Sustainable Solutions
● Strategic Policies:

○ Supplementary Planning Documents (e.g. Streetscene/Streetscape Strategy)
○ Article 4’s
○ Local Development Orders

● Protecting Heritage: The Long View

● Alignment with Future Vision for Canterbury



Continuum of Options for Heritage-Sensitive Development
Enabling heritage-sensitive development involves a spectrum of strategies 
ranging from informal to highly structured approaches, each varying in 
implementation difficulty and robustness:

Informal Agreements

Quick and flexible, these are 
non-binding agreements with 
statutory undertakers to 
follow heritage guidelines.

  

Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU)

Formalises roles and 
expectations between entities 
like CCC and KCC, yet lacks 
the binding power of law.

  

Article 4 Directions

Legally binding tools that 
remove certain permitted 
development rights, requiring 
planning permission and 
ensuring compliance with 
heritage conservation 
standards.

  

Supplementary 
Planning Documents 
(SPDs)
Offer detailed guidance and 
are influential in planning 
decisions, ensures all parties 
are following a broad 
standard, but not enforceable 
as law.

  Easier/
Less Robust

Harder/
More Robust



Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD)
● SPD Defined: Purpose and Power in Planning

● Guiding Works: Detailed Heritage-Specific Guidance

● Process: Steps for Development and Adoption



Article 4’s
● Preventative Measure - Proactively safeguards the character of 

conservation areas by ensuring all changes are scrutinised through 
planning permissions (including statutory undertakers such as KCC).

● Flexibility - Can be tailored specifically to the needs of different 
conservation zones within Canterbury.

● Enforcement - Enhances the ability of local authorities to enforce 
heritage-sensitive development effectively.

However…. they need to strike a balance to prevent overburdening the LPA



LDO (Local Development Order)
● Simplifies the Process: LDO’s enable works to be carried out in accordance with the 

specific requirements, the LPA simply needs to be notified of the works. This could be 
in accordance with an adopted SPD (if its prescriptive enough) or like-for-like if the 
Article 4 is equally as prescriptive.

● Enables Consistency and Enforcement: When implementing an Article 4 that 
removes the ability for statutory undertakers to undertake works to the public realm 
(such as KCC), an LDO (alongside a clear SPD) ensures the scheme will be consistent 
with the conservation area. It also gives the ability for the LPA to undertake 
enforcement action should the SPD not be adhered to. 

● Improvement from the Current Situation: Within Canterbury there is no such 
provision, and adherence to the conservation area is driven through political 
pressure/public perception.



Near-term/Immediate Actions
● Audit Recent Works:

○ Assess recent highway projects for heritage compliance.
○ Prioritise urgent corrections in sensitive areas.

● Temporary Aesthetic Solutions:
○ Paint/decorate for non-standard installations in heritage areas to match adjacent 

specification

● Interim Guidelines:
○ Implement stop-gap policies for ongoing and upcoming projects.
○ Focus on heritage sensitivity and compliance.
○ KCC’s 2010 Strategy which states that all columns are to be painted with the area colours 

as specified (p29)

https://democracy.kent.gov.uk/documents/s11447/Item


Conclusion and Next Steps
● Recap: Thoughts/feedback on key points and suggested actions

● Timeline: Immediate Actions and Long-Term Planning

● Commitment: Shared Goals for Canterbury’s Heritage


