Neil Lucas
Drivers Jonas Deloitte
Athene Place
66 Shoe Lane
London
EC4A 3BQ

Our Refs:
APP/E5300/A/10/2123272
APP/E5300/E/10/2123273
APP/E5300/A/10/2123274
19 January 2011

Dear Mr Lucas
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 – SECTION 78.
PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION AREAS) ACT 1990 –
SECTIONS 20 and 74.
APPEALS BY GREENWICH HOSPITAL: LAND BOUNDED BY GREENWICH
CHURCH STREET, COLLEGE APPROACH, KING WILLIAM WALK AND
NELSON ROAD, GREENWICH; AND THE MONUMENT GARDEN, OLD ROYAL
NAVAL COLLEGE, GREENWICH
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State to say that consideration has been given
to the report of the Inspector P J Asquith MA(Hons) MA MRTPI who held a public
local inquiry which opened on 7 September 2010 into your client’s appeals under:A. Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against the refusal of
the London Borough of Greenwich to grant planning permission for development
for hotel (C1), retail (A1-A5) and storage, ancillary office (B1), new market roof,
operation of a market, new servicing areas and associated works, on land
bounded by Greenwich Church Street, College Approach, King William Walk and
Nelson Road, Greenwich (Ref: 09/0829/F).
B. Sections 20 and 74 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 against the refusal of the same Council to grant Conservation
Area Consent for demolition and works to unlisted buildings in Greenwich West
Conservation Area, in association with proposals for the regeneration of
Greenwich Market, on land bounded by Greenwich Church Street, College
Approach, King William Walk (KWW) and Nelson Road, Greenwich (Ref:
09/0830/C).
C. Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against the refusal of
the London Borough of Greenwich to grant planning permission for the erection
of a temporary structure to include retail (Use Classes A1 and A5) and storage,
operation of a market, provision for pedestrian access, diversion of cycle route
and associated works, at The Monument Garden, Old Royal Naval College,
Greenwich (Ref: 09/1338/C).

Julian Pitt, Planning Central Casework
Department for Communities and Local Government
1/H1, Eland House
Bressenden Place
London SW1E 5DU

Tel 03034441630
Email: julian.pitt@communities.gsi.gov.uk

2. The appeals were recovered for the Secretary of State’s determination, in
pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of schedule 6 to, the Town and
Country Planning Act, because ‘the appeal involves proposals which would have an
adverse impact on the outstanding universal value, integrity, authenticity and
significance of a World Heritage Site (WHS).’
3. The Inspector recommended that the appeals be allowed and planning
permission and conservation area consent be granted. For the reasons given
below, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s recommendation. A copy
of the Inspector's report (IR) is enclosed. All references to paragraph numbers,
unless otherwise stated, are to that report.
Procedural Matters
4. The Secretary of State notes that an amended proposal was put forward by the
appellant for consideration at the Inquiry, and that the Inspector was satisfied that it
was acceptable to consider this amended proposal (IR3-6). The Secretary of State
agrees with the Inspector’s assessment of this matter and, like the Inspector, has
gone on to consider Appeal A on the basis of an “Application Scheme” and an
“Amendment Scheme”. He does not consider that any prejudice has been caused
to any party in doing so.
5. In reaching his decision, the Secretary of State has taken into account the
Environmental Statement (ES) and ES addendums which were submitted under the
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and
Wales) Regulations 1999 (IR6, 8 and 309-310). Like the Inspector (IR310) the
Secretary of State considers that the ES and ES addendums as a whole meet the
requirements of these regulations and that sufficient information has been provided
for him to assess the environmental impact of the application.
Policy Considerations
6. Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that
proposals be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. In this case, the development plan comprises the
London Plan 2004 (consolidated 2008) and the saved policies of the Greenwich
2006 (UDP). The Secretary of State considers that the development plan policies
most relevant to the appeal are those set out by the Inspector at IR15-21. The
London Plan – Consultation Draft Replacement Plan (October 2009) is at
consultation stage and may be subject to change, and so is only afforded limited
weight.
7. Other material considerations include the London View Management Framework
SPG (July 2010); Greenwich Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD) (February 2008); West Greenwich Draft Conservation Area
Appraisal (September 2009); Maritime Greenwich – World Heritage Site
Management Plan (December 2004); and Circular 07/2009 on the Protection of
World Heritage Sites in England (IR22).
8. The Secretary of State has also taken into account as material considerations
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 1: Delivering Sustainable Development, Planning
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Policy Guidance (PPG) 2: Green Belts, PPS3: Housing, PPS4: Planning for
Sustainable Economic Growth, PPS5: Planning for the Historic Environment, PPG
13: Transport, Circular 11/95: Use of Conditions in Planning Permission; Circular
05/2005: Planning Obligations, and the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010.
9. In deciding these appeals, the Secretary of State has paid special attention to the
desirability of preserving listed buildings and their setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest they possess, as required under the provisions of
sections 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act
1990. As the site of the applications is situated within the West Greenwich
Conservation Area (WGCA), the Secretary of State has also had regard to the
desirability of preserving and enhancing the character or appearance of this area, as
required by section 72 of the same Act.
Main Issues
10. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s general comments set out in
IR309-311.
Impact of the development works at Greenwich market on the WGCA, setting of
listed buildings and WHS
11. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s reasoning and conclusions
on the impact of the proposal, as set out in IR313-346. He agrees that the
Application Scheme, by reason of the design of the three-arch KWW facade and the
proposed market canopy, would be harmful to the character and appearance of the
WGCA; would adversely impact on the outstanding universal value of the WHS;
and, therefore, would be contrary to the relevant national policy aimed at protecting
WHSs and contrary to relevant development plan policies (IR345). Conversely, the
Secretary of State agrees that, subject to suitable conditions, the Amendment
Scheme would conserve the appearance and character of the WGCA; protect the
outstanding universal value, integrity and authenticity of the WHS; preserve the
setting of nearby Grade II listed buildings; and, would not represent an
overdevelopment of the site and would not conflict with PPSs or development plan
policies aimed at securing development which serves to conserve important
heritage assets (IR356).
Impact on the living conditions of adjoining residents
12. For the reasons given in IR347-349, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that whilst the scheme would result in some degree of increased sense of
enclosure and loss of outlook for residents in KWW, these would not unacceptably
detract from their living conditions, or be of such magnitude as to conflict with the
development plan (IR349).
The effect on highway and pedestrian safety and the free flow of traffic
13. For the reasons given in IR350-362, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector that there is no substantive evidence that the development, which is in a
location highly accessible by public transport, would be likely to lead to situations
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materially prejudicial to highway and pedestrian safety or the free flow of traffic
(IR362).
Whether there are very special circumstances justifying inappropriate development
on Metropolitan Open Land
14. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s reasoning and conclusions
on whether there are very special circumstances justifying inappropriate
development in the Monument Gardens, being designated Metropolitan Open Land,
as set out in IR364-369. He agrees that the temporary nature of the proposal would
mean that there would be no lasting impact on the WGCA and WHS, and that their
character and appearance would be preserved (IR368). He also agrees that the
circumstances weighing in favour of the proposal clearly outweigh the totality of the
harm that would arise by reason of inappropriateness and the temporary harm to the
setting of nearby listed buildings (IR369). Given that the Secretary of State has
decided to grant planning permission and conservation area consent for the
Amendment Scheme, he concludes that very special circumstances exist to justify
the temporary Monument Gardens development.
Other matters
15. For the reasons given in IR370 the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that conservation area consent should be granted.
16. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s reasoning and conclusions
regarding planning conditions and the section 106 obligation as set out in IR371.
He is satisfied that these meet the tests set out in Circular 11/95: Use of Conditions
in Planning Permission; Circular 05/2005: Planning Obligations, and the Community
Infrastructure Regulations 2010.
Overall Conclusions
17. The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector’s overall conclusions as set
out in IR363 and IR372. He concludes that the Application Scheme would be
harmful to the character and appearance of the WGCA and the universal value,
integrity and authenticity of the WHS. However, conversely, he concludes that the
Amendment Scheme would conserve the appearance and character of the WGCA,
the universal value, integrity and authenticity of the WHS, and the setting of nearby
listed buildings. The Amendment Scheme would not result in an unacceptable
impact on the living conditions, nor would it be prejudicial to highway or pedestrian
safety or the free flow of traffic. It would be compliant with both local and national
planning policy. Conservation area consent for the demolition of unlisted buildings
to allow the implementation of the Amendment Scheme would also be acceptable.
Very special circumstances exist to justify permission for the temporary market on
Metropolitan Open Land at Monument Garden to house market traders and retailers
during the redevelopment phase.
Formal Decision
18. Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’s recommendations. He hereby:-
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•

Allows appeal A, and grants planning permission for the construction for
development for hotel (C1), retail (A1-A5) and storage, ancillary office (B1),
new market roof, operation of a market, new servicing areas and associated
works in respect of the Amendment Scheme, subject to the conditions listed
in the Annex to this letter.

•

Allows appeal B, and grants conservation area consent for demolition and
works to unlisted buildings in Greenwich West Conservation Area, in
association with proposals for the regeneration of Greenwich Market, subject
to the conditions listed in the Annex to this letter.

•

Allows appeal C and grants planning permission for the erection of a
temporary structure to include retail (Use Classes A1 and A5) and storage,
operation of a market, provision for pedestrian access, diversion of cycle
route and associated works, subject to the conditions listed in the Annex to
this letter.

Right to challenge the decision
19. An applicant for any consent, agreement or approval required by a condition of
this permission has a statutory right of appeal to the Secretary of State if consent,
agreement or approval is refused or granted conditionally or if the local planning
authority fail to give notice of their decision within the prescribed period.
20. This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may be required
under any enactment, bye-law, order or regulation other than that required under
section 57 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
21. This letter serves as the Secretary of State’s statement under Regulation 21(2)
of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England
and Wales) Regulations 1999.
22. A separate note is attached setting out the circumstances in which the validity
of the Secretary of State's decision may be challenged by making an application to
the High Court.
23. A copy of this letter has been sent to the London Borough of Greenwich and all
parties who requested a copy.
Yours sincerely

Julian Pitt
Authorised by the Secretary of State to sign in that behalf
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Planning Conditions

Annex

Greenwich Market Amendment Scheme
1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of 5 years
from the date of this permission.
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
Application drawings:
A_GTC_3000 B Location Plan
A_GTC_3001 B Ground Floor Building Outline Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3002 B Roof Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3100 C Ground Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3101 C First Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3102 C Second Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3103 C Third Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3104 C Roof Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3105 C Basement Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3106 - Ground Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3107 - First Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3108 - Second Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3109 - Third Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3110 - Roof Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_4000 - Section through Market Looking East (Section X - Existing)
Section through Market Looking West (Section Y — Existing)
A_GTC_4001 - Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Existing)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Existing)
A_GTC_4002 B Section through Existing Service Yards Looking West (Section Z
Existing)
A_GTC_4100 C Section through Market Looking East (Section X - Proposed)
Section through Market Looking West (Section Y - Proposed)
A_GTC_4101 C Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Proposed)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Proposed)
A_GTC_4103 C Section through yards looking East at rear of Retail and Hotel
(Section Z2 - Proposed) Section through yards looking South at rear of Retail
(Section P - Proposed)
A_GTC_4104 E Unfolded elevation showing Retail Block Elevation (Section Z3 Proposed) Unfolded elevation showing Central Hotel Block Elevation (Section Z4 Proposed)
A_GTC_4105 E Section through Market and King William Walk houses looking
North (Section S - Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking West (Section
Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking South (Section
- Proposed)
A_GTC_4106 - Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Proposed)
5-arch option
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Proposed) —
5-arch option
A_GTC_4107 - Section through Market and King William Walk houses looking
North (Section S - Proposed) — 5-arch option
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking South (Section
- Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_4200 - Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D- Existing)
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Existing)

6

A_GTC_4201 - Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation B Existing)
Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation A - Existing)
A_GTC_4202 - Elevation Of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C
Existing) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Existing)
A_GTC_4300 B Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D- Proposed)
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Proposed)
A_GTC_4301 C Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation A Proposed) Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation B - Proposed)
A_GTC_4302 E Elevation of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C
Proposed) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Proposed)
A_GTC_4303 - Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation B Proposed) — 5-arch option
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_5000 C Typical Bay of East Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5001 C Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5002 C Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Durnford Street
A_GTC_5003 B Typical Bay of West Block Facing Circular Route
A_GTC_5004 B Typical Bay of Hotel Entrance on King William Walk
A_GTC_5006 - Typical Bay of Hotel Entrance on King William Walk — 5-arch
Option
3. Full details and samples of all facing materials to be used shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before work is started on the site and
the scheme shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the approved plans.
4. Full detailed designs of the timber building facades together with a Method Statement
explaining the details of materials used, methods of timber treatment proposed, samples of
materials, methods of assembly/construction and fixing/application to the buildings, shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before the
development commences. The details must contain drawings to a metric scale of 1:50, 1:20
and, where appropriate, 1:1. The timber facades must thereafter be constructed in
accordance with the Method Statement as approved.
5. Full details of the refuse storage and recycling facilities and refuse collection
arrangements shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority before the development is commenced and the storage and recycling facilities
shall in all respects be provided in accordance with the approved details before the
development is first brought into use.
6. The building works required to implement this development shall only be carried out
between the hours of:
Monday to Friday 08:00 to 18:00 Saturdays 08:00 to 12:00
and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
No demolition shall take place, no deliveries shall be accepted and no material shall be
removed from the site outside these hours.
7. Full details of any scheme of external lighting for the development shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the development hereby
permitted is commenced and the development shall not be carried out otherwise than in
accordance with the particulars so approved.
8. Full details, including design and location, of cycle parking facilities shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of any
works on site. The approved facilities shall be provided on site before the first occupation of
the development hereby approved and shall thereafter be maintained.
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9. Prior to the commencement of development a Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The delivery
and servicing areas shall be managed in accordance with the Plan as approved unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
10. Full details of a signage strategy to be used in the development shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to occupation of the
development. Signage shall thereafter be constructed and provided in accordance with the
approved signage strategy.
11. Detailed design drawings at a scale of 1:50 and 1:100 of the new retail units, including
site layout and a schedule to show the location of any A3/A4/A5 uses, shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of
development. No more than 25% of the total floor space of the retail units can be occupied
by A3, A4 and A5 uses. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
12. The retail units hereby permitted shall only be open to the public between the hours of
07:30 and 20:00 on any day.
13. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of mechanical ventilation and
odour control measures shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority. The agreed measures shall be implemented prior to the first occupation
of the buildings to which these measures relate and shall thereafter be maintained and
operated.
14. Details of all hard landscaping arrangements including surface treatment, fencing, or
other means of enclosure, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority before the development is commenced. The landscaping arrangements
shall include the retention of all the existing cobblestones in the market. The hard
landscaping as approved shall be completed before the market is first occupied.
15. No loading or unloading of vehicles arriving at or departing from the development
hereby permitted shall be carried out except within the service yards as defined on
approved plan ref: A_GTC_3100 B.
16. Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site, based
on sustainable drainage principles, and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development, have been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be implemented before the
development is completed. The scheme shall also include:
• details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed after completion
• the allowable discharge rates and the pipe network and surface water storage to
prove that overland flow will not flood buildings during a 1 in 100-year critical
duration storm event.
17. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted (or such other date or
stage in development as may be agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority), the
following components of a scheme to deal with the risks associated with contamination of
the site shall each be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority:
A) A preliminary risk assessment which has identified:
• all previous uses
• potential contaminants associated with those uses
• a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors
• potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.
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B) A site investigation scheme based on (A) to provide information for a detailed
assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including those off-site.
C) The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment (B) and, based on
these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full details of the
remediation measures required and how they are to be undertaken.
D) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in order to
demonstrate that the works set out in (C) are complete and identifying any
requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and
arrangements for contingency action.
Any changes to these components shall require the express approval of the Local Planning
Authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
18. No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground shall be permitted other than
with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority, which may be given for those
parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable risk
to controlled waters.
19. Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be permitted
other than with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority, which may be
given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant
unacceptable risk to groundwater. The development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved details.
20. No development shall take place within the application site until the developer has
secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological recording of the standing
historic buildings as identified in the Historic Buildings and Conservation Area Supporting
Statement (April 2009) in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
21. No demolition or development shall take place until the implementation of a programme
of archaeological work has been secured in accordance with a written scheme of
investigation which has been submitted by the applicant or developer to, and approved in
writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The development shall only take place in
accordance with the approved detailed scheme pursuant to this condition. The
archaeological works shall be carried out by a suitably qualified investigating body
acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.
22. No work on site shall take place until a detailed Design and Method Statement for the
foundation design and all new ground works has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved Design and Method Statement.
23. During construction of the development hereby permitted no vehicles shall leave the site
with earth, mud etc., adhering to the wheels in a quantity which may result in its being
deposited on the public highway or footpath, and creating nuisance, or hazard to vehicles,
or pedestrians. Suitable wheel washing equipment to avoid such problems shall be
installed, operated and maintained thereafter on the site until the development is completed.
The details for the disposal of surface water and drainage from wheel washing for the site
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to any
work commencing on the site.
24. No work on site shall take place until a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The CLP shall:
• Encourage the inclusion of design features to minimise the number of delivery trips
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during the operational phase of the building process;
• Include a plan to reduce the contract duration and the number of trips, particularly
in peak periods, together with a Site Waste Management Plan, justified by a
transport assessment that considers the benefits of using consolidation;
• Include a plan showing when and where deliveries and servicing can take place;
• Include details of contracts that require suppliers and servicing companies to
endeavour to reduce the number of trips and to use legal loading facilities (e.g.
through Freight Operator Recognition Scheme membership).
Construction work on the site shall be implemented and thereafter operated in accordance
with the CLP as approved.
25. No vehicles greater than 7.1 metres in length shall use the service yards unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority in advance.
Conservation Area Consent – Greenwich Market application
1. The works hereby permitted shall begin not later than 5 years from the date of this
consent.
2. The works hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following plans
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
A_GTC_9000 B Ground Floor Building Outline Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_9001 B Roof Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_9002 B Elevations (Existing)
A_GTC_9001 B Roof Plan (Proposed Demolition)
A_GTC_9102 B Elevations (Proposed Demolition)
2. The works of demolition hereby permitted shall not be carried out before a contract for
the carrying out of the works of redevelopment of the site has been made and planning
permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the contract provides.
3. Full details of the demolition of the buildings currently on the site, work methods, control
measures to minimise noise and dust emissions, proposals for identification and removal of
asbestos-based materials and details for the disposal of materials from the site shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to
commencement of any demolition/clearance work on the site. The works, including
demolition and disposal of materials from the site, in all respects shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.
4. Detailed drawings at a scale of 1:50, 1:100 and 1:200 of the location and appearance of
any proposed hoardings around the site during the demolition and construction phases shall
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before works are
commenced on that part of the site. Any hoardings shall only be erected in accordance with
the approved details.
5. The demolition, earth removal, foundation and building works required to implement this
consent shall only be carried out between the hours of:
Monday to Friday 08:00 to 18:00, Saturdays 08:00 to 12:00 and not at all on Sundays, Bank
Holidays and Public Holidays.
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Monument Garden planning application
1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of 5 years
from the date of this permission.
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority:
Site Plan – Use/Access Rev A
West Elevation Rev B (10/06/2009)
North and South Elevations Rev B (10/06/2009)
South Elevation and Detail (07/08/2009)
3. The market structure hereby permitted shall be removed and the land restored to its
former condition, including the reinstatement of the existing cycle route, on or before two
years from the date of commencement of works at Greenwich Market to implement planning
permission Ref. 09/0829/F.
4. Full details and samples of all facing materials to be used on the building shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before development
commences and the development shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the
approved details and samples.
5. Full details of the refuse storage and recycling facilities and refuse collection
arrangements shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority before the development is commenced and the storage and recycling facilities
shall in all respects be provided and thereafter maintained and used in accordance with the
approved details before the building is first occupied.
6. The building works required to implement this development shall only be carried out
between the hours of:
Monday to Friday - 08:00 to 18:00, Saturdays - 08:00 to 12:00
and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
7. Full details of any scheme of external lighting for the development shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the development hereby
permitted is commenced and the development shall not be carried out otherwise than in
accordance with the particulars so approved.
8. Full details, including design and siting, of cycle parking facilities shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of any
works on site and the approved facilities shall be provided on site before the first use of the
building.
9. Prior to the commencement of development, a Delivery and Servicing Management Plan
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The delivery
and servicing areas shall be managed in accordance with the Plan as approved unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
10. Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site, based
on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the
approved details before the development is completed.
11. Details of species and planting heights of replacement trees shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the site is occupied. The
approved replacement trees shall be planted in the next planting season following the
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removal of the temporary structure and shall be thereafter retained. Any trees which die
within a period of 5 years from the completion of the reinstatement phase, are removed or
become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be replaced in the next planting season with
others of similar size and species, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
12. Full details of the signage strategy to be used in the development shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to occupation of the
development and shall be implemented as approved.
13. The short earth anchors used to secure the structure shall not penetrate the ground to a
depth greater than 300mm.
14. Detailed design drawings at a scale of 1:50 and 1:100 of the new retail units, including a
site layout and a schedule to show the location of the A1 to A5 units, shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of
development. No more than 25% of the total floor space of the retail units can be occupied
by A3, A4 and A5 uses. Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.
15. The commercial uses hereby permitted shall only be open between the hours of 07:30
and 23:00 on any day.
16. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of mechanical ventilation and
odour-control measures shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority. The agreed measures shall be implemented prior to the first use of the
building and thereafter maintained and operated.
17. The works proposed for the protection of the existing trees shall be carried out in strict
accordance with the Tree Survey Report (June 2009) unless otherwise agreed in writing
with the Local Planning Authority.
18. No loading or unloading of vehicles arriving at or departing from the premises shall be
carried out except within the defined loading bay areas shown on Figure 5 within the
Transport Assessment (June 2009) and all activities associated with the use shall be
confined to the curtilage of the premises.
19. Details of all hard and soft landscaping arrangements including surface treatment,
fencing, or other means of enclosure, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority before the development is commenced. The approved landscaping
arrangements shall be completed before the market is first operated and thereafter
maintained for the duration of its operation.
20. During construction of the development no vehicles shall leave the site with earth, mud
etc., adhering to the wheels in a quantity which may result in its being deposited on the
public highway or footpath, and creating nuisance, or hazard to vehicles, or pedestrians.
Suitable wheel washing equipment to avoid such problems shall be installed, operated and
maintained thereafter on the site until the development is completed. The details for the
disposal of surface water and drainage from wheel washing shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to any work commencing on the
site.

12

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court
challenge, or making an application for Judicial review, you should consult a
solicitor or other advisor or contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice,
Queens Bench Division, Strand, London, WC2 2LL ( 0207 947 6000).
The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the Courts. The
Secretary of State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the
Secretary of State only if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if it is
redetermined, it does not necessarily follow that the original decision will be reversed.
SECTION 1: PLANNING, TREE PRESERVATION ORDER & ADVERTISEMENT
APPEALS; CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS; GRANTS OF PLANNING
PERMISSION IN ENFORCEMENT NOTICE APPEALS
Depending on the circumstances, the decision may be challenged by making an
application to the High Court under either or both Sections 288 and 289 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCP Act). There are differences between the two
sections, including different time limits, which may affect your choice of which to use.
These are outlined below.
Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP Act
Decisions on called-in applications under section 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals
under section 78 (planning) or section 195 (Lawful Development Certificate) may be
challenged under this section, as may discontinuance order, tree preservation order and
advertisement appeals. Section 288 also relates to enforcement appeals, but only to
decisions granting planning permission or discharging conditions. Success under section
288 alone would not alter any other aspect of an enforcement appeal decision. The
enforcement notice would remain quashed unless successfully challenged under section
289 of the TCP Act or by Judicial Review.
Section 288 provides that a person who is aggrieved by the decision to grant planning
permission or discharge conditions (on an enforcement appeal) or by any decision on an
associated call-in under section 77, appeal under section 78 or section 195 of the TCP
Act, may question the validity of that decision by making an application to the High Court.
SECTION 2: LISTED BUILDING & CONSERVATION AREA CONSENT APPEALS &
CALLED-IN APPLICATIONS; LISTED BUILDING ENFORCEMENT APPEALS.
Depending on the circumstances, the decision may be challenged by making an
application to the High Court under either or both sections 63 and 65 of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the LBCA Act). There are
differences between the two sections, including different time limits, which may affect your
choice of which to use. These are outlined below.

Challenges under section 63 of the LBCA Act
Decisions on appeals made under section 20 (listed building consent) may be challenged
under this section. Section 63 also relates to enforcement appeals, but only to decisions
granting listed building consent or conservation area consent or discharging conditions.
Success under section 63 alone would not alter any other aspect of an enforcement
appeal decision. The enforcement notice would remain quashed unless successfully
challenged under section 65 or by Judicial Review.
Section 63 of the LBCA Act provides that a person who is aggrieved by the decision to
grant listed building or conservation area consent or discharge conditions (on an
enforcement appeal) or by any decision on an associated appeal under section 20 of the
LBCA Act, may question the validity of that decision by making an application to the High
Court.

GROUNDS FOR APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 288 OF THE TCP ACT AND
SECTION 63 OF THE LBCA ACT
Challenges may be made on the grounds:That the decision is not within the powers of the Act; or
That any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with (‘relevant
requirements’ means any requirements of the LBCA Act or the TCP Act as appropriate, or
of the Planning and Tribunals Act 1992, or of any order, regulation or rule made under any
of those Acts).
These two grounds mean in effect that a decision cannot be challenged merely because
someone does not agree with the Secretary of State’s decision. Those challenging a
decision have to be able to show that a serious mistake was made when reaching the
decision; or, for example, that the inquiry, hearing or site visit was not handled correctly or
that the procedures were not carried out properly. If a mistake has been made the Courts
may decide not to quash the decision if the interests of the person making the challenge
have not been prejudiced.
Please note that under both sections an application to the High Court must be lodged with
the Crown Office within 6 weeks of the date of the decision letter. This time limit cannot be
extended. Permission of the Court is not required to make these types of challenge.
CHALLENGES UNDER SECTIONS 289 OF THE TCP ACT & 65 OF THE LBCA ACT
In both planning and listed building enforcement notice appeals, and tree preservation
order enforcement appeals, the appellant, the local planning authority or any person
having an interest on the land (to have an interest in the land means essentially to own,
part own, lease and, in some cases, occupy the site) to which the enforcement notice
relates may challenge the decision in the High Court on a point of law.
An application under either section may only proceed with the permission of the Court. An
application for permission to challenge the decision must be made to the Court within 28
days of the date of the decision, unless the period is extended by the Court.

If you are not the appellant, or the local planning authority or a person with an interest in
the land but you want to challenge a planning enforcement appeal decision on grounds (b)
to (g) or a listed building enforcement appeal decision on grounds (a) to (d) or (f) to (k), or
the decision to quash a notice, you may make an application for Judicial Review. You
should seek legal advice promptly if you wish to use this non-statutory procedure. The
procedure is to make an application for the permission of the Court to seek Judicial
Review. The claim form must be filed promptly and in event within the period of three
months after the grounds to make the claim first arose. In many planning related disputes
a shorter period, say no more than 6 weeks will be regarded as prompt. The Court can
extend or abridge time but will only exercise this power where it is satisfied there are very
good reasons for doing so. The time may not be extended by agreement between the
parties.
SECTION 3: AWARDS OF COSTS
There is no statutory provision for challenging the decision on an application for an award
of costs. The procedure is to make an application for Judicial Review.
SECTION 4: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS
Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the
decision has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the
appendix to the report of the Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of
the date of the decision. If you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you
should get in touch with the office at the address from which the decision was issued, as
shown on the letterhead on the decision letter, quoting the reference number and stating
the day and time you wish to visit. At least 3 days notice should be given, if possible.
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Local Government

The Planning Inspectorate
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2 The Square
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Bristol BS1 6PN
GTN 1371 8000

by P J Asquith MA(Hons) MA MRTPI
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Date: 12 November 2010
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Abbreviations used in the report

AVR Accurate Visual Representation
CA

Conservation Area

CABE Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment
DDA Disability Discrimination Act 1995
DLR Docklands Light Railway
DPD Development Plan Documents
EC
EH

Examination-in-Chief
English Heritage

GBC Greenwich Borough Council
GCG Greenwich Conservation Group
GH Greenwich Hospital (the Appellant)
KSCG Key Stakeholder Consultative Group
KWW King William Walk
LP The London Plan
MOL Metropolitan Open Land
ORNC Old Royal Naval College
PIM Pre-Inquiry Meeting
PLBCAA Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
PPG Planning Policy Guidance
PPS Planning Policy Statement
PTAL Public Transport Accessibility Level
ReX

Re-examination

SAM Scheduled Ancient Monument
TfL

Transport for London

UDP Unitary Development Plan
WGCA West Greenwich Conservation Area
WHS World Heritage Site
XX

Cross-examination
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Appeal A: File Ref: APP/E5330/A/10/2123274
Land bounded by Greenwich Church Street, College Approach, King William
Walk and Nelson Road, Greenwich
•
•
•
•

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against
a refusal to grant planning permission.
The appeal is made by Greenwich Hospital against the decision of the Council of the
London Borough of Greenwich.
The application Ref. 09/0829/F, dated 2 April 2009, was refused by notice dated 28
August 2009.
The development proposed is described as the construction for development for hotel
(C1), retail (A1-A5) and storage, ancillary office (B1), new market roof, operation of a
market, new servicing areas and associated works.

Summary of Recommendation: That planning permission for the Amendment
Scheme be granted.
Appeal B: File Ref: APP/E5330/E/10/2123272
Land bounded by Greenwich Church Street, College Approach, King William
Walk and Nelson Road, Greenwich
•
•
•
•

The appeal is made under sections 20 and 74 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 against a refusal to grant conservation area consent.
The appeal is made by Greenwich Hospital against the decision of the Council of the
London Borough of Greenwich.
The application Ref. 09/0830/C, dated 2 April 2009, was refused by notice dated 28
August 2009.
The proposal is demolition and works to unlisted buildings in Greenwich West
Conservation Area, in association with proposals for the regeneration of Greenwich
Market.

Summary of Recommendation: That conservation area consent be granted.
Appeal C: File Ref: APP/E5330/A/10/2123273
The Monument Garden, Old Royal Naval College, Greenwich
•
•
•
•

The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against
a refusal to grant planning permission.
The appeal is made by Greenwich Hospital against the decision of the Council of the
London Borough of Greenwich.
The application Ref. 09/1338/F, dated 18 June 2009, was refused by notice dated 16
September 2009.
The development proposed is described as the erection of a temporary structure to include
retail (Use Classes A1 and A5) and storage, operation of a market, provision for
pedestrian access, diversion of cycle route and associated works.

Summary of Recommendation: That temporary planning permission be
granted.

Procedural Matters
Recovery of jurisdiction
1.

The Secretary of State has exercised his powers under section 79 and paragraph
3 of Schedule 6 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to direct that he shall
determine these appeals. The reason for this direction is that ‘the appeal involves
proposals which would have an adverse impact on the outstanding universal value,
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integrity, authenticity and significance of a World Heritage Site’ (sic) 1 . Accordingly, I
conducted an Inquiry and this report summarises the cases presented, draws
conclusions and makes recommendations for the Secretary of State’s consideration.
The Inquiry and site visits
2.

The Inquiry opened on 7 September 2010 and sat for 7 days. I conducted both
accompanied and unaccompanied site visits on 16 September prior to the closing of
the Inquiry on 17 September. I also undertook unaccompanied visits to both
Greenwich Market and Monument Garden on several other occasions both during the
daytime (including a Saturday morning) and in the evening. The Bermondsey
Square Hotel in Bermondsey, London, run by Bespoke Hotels Limited, the putative
operators of the proposed hotel development within the market redevelopment, was
also visited unaccompanied.
The Pre-Inquiry Meeting and scheme amendments

3.

A Pre-Inquiry Meeting (PIM) 2 was held on 16 June 2010 to discuss procedural
arrangements to ensure the smooth and efficient running of the Inquiry 3 . Prior to the
PIM the Appellant, Greenwich Hospital, had put forward several suggested
amendments to the scheme for the market redevelopment which it would wish the
Inquiry to consider and the Secretary of State to take into account in coming to his
decisions on the appeals. These amendments sought to address some of the
objections raised and which had led to the Council’s refusal of planning permission.
The Council opposed the consideration of these amendments on the basis that they
were not minor in nature and unfairness would arise to those who would not have the
chance to comment upon them 4 .

4.

At the PIM I heard further submissions from the Appellant and from the Council
as to whether these amendments should be considered. Briefly, the amendments
include the retention and refurbishment of the existing market roof, removal of the
mezzanine level in the proposed central hotel block, an alternative design for the
King William Walk (KWW) facade, changes to materials and the relaying of existing
cobbles interspersed with granite setts 5 . If accepted for consideration, the Appellant
undertook to carry out a full consultation exercise on the amendments prior to the
Inquiry in order to ensure that these could be thoroughly assessed and the
opportunity given for comment.

5.

It was acknowledged that a key element in assessing whether consideration
should be given to the suggested amendments was the judgement in the case of
Bernard Wheatcroft Ltd v the Secretary of State for the Environment (43 P&CR 233,
Forbes J) 6 . Bearing this judgement in mind, and having regard to the nature of the
amendments in relation to the totality of the scheme and the Appellant’s
commitment to initiate a full consultation exercise on them, I decided to accept the
scheme amendments for consideration at the Inquiry. I indicated that
notwithstanding this, evidence at the Inquiry should also address the original scheme
as refused by the Council 7 .

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

CD/J23
A list of abbreviations used in the report is included on page 2 following the Contents page
A note of the PIM is at CD/J20
See CD/J21 relating to pre-PIM correspondence relating to the suggested amendments
The amendments are fully set out in CD/A23
CD/J22
CD/J19, sections 5 & 6
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6.

Following the PIM, the amendments were formally submitted, including
addendums to the Environmental Statement that had originally accompanied the
applications and to the Design and Access Statement 8 . A full consultation exercise
was carried out by the Appellant 9 . The Council had the opportunity of formally
considering the amendments at its Planning Board Meeting on 26 August 2010, prior
to the opening of the Inquiry 10 . At the Inquiry evidence was provided on both the
original scheme and the suggested amendments and there was no demurring from
the fact that both original and amended schemes were being considered. Both
schemes are considered throughout this report and for ease of identification I refer to
the original proposals for the market as ‘the Application Scheme’ and the scheme
with the suggested amendments as ‘the Amendment Scheme’. Neither the schemes
for the temporary relocation of the market to Monument Garden nor the proposals
subject to conservation area consent are affected by the Amendment Scheme.
The Reasons for Refusal

7.

The Council’s reasons for refusal of planning permission for the application
scheme for the market, conservation area consent for demolition of unlisted buildings
within the West Greenwich Conservation Area and planning permission for the
temporary market are set out below.
Market redevelopment (Ref: 09/0829/F subject to Appeal A)
1. The proposed development by reason of its overall height, scale, bulk, massing
and detailing is considered to have an unbalanced and dominant relationship with
the established urban fabric of the area resulting in a visually obtrusive form of
development to the detriment of the area and adjacent Grade II listed buildings.
As such, the proposed development would be out of keeping with its historic
surroundings and would adversely affect and fail to preserve or enhance the
character and appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area and would
have an adverse effect on the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site in which it
is located. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policies SD1,
D1, D16, D29, TC7, TC8 and T1 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 and
paragraphs 2.16-2.17 and Annex C of PPG15: Planning and the Historic
Environment.
2. The proposed development by reason of its overall height, scale, bulk, massing
and siting would result in an overdevelopment of the site and would adversely
affect the existing patterns of development and (sic) in the West Greenwich
Conservation Area and Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site in which it is
located. The proposed development is considered to lead to ‘town cramming’ and
would have an adverse impact on the character of the area and fails to safeguard
the interests of adjoining properties. Therefore, the proposal would be contrary
to Policies SD1, D1, D16, D29, TC7, TC8 and T1 of the Unitary Development Plan
and paragraphs 2.16-2.17 and Annex C of PPG15: Planning and the Historic
Environment.
3. The proposed detailed design and materials of the development would be out
of keeping with its historic surroundings. As such it would adversely affect the
setting of the adjoining Grade II listed buildings, fail to preserve or enhance the
character and appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area and have an
8

CD/A19-A25
CD/A26
10
CD/G8
9
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adverse affect (sic) on the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site in which it is
located. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SD1, D1, D16, D29, TC7,
TC8 and T1 of the Unitary Development Plan and paragraphs 2.16-2.17 and
Annex C of PPG15: Planning and the Historic Environment.
4. The proposed covered market by reason of its detailed design and materials
would result in a low quality of design for the covered market and result in a poor
environment contrary to Policies SD1 and D1 of the Unitary Development Plan.
5. The proposed development by reason of its siting, scale, height and proximity
to the adjoining residential properties would result in an increased sense of
enclosure and loss of outlook detrimental to residential amenities presently
enjoyed by the adjoining residential properties and is therefore contrary to
Policies SD1 and D1 of the Unitary Development Plan.
6. The proposed development could potentially have an adverse effect on the
overall perspective and essential quality of Local Views, views and vistas to and
from the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site, and skyline and distant views
both to and from the Areas of Special Character. Inadequate information has
been submitted to assess the impact of the development on these views and
areas and is therefore contrary to Policies D27, D29 and TC7 of the Unitary
Development Plan.
7. The proposed development by reason of its access and servicing arrangements
for the whole site and lack of on-site parking for hotel staff and visitors would
impact on the free flow of traffic and result in additional congestion and
obstruction on the local highway to the detriment of pedestrian and highway
safety, contrary to Policies M26, M27, M29 and M33 of the Unitary Development
Plan and PPG13: Transport.
Conservation Area Consent (Ref: 09/0830/C subject to Appeal B)
1. Demolition except in conjunction with and immediately prior to an approved
scheme of redevelopment would be to the detriment of the character and
appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area. The proposal is therefore
contrary to Policy D17 of the Unitary Development Plan.
Erection of temporary market at Monument Garden (Ref: 09/1338/F subject
to Appeal C)
1. Planning permission and Conservation Area Consent has (sic) not been granted
on the redevelopment of the existing market site. Therefore, there are no special
circumstances that would justify the use of this sensitive MOL, Ancient Monument
site, within the West Greenwich Conservation Area and the Maritime World
Heritage Site for a temporary market. The proposals are therefore premature
and are contrary to Policies SD1, D1, D16, TC7, TC8, TC11, TC24, SO4, O1 and
O2 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006.
Environmental Assessment
8.

An Environmental Statement under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999, as amended,
was submitted with the applications 11 . In addition, to accompany the proposed
changes in the Amendments Scheme, addendums to the Environmental Statement

11

CD/A5-A9
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were submitted under Regulation 19. The Appellant and the Council agree that the
Environmental Statement as updated complies with the above Regulations 12 . There
are no matters in dispute between them in respect of environmental issues
addressed relating to noise, odour, ground contamination, flood risk or surface water
runoff, subject to control by appropriate conditions 13 .
The Sites and their Surroundings
The market site
9.

Greenwich Market is located within Greenwich town centre and is at the heart of
an urban block bounded by College Approach to the north, KWW to the east, Nelson
Road to the south and Greenwich Church Street to the west 14 . The appeal site is
shown outlined in red together with the Appellant’s immediately adjacent land
ownership on page 15 of CD/A16 15 . It is mainly bounded by the rear of a mixture of
commercial and residential properties, many of which are Grade II listed buildings
and generally of between three and four storeys in height, that front these principal
roads 16 . Most of these originate from the re-planning of the town centre by Joseph
Kay, the Surveyor to Greenwich Hospital, in the 1830s when he laid out the market
on its present site together with some of the surrounding streets 17 . The market is
accessed through or between these buildings; via an arch to College Approach,
Durnford Street to the west, from Turnpin Lane that runs east-west across the
southern end of the market behind buildings fronting Nelson Road, and between
buildings off this latter road.

10.

The central market area, with a predominantly cobbled floor, is covered by a
pitched, part-translucent acrylic corrugated canopy supported on cast-iron
columns 18 . The present structure dates from the first decade of the 20th century and
is locally listed for its character value and historic associations 19 . A market has
existed on the site since the first half of the 19th century 20 . It currently trades five
days a week (Wednesday-Sunday), is predominantly an arts and crafts market but
with other produce such as antiques and collectibles, fresh produce and food-to-go
on certain days 21 . The market canopy and some of the buildings along Turnpin Lane
are locally listed for their historical interest and character value 22 . To its eastern and
western sides the market is immediately flanked for the most part by three-storey
brick terraces constructed in the late 1950s. These now house primarily shop units
facing the market, with offices and studio/workshops above. Between the rear of
these western blocks and properties fronting Greenwich Church Street are two
service yards to the north and south of Durnford Street from which access to them is

12

SoCG1, para 5.27 & LBG3, para 7.5
SoCG1, paras 5.27-5.28
14
Frontages of these flanking buildings are shown on pages 18 & 19 of CD/A16
15
See also CD/A6, section 1 where at Figure 1.2 the site is shown within its wider Greenwich
setting and an aerial photograph showing the site within its urban context is on the page
preceding the contents within CD/A25
16
See the plan on p17, GH1/1/1
17
GH2/1/1, section 4
18
This is well illustrated in the photograph on p17 of CD/A16
19
LBG2/2, para 2.4.5
20
GH2/1/1, paras 4.5 & 4.6
21
CD/A3, para 3.7
22
CD/G2, para 5.2
13
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gained 23 . The appeal site also includes four properties (Nos. 29-32) within KWW
which are buildings replaced following Second World War bomb damage.
11.

The site lies within the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site (WHS), which
includes Greenwich Park and the Royal Observatory Buildings to the south-east, the
Cutty Sark (currently undergoing restoration) (to the north), the National Maritime
Museum, Old Royal Naval College Buildings (ORNC) (to the east and south-east) and
St Alfege Church (to the south-west). It is also within the historic town centre part
of the extensively-drawn West Greenwich Conservation Area (WGCA), the character
of which in the vicinity of the site is defined by the formal Kay terraces, the
rectilinear street layout and the more sinuous Greenwich Church Street. These
surround and contain the market area which has a tightly-knit, intimate feel. The
site is also within a Strategic View corridor, the Thames Policy Area and within an
Area of Archaeological Potential 24 .
Monument Garden site

12.

The application site for the location of the temporary market is the Monument
Garden within the ORNC, to the north-east of Greenwich town centre and
approximately 150m from Greenwich Market 25 . The site is a generally grassed area
surrounded by large mature London plane trees. To the immediate south is the
grade II listed Pepys Building, which houses the ORNC visitor centre, to the
immediate west is the grade II listed New Zealand War Memorial beyond which is the
grade I listed Cutty Sark. To the north, separated by a footpath, is Greenwich Pier.
The site is enclosed on three sides by metal railings but has several pedestrian
access points.

13.

The site is within the WHS, WGCA, is designated Metropolitan Open Land (MOL),
is part of the ORNC Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM), within a Strategic View
corridor, the Thames Policy Area and within an Area of Archaeological Potential 26 .
Planning Policy

14.

The development plan for the area includes The London Plan (LP) (Consolidated
with Alterations since February 2004), adopted in February 2008, and the saved
policies of the Greenwich Unitary Development Plan (UDP), adopted in 2006.
Although none of the Council’s reasons for refusal make reference to LP policies the
agreed Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) relating to the market redevelopment
and the temporary market list numerous LP policies considered to be relevant 27 . The
SoCGs also list a considerable number of those UDP saved policies considered
relevant 28 . The LP Policies are at CD/I1 and the UDP policies at CD/I5 29 .

23

These are shown in the photographs on p24 of GH1/1/1 and the aerial photograph on p16
of CD/A16 shows the relationship of market, offices/studios and service yards
24
The boundary of the WHS is shown on p12 of CD/A16 and the boundary of the WGCA
shown in CD/J3, pg2
25
The boundary of the site is shown in CD/C6, p6 and its wider context can be seen on pages
16 & 17 of GH1/1/1
26
CD/G1, paras 5.5 & 5.6
27
SoCGs 1 & 2
28
In SoCG 1 UDP Policy SD2 is listed as relevant although this has not been saved
29
Inspector’s note: Although the title page of CD/I5 indicates that the quoted policies are
saved, the schedule of saved policies attached to the Council’s Statement of Case (CD/J24)
makes clear that some of those listed in CD/I5 have not in fact been saved
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15.

Those UDP policies referred to within the three decision notices can be
summarised. Policy SD1 indicates that the Council will encourage high quality of
design in all new developments which positively contributes to the improvement of
their accessibility, safety and the built and natural environment. Policy D1 expects
proposals to be of a high quality of design and sets out specified criteria that should
be met. Policy D16 requires development to preserve or enhance the character or
appearance of conservation areas, taking into account local scale, the established
pattern of development, building form and materials. Policy D17 indicates that
conservation area consent for the demolition of buildings within a conservation area
will normally only be given when planning permission has been granted for a suitable
redevelopment. Development that would detract from the setting and proportions of
listed buildings will be resisted under Policy D20.

16.

Policy D27 seeks to safeguard the perspective and essential quality of defined
Local Views, including those from within Greenwich Park towards Docklands, whilst
Policy D29 indicates that skylines and distant views to and from Areas of Special
Character, which include Greenwich Park, will be protected. The site and setting and
the unique character and appearance of the WHS is to be protected and enhanced
under Policy TC7. Views and vistas to and from it should be visually sympathetic.
Policy TC8 seeks to preserve and promote the enhancement of the town centre by
requiring new development to be appropriately scaled, respect existing form and
character, and display the highest standards in design, detailing and finishing. Market
development in the town centre will be strictly controlled under Policy TC11 to
protect residential amenity and the qualities of the CA. Development that would
diminish the character and use of the town civic spaces are to be resisted under
Policy TC24.

17.

Proposals for tourism development in town centres, including hotels over 10
bedspaces, are to be welcomed under Policy T1 providing a number of specified
criteria can be met. These include ensuring that the level of traffic generated will not
adversely impact on the surrounding environment or traffic congestion or bus
services, will not result in significant harm to the amenity of neighbouring residents,
and that all aspects of the development are accessible to those with sensory or
mobility impairments.

18.

Under Policy M26 developers should provide a justification for parking levels
proposed, each to be considered on its merits, whilst under Policy M27 proposals
should include a consideration of parking provision for people with disabilities. This
latter policy also indicates that in areas with high public transport accessibility
(almost) zero provision of parking may be appropriate. Adequate servicing areas
should be provided in commercial developments to allow vehicles to leave the site in
forward gear under Policy M29. Policy M33 promotes high standards of pedestrian
safety, accessibility and convenience.

19.

Policy SO4 seeks to safeguard MOL from built development and specifies those
forms of development considered appropriate there, whilst Policies O1 and O2 set out
criteria to be met for those forms of development that would be acceptable in the
MOL.

20.

The following are amongst the relevant LP policies. Policy 3C.2 states that
development with significant transport implications should include a Transport
Assessment and Travel Plan as part of a planning application. To improve the
quality, variety and distribution of visitor accommodation Policy 3D.7 seeks to
achieve 40,000 net additional hotel bedrooms by 2026. Under Policy 3D.10 MOL
should be protected from inappropriate development and given the same level of
9
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protection as Green Belt. Policy 4B.5 requires development to meet the highest
standards of accessibility and inclusion and indicates that it should be shown how
everyone, including those with disabilities, should be able to use developments that
are proposed. Policy 4B.11 seeks to protect and enhance London’s historic
environment whilst Policy 4B.13 seeks to support schemes that make use of historic
assets which help to improve local economies and community cohesion and which fit
in with wider regeneration objectives.
21.

Implementation of management plans for WHSs to protect their historic character
and safeguard and enhance their setting is encouraged under Policy 4B.14. The
London View Management Framework is introduced by Policy 4B.16 and designates a
selected set of strategically important views, including the London Panorama from
Greenwich Park, to be managed in accordance with Policies 4B.17 and 4B.18.

22.

Other documents of relevance and to be taken into account as material
considerations include: The London Plan – Consultation Draft Replacement Plan
(October 2009) 30 ; the Draft London View Management Framework (June 2009) 31 ;
Greenwich Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) (February
2008) 32 ; and West Greenwich Draft Conservation Area Appraisal (September
2009) 33 . Reference has also been made to the Maritime Greenwich –World Heritage
Site Management Plan (December 2004) 34 and Circular 07/2009 on the Protection of
World Heritage Sites in England (July 2009) 35 . The former sets out a number of
objectives which have been adopted to fulfil the commitment to maintaining the
outstanding universal values of the WHS as detailed in the criteria which underlie its
Inscription by UNESCO. Circular 07/2009 indicates that the effective management of
WHSs should be concerned with identification and promotion of change that will
conserve and enhance their outstanding universal value, authenticity and integrity
and with modifications or mitigation of changes that might change those values.

23.

Planning Policy Guidance Note 15 Planning and the Historic Environment (PPG15)
is quoted in some of the Council’s reasons for refusal. Whilst extant at the time of
the Council’s determination of the applications, this has now been superseded by
Planning Policy Statement 5 Planning for the Historic Environment (PPS5) of March
2010. Within the context of the Inquiry reference was made to the guidance within
PPS5. Reference has been made to other national planning guidance, in particular to
that in PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development and PPG13 Transport. PPG2 Green
Belts is relevant in the context of the consideration of development in the MOL which
is accorded the same protection as Green Belts, as made clear in LP Policy 3D.10.
Planning History
Market site

24.

SoCG1 provides a summary of the recent planning history relating to
development in and around the market site and the more significant proposals within
its vicinity 36 . None of these has a particular bearing on the present proposals.
However, seven separate listed building consents have been granted relating to

30
31
32
33
34
35
36

CD/I4
CD/I8
CD/I7
CD/J3
CD/J1
CD/J5
SoCG1, pgs 5 & 6
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works on properties in and around the market. These works would be required and
consequent upon the wider redevelopment should permission and consent be granted
for the present proposals. These consents relate to the Coach and Horses public
house, (No. 13 Greenwich Market), Nos. 24, 28 and 34-42 Greenwich Church Street,
Nos. 2-7 College Approach and Nos. 24-28 and 33-36 KWW. They are detailed in
CD/E1 with the consent decision notices in CD/G7. Briefly, these works in the main
relate to the rear elevations and interfaces and yards of buildings backing onto the
market (and the flank elevation of the Coach and Horses which would become
exposed if the market development proceeded).
Monument Garden site
25.

SoCG2 indicates that a number of temporary planning permissions have
previously been granted on the site including a 55m high observation wheel and a
temporary ice skating rink. The Monument Garden is regularly used for temporary
tented structures under permitted development rights associated with various events
and filming occurring within the ORNC grounds.
The Proposals
The Application Scheme

26.

The proposals for the regeneration of Greenwich Market comprise several
elements which, in summary, are 37 :

•

Replacement of the existing market roof with a new stand-alone, translucent
fabric roof supported on new columns to provide a covered flexible space for when
the market is and is not in operation. The floor would be resurfaced.

•

Replacement of the bomb-replaced buildings in KWW accommodating part of a
new ‘boutique’ hotel and the restoration of No. 32 to match the existing terraced
houses along this frontage. A new walkway from KWW into the market would be
formed.

•

Eastern building. The existing 1950s building flanking the eastern side of the
market would be replaced by a four-storey building which, in its central section and
first to third floors, would house a hotel that would be connected to the main hotel
entrance and reception on KWW. Ground floor retail units would face the market.

•

Central building. A four-storey building would replace the current 1950s building
to the western side of the market. This would accommodate retail and hotel use on
the ground floor with hotel bedrooms on the upper floors 38 .

•

Western building. A new two/three-storey building to the west of the central
building would have ground floor retail units fronting onto a new curved street
formed between the two buildings. Above the retail units would be flexible studio
space accessed by an elevated walkway.

•

New service yards would be created in place of those existing between the
western building and the back of properties in Greenwich Church Street, with access
off Durnford Street.

37

CD/A3 & CD/A16, p34
The hotel elements to the east and west of the market area would function as a single
entity whilst being physically split by the market. The Application Scheme proposes 104
bedrooms (GH1/1/1, pg37)
38
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The Amendment Scheme
27.

The scheme would be as described above with the following amendments:

•

The existing market roof structure would be retained, repainted and recovered
with boarded lining, new areas of glazing and a new glazed lantern rooflight.

•

The existing cobbles within the market would be re-laid, interspersed with granite
setts.

•

External cladding of the rear of the eastern block would be changed from timber
to white-painted render; cladding of the west-facing curved facade of central block
would be changed from timber to brick and the gable ends of the eastern, central
and western blocks would be changed from timber to brick.

•

There would be the omission of mezzanine rooms and reduction in height of the
roofscape of the hotel in the central block and removal of parapet walls to the hotel
atrium on the eastern block. The number of bedrooms would be reduced to 99 39 .

•

The design of the rebuilt KWW facade would be reviewed to increase the number
of arches from three to five, with associated amendments to window detailing and
numbers and the roofscape.
Conservation area consent proposals

28.

The market regeneration proposals as described above would necessitate the
demolition of certain unlisted buildings. These include the market canopy (applicable
to allow the Application Scheme to proceed), the flanking 1950s office buildings, Nos.
29-32 KWW, which were rebuilt following wartime bomb damage, and walls and
outbuildings to the rear of properties within Greenwich Church Street and within the
present service yards. 40 .
Temporary market at Monument Garden

29.

The proposed temporary market would be a steel-framed structure with
transparent PVC gable ends, uPVC doors, PVC roofing and a raised decked floor in the
interior of the tent. This would provide accommodation for Greenwich market traders
whilst the redevelopment of the market took place. Additionally, there would be six
temporary retail units faced with timber panels and display windows and a service
area 41 . The temporary market building would have a western section of some 25m x
25m and an eastern section of some 20m x 20m with ridges respectively 7m and
6.2m high.
Statements of Common Ground

30.

Three agreed SoCG have been produced. That relating to the market
redevelopment (both planning and conservation area consent) describes the appeal
site and its surroundings, planning history, the proposals and relevant planning

39

GH1/1/1, p37
CD/B1 & B2. A small stable building (currently used as a flower shop) and an adjoining
two-storey structure known locally as the banana warehouse, which face the southern side of
Durnford Street, already benefit from listed building consent for demolition, consent ref:
09/0834/L relating to No. 28 Greenwich Church Street, (CD/G7)
41
CD/C1-C3
40
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policy. A list of suggested conditions is agreed 42 . Amongst the matters agreed
between the Appellant and Council are:
•

The market and surrounding buildings are in need of rejuvenation.

•

The four properties in KWW built as replacements for those bomb-damaged are
of a relatively unimpressive architectural character and do not relate particularly well
to the remainder of the terrace built in the 19th century. As such, these existing
buildings do not make a strong contribution to the character of the WGCA or the
WHS. Their replacement with a contemporary architectural approach is appropriate.

•

The 1950s terraces flanking the market are of utilitarian form and design and do
not make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the WGCA, their
contribution being neutral at best.

•

Hotel and retail uses are appropriate, could help to sustain the market and
improve the vitality and viability of Greenwich town centre.

•

The current market canopy defines the market space but the roof structure is
relatively mundane and the transparent sheeting unattractive resulting in a dull
space underneath. A replacement canopy would provide scope for improving the
current environment and appearance of the market space whilst retaining its
character. There is no objection to retaining and repainting the cast iron columns and
replacing the sheeting with glass and other improvements.

•

There is an identified need for hotel space in Greenwich and hotels can assist the
local economy, boosting the number and variety of jobs available and increasing the
level of spending in the town centre. The hotel would be broadly positioned in an
appropriate location to meet this identified need. The inclusion of a high-quality
hotel within the overall scheme could support the long-term aspirations of both the
World Heritage Appeal Site Visitor Management Plan 43 and the overall tourism
strategy for the Borough. The hotel would employ in the region of 140 full and parttime jobs 44 .

•

The site is sustainable in transport terms, being close to Cutty Sark Docklands
Light Railway (DLR) station and Greenwich Mainline/DLR station, with links to both
Canary Wharf and central London. It also has good bus links to other parts of the
Borough and the wider area.

•

The proposals must be considered in the context of the need to protect and
enhance the essential and unique character and appearance of the WHS.

•

The layout, particularly of the market, is based on historic precedent and largely
follows the footprint of the existing space which is an acceptable approach.

•

The principle of the removal of the modern brick paviours from the market and
the retention, renovation and relaying of all the existing cobbles on the main market
floor interspersed with more appropriate new granite setts is agreed.

42

The list of suggested conditions was amended and updated in light of discussion at the
Inquiry (Docs 19 & 20)
43
Inspector’s note: The World Heritage Appeal Site Visitor Management Plan is not listed as
an Inquiry document
44
At the Inquiry it was suggested that this amounted to 86 full-time equivalent jobs (C
McDade, verbal answer to Inspector’s question)
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•

The proposed eastern building would be visible above the KWW roofline. The
interaction between the hotel and the market is important and the overlooking of the
market could increase passive surveillance of the market space.

•

There is an existing sense of enclosure and reduced outlook to the rear of
residential properties within KWW by reason of the existing office building. The
majority of habitable rooms there would satisfy daylight design standards, only one
falling slightly short.

•

The provision of flexible studio space at first floor level in the western building
could support the local economy.

•
31.

The existing service yards are unsightly and inefficient.
Disputed matters are those which are the subject of the Council’s reasons for
refusal.

32.

The SoCG on transport issues indicates agreement on:

•

Future pedestrianisation within the vicinity of the market and the regeneration
scheme are not incompatible.

•

The PTAL (Public Transport Accessibility Level) 45 for the market is 5 – good
accessibility.

•

The hotel is the only element of the regeneration scheme for which an increase in
person trips needs to be considered.

•

The Transport Assessment (CD/A8) prepared for the application scheme is
equally applicable to the amendment scheme.

•

A 7.1m-long skip lorry would be able to enter the proposed service area, turn
round and leave in a forward gear.

33.

Areas of agreement relating to the scheme for the temporary relocation of the
market include:

•

The existing market plays a key role in the vitality and viability of Greenwich
town centre and contributes to Greenwich as a tourist destination. If permission is
granted for the redevelopment of the existing market the principle of a temporary
market for two years is agreed between the Appellant, Council, retailers and
stallholders. This would allow the construction phase of the regeneration of the
market to be completed. A phased programme of construction allowing market
trading to continue was rejected because of the difficult trading conditions that would
have been encountered and because this would have resulted in a longer
construction period. Without an alternative location for the market there would be a
loss of a popular and viable tourist attraction and this would impact on traders’
livelihoods. The wholesale temporary relocation of the market, still within the town
centre and less than 200m away, would provide retailers and stallholders with a
continuity of trade during the construction period.

•

The agreed location is the most appropriate of the three alternatives considered
in terms of size, availability and proximity. The planning history of The Monument

45

This is considered within the Transport Assessment (CD/A4), paras 2.21 & 2.22 and is
based on the quoted Transport for London, Measuring Public Transport Accessibility Levels
(PTALS) Summary, June 2003
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Garden demonstrates that temporary development has been approved previously
and is not necessarily unacceptable in this location.
•

There would be a temporary impact upon the character and openness of the
MOL. However, there would be sufficient special circumstances to justify
development in this location if the existing market is closed for redevelopment. If
planning permission and conservation area consent were granted for the
redevelopment of the market site and this is implemented without an alternative
location for the market it could result in the loss of a popular and viable tourist
attraction within the town centre.

•

There would be a visual impact but its temporary nature would not result in any
irreparable harm or permanent loss of open space and the existing boundary
treatment would contribute to reducing this impact.

•

The simple design for the temporary market is appropriate. The design
reinforces its temporary nature.

•

There would be limited impact on the SAM and Scheduled Monument Consent has
been granted.

•

There would be limited impact on the setting and views of nearby listed
buildings 46 and there would be no long-term impact on key views of the ORNC.

•

The site benefits from good public transport accessibility, is accessible by foot
and cycle and the proposed servicing and management arrangements are acceptable
subject to control by appropriate condition. There would be unlikely to be a
significant impact on either public transport or the strategic highway network and
there are no highway objections subject to the reinstatement of cycle facilities 47 .

•

There would be no impact on residential amenity, the loss of two young trees
would not have a detrimental impact on visual amenity, their replacement could be
conditioned, and the site benefits from flood defences.
Main Issues

34.

At the PIM I indicated what I considered to be the main issues that needed to be
addressed at the Inquiry and these were re-iterated unchanged when the Inquiry
opened. There was no demurring from the issues identified. These were:
Market regeneration scheme
1) The impact of the development works at Greenwich Market on the
appearance and character of the West Greenwich Conservation Area, the
setting of adjacent grade II listed buildings, and their effect on the Maritime
Greenwich World Heritage Site, having regard to detailed design and materials
and whether the scheme would result in an overdevelopment of the site.
2) Impact of the above scheme on the living conditions of adjoining residents,
with particular regard to dominance, enclosure and outlook.

46

These include the Cutty Sark, the Pepys Building, New Zealand War Memorial and
perimeter railings and gates to the Garden.
47
SoCG3 confirms that there is no objection on transportation grounds to the temporary
relocation of the market
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3) The effect of the above scheme on highway and pedestrian safety and the
free flow of traffic.
Temporary market scheme
1) Whether there are very special circumstances justifying the use of the
Monument Garden, which is designated as Metropolitan Open Land, and
which is also an Ancient Monument site, is within the West Greenwich
Conservation Area and the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site, by
what would be inappropriate development.
The Case for Greenwich Hospital (the Appellant)
General matters
35.

The scheme is of real importance for the future of Greenwich town centre. It will
revitalise the market area, retaining the existing market and providing new retail
floorspace, studio/workshop units, and a new hotel in an appropriate new setting.
Economic vitality is crucial to the maintenance and sustainability of Greenwich’s
historic environment; and the economic benefits of the proposals are clear and
significant, albeit very largely unrecognised in the Council’s evidence.

36.

Much of the Council’s evidence has been exaggerated. This is particularly so in
the light of the very full pre- and post-application discussions with officers, and the
clear recommendation for approval given to the Council’s Planning Board 48 . The
Council’s evidence has altogether failed to acknowledge this, or to explain how or
why there can have been such a fundamental level of disagreement between
experienced and competent colleagues. Points never previously raised, either at the
time prior to the determination of the applications, or in the reasons for refusal, or
the Council’s letter of 14th June 2010 49 , have been pursued laboriously in spite of this
(and indeed in spite of their lack of merit).

37.

Greenwich Hospital is a very long-established, locally-based charity with a high
reputation amongst fair-thinking people 50 . Despite its frustration with the Council’s
attitude at the Inquiry, it regards a good and positive working relationship with the
Council as essential both now and for the future. It is determined, should planning
permission be granted, to ensure that, in partnership with the Council, the scheme
will be something of which Greenwich can genuinely be proud.

38.

Greenwich Hospital is also entirely committed to the future of the market (indeed
it is under a legal obligation to operate the market 51 ), has no ‘secret agenda’, and
has recently itself taken control of the market with a view to improving and
rationalising its functioning. It is actively engaging with market traders about issues
such as the hot food stalls and would hardly have made these applications, which
include the retention of the existing market, the provision of a much enhanced
setting for it, and the provision of a site for a temporary market whilst the main

48

Pre-application discussions took place between summer 2007 and April 2009, CD/G1 & G2
Doc 6
50
The Appellant suggests Mr Edward Hill’s remarks about the charity were irrelevant and in
any event misconceived (as put in XX)
51
GH4/1 Appx 6 – Greenwich Markets Act 1849
49
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works are being carried out, were it harbouring an intention to shut it down 52 . It
intends to provide the same number of stalls as in the existing market and is
examining new designs for the stalls so that they can be erected and moved more
easily, thereby facilitating evening activities in the market. It will continue to consult
with traders on both of these matters which are, in any event, management issues
and of very little relevance to the Secretary of State’s decision on these appeals.
39.

The Appellant has instructed one of the leading firms of architects in the country
to design the scheme. It is very apparent from the evidence the care with which the
scheme has been developed. Mr Selby has very extensive experience of designing
successful schemes in sensitive locations 53 .

40.

An attempt to denigrate the professionalism of the Appellant’s witnesses (not just
Mr Selby) was unworthy of the Council, again especially so in the light of the hard
work done by the team at the application stage to satisfy Council officers that the
scheme was acceptable. It even, absurdly, formed the centrepiece of the Council’s
opening statement 54 , which entirely failed to address the merits (or otherwise) of the
proposals. Such suggestions are entirely rejected, the Appellant’s witnesses all being
of the highest professional standing and repute.

41.

There is agreement on the part of the Council that, if the Secretary of State finds
the main market regeneration scheme acceptable, then the two appeals relating to
conservation area consent and the temporary market should also be allowed 55 .
Evidence on these matters was entirely taken as read. Having initially had concerns
about the temporary market proposals, it is fair to say that, on the whole, the market
stallholders no longer have any objection to these 56 . The suggested conditions
relating to these two schemes, should the appeals be allowed, are fully agreed
between the Council and the Appellant.

42.

The Secretary of State has two schemes before him – the original planning
application scheme and that scheme as amended – but only one planning application.
Therefore, only one permission can be granted. It would be possible, however, to
grant permission for a mixture of the two schemes, should any element of one
scheme be found to be unacceptable and the same element of the other scheme be
found to be acceptable. The Appellant’s position on the amendments can be briefly
summarized:

(i)
(ii)

Retention of cobbles: common to both schemes, agreed by the Council and welcomed
by most.
Retention of the existing market roof: replacement of the existing roof would create a
lighter, vibrant space and remains justified but retention of the existing roof has
some advantage in heritage terms and with recladding and refurbishment would

52

C McDade, EC
GH1/1/1, section 7
54
Doc 5, paras 5-7
55
See SoCG2, Section 5, para 2
56
E.g. K Jaconello Statement, in which the temporary market proposals were not mentioned
(having previously been in her e-mailed representations on the original application dated 10
May 2009); nor by Mr Summerfield. Also SoCG2, Section 5, para 3
53
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(iii)
(iv)
(v)
(vi)
43.

provide an entirely satisfactory solution. Retention and refurbishment is generally
preferred 57 .
Replacement of timber with brick: a slight preference for original (timber-clad)
elevations though, for example, ICOMOS prefer brick 58 .
KWW facade: both equally good but a general preference for the 5-bay option 59 .
Removal of parapet walls to atrium: a minor change but beneficial.
Omission of hotel mezzanine level plus reduction in height of roofscape in the central
block by rationalising plant; again a minor but beneficial change 60 .
The consultation responses from the various statutory and other bodies must
clearly carry great weight. In terms of the impact of the proposals on the historic
environment, the greatest weight should be accorded to the views of English Heritage
(EH), the Government’s statutory adviser on such matters. That is especially so
given that EH had ‘extensive pre-application discussions with the Appellant’s
architects’, and that
the submitted [i.e. application] proposals take full account of our concerns. We
welcome the retention of the market in Greenwich Town Centre and we consider the
proposed development will have little or no impact upon key views within the
Greenwich Maritime World Heritage Site. 61
EH reiterated their views in their letter relating to the amended scheme and generally
welcomed the amendments 62 . The EH officer Mr Woods’ views were endorsed by
senior officers by a process of internal review 63 .

44.

The Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment’s views (CABE), in
terms of urban design, also merit considerable weight, albeit less than they might
otherwise have done given that no CABE officer visited the site, which is really
essential if a proper understanding of the proposals is to be achieved 64 .

45.

CABE does not object to the proposals; it welcomes the commitment to high
quality design, which (on any reasonable interpretation of its letter) it is plain it
thinks has been achieved – their conclusion is that they ‘welcome the scheme’, but
‘still have some concerns’ – and ‘think the proposal could do more to enhance the
existing market environment’ 65 . That, even if the Secretary of State were to agree
with it, would not of course justify the refusal of planning permission: the question is
not (pace Mr Brown) what is ‘the most beneficial development for this site’ 66 but
whether this development, tested against the relevant policies, is acceptable. In any
event, no ‘better’ alternatives have been suggested.

57

This would remove the Council’s reason for refusal 4: LBG2/2, section 6.2. See also for
example CABE letter 21 July 2010 (Doc 2, (36))
58
CD/F1 letter of 5 August 2009 p 2; CABE letter 21 July 2010 (Doc 2, (36)); but English
Heritage are less certain (letter of 9 July 2010, (Doc 2, (35))
59
E.g. English Heritage letter 9 July 2010 (Doc 2 (35)); LBG2/2, section 6.4
60
(v) and (vi) agreed by Council (LBG2/2, section 6.5 though objection to height remains)
61
EH letter 8 June 2009 CD/F1
62
Letter of 9 July 2010, (Doc 2, (35))
63
C McDade, verbal evidence
64
C McDade, EC; GH1/1/3, para 3.0.1
65
CABE letter 21 July 2010, (Doc 2, (38))
66
LBG3, para 7.7
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46.

Furthermore, CABE’s reservations about the design of the development have
been carefully considered and the Appellant does not agree with them 67 . In fact
these relate only to the ‘circular route’ and the size of the hotel, both of which are
addressed further below; and to the relationship between the retained market roof
and the new building, which is plainly capable of resolution at the detailed design
stage 68 .

47.

ICOMOS too did not object to the planning application: indeed, they were ‘in
favour of the overall concept of the redevelopment’ but raised ‘concern over [certain]
specific aspects of the proposals’ 69 . These concerns were summarised on the last
page of their letter, and all eight of these have now been addressed 70 through the
amended scheme and additional Accurate Visual Representations (AVRs), or (in the
case of the detail of the proposed materials) can be covered by planning condition.

48.

There has been direct evidence from the Maritime Greenwich WHS Executive.
Whilst some reservations which some members of the Executive had about the
scheme have been raised, the Executive ‘welcomes [the scheme] in principle within
its WHS context, did not object to the original scheme, and welcomes the scheme
amendments’ 71 .

49.

The Greenwich Conservation Group’s (GCG) only remaining criticism of the
(amended) scheme is the impact the development might have on residential amenity
in the KWW properties 72 . Whilst plainly an issue that has to be addressed, this does
not relate to the conservation of the historic environment; therefore, the GCG has no
outstanding concerns about matters which are of direct relevance to its functions.
The Blackheath Society aligns itself with the GCG 73 . The development does not affect
the rare medieval and 17th century survivals such as Turnpin Lane.

50.

The Westcombe Society does object to the development, albeit that it considers
the amendments to be ‘significant improvements’ 74 . Its objections are considered
below.

51.

The strong support of Nick Raynsford MP 75 should be accorded very significant
weight not only because he is the local MP but also because he chaired the Key
Stakeholders Group, and is therefore well-informed about the proposals (as is
evident from his letter), and because he takes a holistic view of the proposals and
has not bowed to the weight of local opposition. This, by contrast, cannot be
assumed to be well-informed; and very many of the letters of objection to the
application were in standard form. Clearly less weight can be attached to these than
to representations which are evidently based at least on a sound understanding of
the proposals.

52.

Much the same applies to the petition submitted by Cllr O’ Mara 76 . The text to
which signatories were asked to subscribe 77 leads the reader into forming an

67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76

GH1/1/3, section 3
Ibid, section 3.3
CD/F1, ICOMOS (The International Council on Monuments & Sites UK) letter 5 August 2009
Agreed by R Duncan, XX
Doc 2, (7) paras 2.6 & 5.1-5.3
Doc 2 (23); confirmed by P Binns, XX
Doc 2 (24)
Doc 2 (32)
Doc 2 (27)
Doc 14
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unfavourable view of the proposals, and unarguably requires at least some
knowledge of the scheme proposals; but whether any, or many, of the signatories
knew anything about the scheme at all is not known. The petition was made
available in local shops and pubs – possibly in the market itself, but then again
possibly not – but not even a basic plan or illustration of the scheme were made
available with it 78 . Nor did the petition indicate any location or website where the
scheme plans would be available for inspection. Very little weight, therefore, can be
given to the petition.
53.

In any event, it has long been the Secretary of State’s policy that it is the content
of the representations made, and their relevance to planning and to the scheme in
question, that are what matters, not their sheer number. Relevant matters raised by
third parties are addressed below.
First main issue - The effect of the development on the WHS, WGCA and settings of
listed buildings

54.

The views of consultees have, in broad terms, been identified above. It is to be
remembered that the Council’s experienced Conservation Officer, consulted as the
applications were being processed, did not object to the scheme.

55.

It is agreed that PPS5 now provides the principal policy basis for the
consideration of the main site appeal 79 . UDP policies remain relevant, and in the
context of section 38(6) are the starting point for the decision-maker. However PPS5
is more recent than those policies and is set out in a very different way from PPG15
in that, after the brief Introduction, which states that ‘This document sets out
planning policies on the conservation of the historic environment’, and the statement
of the Government’s Objectives, specific policies are set out which deal with different
aspects of the protection and improvement of the historic environment. PPG15, by
contrast, was a mish-mash of guidance, advice, and (some) policy.

56.

In fact, the saved policies of the UDP that are listed in the relevant reasons for
refusal are not inconsistent with, or in direct conflict with, PPS5. They also reflect
the relevant statutory provisions, for example, in relation to conservation areas
(CAs) 80 , although it is to be noted that Policy D20 81 , which is concerned with
proposals that detract from the setting of a listed building or group, is not mentioned
in the reasons for refusal.

57.

Nevertheless, PPS5 requires a different approach to be taken to the assessment
of the impact of new development on the historic environment than was the case
previously. The essence of this is to identify the nature, level and extent of the
significance of the heritage assets that would be affected by the development, and
then to assess the extent of any harm, or beneficial effect, to that significance as a
result of the development. Also, importantly, the emphasis in PPS5 is not at all on
the prevention of change but rather on ‘intelligently managed change’ 82 .

77

Ibid, ‘… the plans … would fundamentally alter the character of this successful and highlyvalued market space’ … ‘the hotel floor space … are out of character with the WHS and are
unnecessary …’,
78
Cllr O’Mara evidence & XX
79
R Duncan XX
80
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 section 72(1) – see for
example Policy D16 (CD/I5 p 117)
81
CD/I5, p 118; cf 1990 Act s 66(1). But see now PPS5 (CD/H4), Policy HE10.1
82
CD/H4, para 7
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58.

PPS5 is an appropriate policy tool not just for the CA and the settings of the listed
buildings affected by the development but also for the WHS, since WHSs are included
in Policy HE9.1 amongst those heritage assets ‘of the highest significance’. Not
included, however, in Policy HE9.1 are CAs and grade II listed buildings.

59.

Ms Duncan attempted to argue that PPS5 Policy HE7.5 83 has the effect of
requiring any new development to make a positive contribution to the character and
distinctiveness of the historic environment. This is patently a bad misreading of the
words of the policy, which requires local planning authorities ‘to take into account the
desirability’ of new development doing this – these words accurately reflecting the
statutory provisions mentioned above. Thus, it cannot reasonably be maintained
that new development must bring enhancement, and that a neutral effect would
justify the refusal of planning permission. Such an approach would fly in the face not
only of the words used in Policy HE7.5 but also of very many years of planning law
and practice.

60.

It is appropriate to take an overview of the proposals and what the Appellant
says about them, namely:
i)

there will be significant enhancement of the WHS, the CA, and the
settings of Joseph Kay’s Grade II listed buildings in KWW as a result
of the replacement of the existing 1950s infill development at Nos.
29-32 KWW with a new building (whether with 3- or 5- arch bays at
ground level) including a mansard roof;

ii)

so far as the remainder of the development is concerned, this will
be seen and experienced very largely only from the entrances to
the market in the streets surrounding the block in which the appeal
site lies, and from within the market area itself and its immediate
surroundings. Here, and for this reason, the effect on the
significance of any heritage assets is essentially neutral, although in
design terms the area will be significantly improved and there will
be a significant uplift in the vitality of the area generally;

iii)

the only identifiable harm to heritage assets as a result of the
development would be as result of the demolition of the banana
warehouse and (in the original but not the amended scheme) the
replacement of the existing market roof (the latter being locally
listed). That harm is, however, minor and is decisively outweighed
by the benefits of the scheme.

61.

Before dealing with these in more detail, it is necessary to return briefly to PPS5.
The Council says that Policy HE9.2 applies, because there will be substantial harm to
the significance of certain heritage assets – namely, the WHS, the WGCA, and the
settings of listed buildings. The Appellant submits that Policy HE9.4 applies, but only
because of the less-than-substantial harm identified in (iii) above. In the latter case,
the decision-maker must weigh against that harm ‘the public benefit of the proposal’,
and in doing so recognise that the greater the harm the greater the justification
required.

62.

It is clear that ‘public benefit’ includes not only benefit to the historic
environment but also any relevant planning benefits of the proposals. Whilst these

83

CD/H4, p 7
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went largely unrecognised in the Council’s evidence, Mr Brown 84 made it clear that he
welcomed all of the uses proposed in the development and conceded that the
proposals would bring the following benefits:
i) job creation – 140 in the hotel (86 full-time-equivalent) and in the improved
retail units 85 ;
ii) the provision of valuable studio/workshop space which will be attractive to
local businesses, groups and individuals 86 ;
iii) the provision of high quality hotel accommodation, which will increase the
attractiveness of Greenwich as an overnight destination, thereby underpinning
the sustainability of the WHS 87 ;
iv) (for the amended scheme) the retention and re-covering of the existing
market roof;
v) the retention of the market.
63.

The Appellant would add to these the following:
vi) additional use of the market space outside trading hours, with benefits to the
local community and helping to reduce anti-social behaviour (as will the passive
surveillance provided by the hotel bedrooms);
vii) the new KWW facade;
viii) the visual and economic regeneration of the market area generally.

64.

The Council does not in fact object to the loss of the banana warehouse in
Durnford Street. It is of limited architectural value in its own right and it has not
been identified as a structure that would cause it to be considered under Policy HE8
of PPS5 88 . It is intended that the materials will be salvaged and re-used elsewhere in
the WHS.

65.

The historic and architectural significance of Greenwich in general, and the area
of the appeal site in particular, has been analysed and the Council takes no
substantial issue with it 89 . The Secretary of State therefore has in this respect a
sound and reliable basis on which to proceed to determine the appeals.

66.

Similarly, the Council takes no substantial issue with the AVRs, either in terms of
their accuracy or their coverage 90 . Although Ms Duncan did query the AVR from
Durnford Street by reference to two photographs taken with 28mm and 35mm
lenses, in fact the verified view methodology employed in the preparation of the
AVRs was very fully explained in the relevant documents; and this included a section
on lens size 91 . Each AVR also has the lens size used marked on it, as well as the
camera location, date and time. There is therefore no reason to question the

84

F Brown XX
GH4/2, paras 4.34/5 & answers to the Inspector’s questions
86
Doc 2, (38)
87
Ibid, (7)
88
GH2/1/1, para 5.12
89
GH2/1/1, section 4 & appendices; R Duncan, XX
90
Confirmed by R Duncan, XX
91
CD/A9 pp 26-41; CD/A23 pp 36-51 (these are identical). Lens size is covered at section
1.2
85
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appropriateness of the lens sizes used or the accuracy and reliability of the AVRs
generally.
67.

As to the coverage of the AVRs, it is important to note that Ms Duncan confirmed
her agreement that these are now comprehensive, in the sense that there were no
other AVRs which she regarded as needed in order for a properly informed decision
to be made; and that there are no views from which the development would be more
visible than are shown in the AVRs 92 .

68.

AVRs are very commonly used for applications of this kind in order to inform the
decision-maker about the likely impacts of the development on views and on the
historic environment. In the light of the agreement noted above, the AVRs in the
present case, together with the site visit, are plainly a very useful – perhaps essential
– tool for decision-making on this issue.

69.

The tests that fall to be applied in relation to each of the three heritage assets
that will be affected by the proposals are:
i) Would the development harm the outstanding universal value of the WHS?
ii) Would the development preserve (that is, not harm) or enhance the character
or appearance of the Conservation Area?
iii) Would the development preserve the settings of nearby listed buildings? 93

70.

Before addressing these, it is necessary to deal with a point of which a great deal
has been made: that is, the increase in the size of the hotel between the public
exhibition scheme and the scheme that was submitted for planning permission.

71.

First, a matter not directly related to the impact of the proposals on heritage
assets, but nonetheless relevant to the overall planning decision. Assertions have
been made to the effect that the hotel does not need to have 100 bedrooms, or that
Greenwich is already sufficiently provided with hotels. However, no evidence has
been produced in support of these assertions; in fact, the evidence demonstrates the
opposite.

72.

Mr Brown found no reason to disagree with the assessment set out in Christie &
Co’s letter of 15 July 2010 94 . He expressly disavowed any intention to suggest that
there may not be capacity for a new, high quality 100-bed hotel in Greenwich:
indeed, he confirmed that the Council is ‘actively pursuing investment’ in new
hotels 95 . The letter, which is from a firm of recognised specialists in this field,
includes the view that Christies ‘consider the provision of about 100 bedrooms is
what is needed to ensure a successful operation with a mix of guests, both corporate
clients and tourists’.

73.

The letter also identifies a gap in the local hotel market which the new hotel
would help to fill. Mr Brown referred to Devonport House as being of a similar
quality, on the basis of his personal experiences as a wedding guest; but in fact this
is a very different offer – it is targeted at the conference trade, has a different feel

92
93
94
95

R Duncan, XX
The listed (and locally listed) buildings are shown on the plan at p 17 of GH1/1/1
GH4/1, Appx 1
F Brown, XX
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from what is intended for the new hotel, and is operated by de Vere in its ‘house’
style 96 .
74.

In fact, there is no obligation, in policy or otherwise, on the Appellant to
demonstrate a need for the proposed hotel. What has been demonstrated is that the
hotel would help to sustain the local economy and that there will be sufficient
demand for its rooms. Reference was made in third party evidence to the Hamilton
House Hotel having gone out of business, but the reasons for that are not known and
in any event this hotel was way off-pitch and only had 9 bedrooms 97 . It is not
therefore a relevant comparator, and sheds no doubt at all on the likely viability of
the proposed new hotel, which will be right in the heart of Greenwich town centre.

75.

Bespoke Hotels are the intended operator of the hotel. They have signed heads
of terms; and it is firmly anticipated therefore that, should planning permission be
granted, they will enter into a binding contract. They have written in strong support
of the application 98 , and there is no reason whatever to doubt their commitment and
enthusiasm. Had Bespoke had any concerns about the design and layout of the hotel
or its servicing arrangements, it would hardly be in its interests to suppress these
until after planning permission had been granted – otherwise they would be faced
with a development which did not work for them.

76.

In this context, it is relevant to note that both Christies and Bespoke consider
that the relationship between the market and the hotel will be positive. Again,
assertions have been made that the two will not work together, but an expert firm
and the intended operators do not agree. Very many good quality hotels are in noisy
locations, and the bedrooms can be, and are, designed so that noise from traffic,
aircraft, trains or other sources is effectively suppressed. The same is true of the
Greenwich Market hotel: the noise from early morning activities in the market can be
effectively mitigated by design, and during the daytime and the evenings there can
be no doubt that the view from the hotel bedrooms of the market space and the
activities within it will be unique and interesting.

77.

There has been explanation how it was that the additional bedrooms came
about. 99 The material for the public exhibition in October 2007 100 did not in fact
specify the number of hotel bedrooms, although reference was made to a small
(possibly ‘boutique’) hotel. Subsequently, at the Key Stakeholder Consultative Group
(KSCG) 101 meeting on 26th November 2008, it was recorded that Mr Selby had
explained that the changes to the scheme ‘increased the number of rooms from 75 to
just over 100’ 102 . Then, at the meeting of the Group on 2 March 2009, it ‘was
confirmed that the current design provided 104 bedrooms’ 103 .

78.

Ms Jaconello initially thought that she was unaware of this change when she
wrote her e-mailed representations on the original application scheme in May 2009,
but having been reminded of the Minutes of these two meetings asserted that she
had made it clear at the second meeting at least that she had concerns about what
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C McDade, EC
Ibid
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GH4/1, Appx 2
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D Selby, EC
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In CD/A12; the Consultation Newsletter Issue 3 (Sept 07) uses the same expression
101
Inspector’s note: The background to and composition of the KSCG is set out in sections 5
& 6 of CD/A12
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CD/A28, para 7d
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CD/A29, para 25
97

24

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

she saw as the increasing dominance of the hotel 104 . Yet the Minutes, which were
circulated to all attendees, record no such matter being raised by Ms Jaconello or
anyone else; nor does Ms McDade, who was there, recall it being raised; nor do Ms
Jaconello’s May 2009 representations make any reference to the hotel at all.
79.

Anyone is entitled to change their mind. But the point is that the evidence seems
clear that the increase in the size of the hotel as such was not seen as an issue of
concern at the time it was introduced, or after the application was made.

80.

The consultation on the proposals before the application was made was
exemplary, as Ms Jaconello fairly recognised in her representations on the
application 105 . The feedback from the public exhibition was 73% in support (most
with suggestions) and 22% against 106 . The KSCG was a highly representative forum
for discussion of the proposals as they developed and for the voicing of concerns and
suggestions about the scheme. A Community Liaison Group was also set up in 2008
to keep stallholders and others informed about the plans and to receive their
views 107 .

81.

In any event, the real question is whether the scheme is acceptable as it now
stands, not whether some previous scheme which was never the subject of a
planning application might also have been acceptable.

82.

The mansard roof on the KWW frontage was introduced ‘because the positive
intervention into KWW justified a stronger vertical emphasis’ 108 . This was in line with
the view of Mr Woods of EH and Ms Denyer of ICOMOS, who commented at a
meeting with Mr Selby and Ms McDade (amongst others) on 16 February 2010 that
the new facade should be done ‘with panache’, and that it should be ‘celebrate[d] …
as a new or different element of the terrace’ 109 .

83.

The increase in the number of hotel bedrooms has not led to any change in the
overall height of the scheme, which has remained (for the central and eastern
blocks) as a ground floor plus three storeys 110 . However, the decision to omit the
offices and to consolidate the built form into the central building allowed the western
building, which has retail units at ground level and the studios at first floor, to be
reduced to two storeys. The scheme thus reduces in scale as it moves towards
Greenwich Church Street.

84.

Thus, the increase in the number of hotel bedrooms as such has no real
significance. A hotel with around 100 bedrooms is justified in commercial terms, and
does not fundamentally affect the general scale of the development. It can be
argued that the Application and Amendment Schemes are more sensitive to the
context of the surrounding buildings than was the public exhibition scheme 111 .
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K Jaconello, XX
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85.

A second key feature of the Council’s case has been that the appeal scheme will
harm Joseph Kay’s rectilinear concept for Greenwich town centre through the
introduction of the new curved street leading from Durnford Street into the market.

86.

The layout of the main part of the WHS is rectilinear, or orthogonal, in plan; and
Kay extended this through the introduction of two new routes, Nelson Road and
College Approach, which are a continuation of the pre-existing Romney Road and
College Way, into the layout of the main part of the WHS 112 . But within the island
site itself in which the market is situated, this orthogonality ceases to have
relevance, because this part of the town centre has a quite different history and
character from the rest of the WHS 113 . The new curved street will thus not disrupt
the orthogonality of the WHS; rather, it will represent an entirely acceptable part of
the evolution of the history and development of the town centre.

87.

The thinking behind, and characteristics of, the new curved street have been
addressed 114 : it will create interest and variety; it reflects, although does not
replicate, the curve of Greenwich Church Street; and is not sensibly to be compared
with Crescent Arcade in the CENTROS development 115 , which gives access to the DLR
station. The proposed new street is founded on different design principles and differs
from Crescent Arcade both in terms of its scale and detailing 116 . In short, there is
nothing wrong with the proposal for the new curved street; indeed, it has much to
commend it.

88.

Before addressing the AVRs, it is very important, in the context of assessing the
effect of the proposals on the WHS, to understand wherein its outstanding universal
value lies.

89.

Whilst the outstanding universal value of the Maritime Greenwich WHS has yet to
be formally or officially defined, the reasons for its inscription, and thus what it is
about the WHS that it is important to protect, are entirely clear from UNESCO’s
Statement of Significance 117 . The ‘Brief Description’ that precedes this does not
mention the town centre at all; the Statement of Significance itself does so in its
second paragraph, from which it is entirely clear that Greenwich town,
provides, with its villas and formal stuccoed terraces set around Nicholas
Hawksmoor’s St Alfege’s church, a setting and approach for the main ensemble.
Neither the market itself, nor Joseph Kay (unlike Hawksmoor, Inigo Jones, Wren
and Le Notre), is expressly mentioned. Nor is the town centre mentioned in the text
under each of the four applicable evaluation criteria.

90.

The ‘main ensemble’ is defined in the previous paragraph: it comprises the
Queen’s House, the Royal Hospital complex, the Royal Observatory, and the Royal
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J Edis, EC
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Park. The buildings are all Grade I listed; the Park is also Grade I in the list of
registered parks and gardens.
91.

Thus, it is plain that the town centre in general, and the market area in
particular, has an important but secondary or supporting role within the WHS: that
is, to provide a setting for and approach to the ‘main ensemble’. So, in terms of the
WHS, the central issue is: would the development harm that setting or approach? 118

92.

In terms of the physical effects of the development, the works to those listed
buildings within the island block that would be directly affected by the development
already have listed building consent. In the CA, buildings will be demolished which
date from the 1950s and the Council takes no exception to this. There is thus no
issue in relation to effect of the development on the physical fabric of the WHS, CA or
listed buildings.

93.

It is necessary therefore to deal with the effect of the development on the setting
of, or approach to, the buildings and land for which the WHS was inscribed, the
character and appearance of the CA, and the setting of listed buildings, by reference
to the photomontages 119 .

94.

Views 1 and 2 – from Creek Road: the viewpoints are outside the CA and the
development is barely visible above the Grade II listed building. This view plays no
role in the setting of or approach to the ‘main ensemble’. For the amended scheme,
it is agreed that there would be no harm in either view 120 .

95.

View 3 – from College Approach: this is the main, and very attractive, entrance
into the market. It is agreed that there would be enhancement to the CA and the
setting of listed buildings, as well as to the locally listed market roof structure itself.
The setting of and approach to the ‘main ensemble’ is unaffected 121 .

96.

View 4 – from Greenwich Church Street near St Alfege Church: no effect,
therefore no harm.

97.

View 5 – from Greenwich Church Street: the existing view along Durnford Street
is neither particularly attractive nor alluring. Durnford Street itself was widened in
the early part of the 20th century, and between the frontage buildings (listed Grade
II) and the market lies the 1950s area of mediocre buildings and messy service yards
which cry out for inclusion in a redevelopment scheme which makes effective use of
underused land in a town centre.

98.

The new building itself is attractive and inviting, and is of real character because
it is a contemporary building which creates a new route and space through into the
market 122 . The loss of the view of the market itself is not significant, and given the
sign ‘Greenwich Market’ above the Durnford Street entrance it hardly seems credible
that there will be any difficulty with finding one’s way to the market from this
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All agreed by R Duncan, XX
Reference is made to the updated/revised set of photomontages (CD/A23) except where
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location. In any event, as can be seen in view 5, there will be a canopy over the
entrance to the curved street on the back of the western building. There will be a
walkway at first floor level and retail units underneath and beyond, in the central
block, with market activities being in fact brought closer to Greenwich Church Street,
with areas for market stalls on either side of Durnford Street 123 . The visible activity
will draw visitors into the area much more effectively than in the existing situation,
where there is little activity visible.
99.

The original scheme, with the timber cladding, would also be entirely appropriate
in this view. Thus, the character and appearance of the CA, and the setting of the
listed buildings, would be enhanced; the setting of/approach to the WHS would be
unaffected.

100.
Views 6a and 6b – from College Way: it is to be borne in mind that the AVRs are
without the existing trees, at the Council’s request. In fact, the trees (as can be
seen from the ‘existing view’) provide a filtering effect in the view, more so obviously
in summer than in winter; and there is no reason to think that they might be
removed, since they are protected by virtue of their being in a CA. Either façade
would very significantly enhance the view from this location (more is said about the
mansard below). The upper part of the roof plant enclosure would be visible to a
very small extent, above and behind the roofline and chimneys of some of the
buildings in the views, but this includes louvers as well as some more solid elements,
and it would be entirely apparent that this lay behind, and was not part of the listed
buildings along the frontage. The view would also be filtered by the trees.
101.
Ms Duncan attempted to argue 124 that any visibility of the development above
the listed terrace would be very harmful. But that cannot possibly be right: this is
not a matter of principle but degree, as she later accepted 125 . These are after all
grade II listed buildings, not the Queen’s House itself, or indeed Somerset House,
one of London’s most important public buildings.
102.
It may be of some relevance, in terms of the significance that the Council really
attaches to this issue, that Dr Edis was cross-examined at some length about the
mansard but not at all about the visibility of the plant enclosure. Dr Edis also pointed
out that the eye is drawn, in views 6a and 6b, principally to the West Gates and
splendid piers on either side, and onwards down College Approach. It is quite likely
that, in reality, the plant enclosure will not even be noticed.
103.
In all, therefore, the visibility of the plant would not cause any material harm to
the CA or settings of the listed buildings.
104.
It is also to be noted that views 6a and 6b are not from within the main
ensemble; the boundary of the Royal Park as shown in the Register at the time the
inscription was made lying further to the east 126 . The main ensemble in fact lies
behind the viewer in this view. Nevertheless, at this point the viewer has moved
away from the town centre and into an area of a different character which is part of
the approach to, and setting of, that ensemble. But there is in any event no harm
and substantial enhancement to the view, for the reasons given.
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See CD/A27 drawings 3100C, 3101C; GH1/1/1, p 35 (concept sketch) & para 5.4.42
R Duncan, EC
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R Duncan, XX
126
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105.
View 7 – from Romney Road: the new facade will provide a substantial
enhancement of this view, to the benefit of the CA and setting of the listed buildings
in the view and to some degree (but not directly) of the setting of and approach to
the WHS.
106.
View 8 – from further along College Way: this is further east along College Way
than view 6, with the result that a little more of the plant would be visible. The new
façade in KWW would be visible, and this represents an enhancement to both CAs 127
and the settings of the Grade II listed buildings visible in this view. The viewpoint is
again not within the Royal Park 128 . Given the greater distance from the
development, and for the reasons already given in relation to views 6a and 6b, the
still very limited extent to which the plant enclosure will be visible will not be harmful
to either CA, the settings of the listed buildings, or the WHS.
107.
Views 9 and 10 – from Cutty Sark Gardens: it is agreed that the development will
not be harmful in either of these views from Cutty Sark Gardens. In view 9, there
will be some enhancement since the new hotel facade in KWW will be visible, albeit
obliquely and at some distance.
108.
View 11 – from KWW, north: in this view also (from the southern part of KWW),
there will be some enhancement for the same reason as given above in relation to
views 9 and 10. Ms Duncan thinks that there would be minimal harm from the view
of the mansard.
109.
Views 12, 13 (from the Royal Observatory and view from within Croom’s Hill
Gate): it is agreed that the development would have no material impact on these
views.
110.
View 14 – from Island Gardens on the north bank of the Thames: the
development would not affect this view.
111.
The development would also not affect any of the views of the ‘four highly
distinctive landmarks’ identified in the draft West Greenwich Conservation Area
Appraisal, nor either of the ‘two outstanding panoramas’. Nor will the shops in
Greenwich Church Street be affected; the market place will remain; and it is
appropriate to replace 29-32 KWW 129 .
112.
So far as the mansard is concerned, this has been the principal focus of the
Council’s objection to the KWW replacement frontage building. It is said that EH, in
supporting the mansard, has departed from its own guidance; but this is simply not
correct. The guidance 130 is concerned primarily with giving advice on the detailed
design of mansards, about which there is no issue with the Council 131 . The advice (in
the Introduction) is that ‘in many circumstances EH advises against adding any
visible extra storey to the roof of a terraced house’, particularly where the terrace is
listed or in a CA; but this does not apply in every circumstance. Here the concern is
not with adding an extra storey to an existing building but with replacing an existing
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Both the West Greenwich and the Greenwich Park CAs
See footnote 119 above
129
CD/J3 pp 9-10, 13; all agreed by R Duncan, XX. The landmarks are: the spire of St
Alfege’s Church, the spire of Our Ladye Star of the Sea, the clock tower of the former Town
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and the prospect of the Thames from Greenwich waterfront.
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terrace of (unlisted) buildings with a new one which most relevant bodies, apart from
the Council, think is appropriate – indeed an improvement. The Council’s objection is
one of principle to the mansard.
113.
In any event, it is perfectly plain from the Introduction to the document that it is
to be applied flexibly, and with the benefit of ‘specialised guidance’ provided by
officers, ‘which may vary according to the circumstances of the case’. This was done
in this case.
114.
Reference has already been made in paragraph 82 above to the explanation of
the justification for the mansard. In short, it gives vertical emphasis to the new
central element in the terrace, appropriately so given not only its central location but
also the strong architectural features (including the additional parapet and decorative
features above) of the terrace ‘bookends’ of Nos. 23 and 37. There are also existing
mansards on the island block – on the building in KWW immediately to the south of
Turnpin Lane, for example, and on the Admiral Hardy public house in College
Approach – which means that, appropriate in its own right as it is, the new building
in KWW with its mansard roof will not introduce an architectural feature that is not
already present in the area.
115.
If the mansard is a good idea, which it is, then the Council’s objection to the 5arch solution to the facade falls away. What is left is a proposal which will (as
previously referred to in relation to the AVRs) substantially enhance the CA, the
settings of the listed buildings and, to a degree, the setting of and approach to the
principal buildings and landscape of the WHS.
116.
Reservations have been expressed about the rhythmic or even monotonous
detailing of the new buildings to the east and west of the market. However, it is
considered that these building facades achieve a high design quality and are
appropriate to the location. The facades are reminiscent of timber-framed coaching
inns with windows that open back within the framing of the façade to create open
balconies 132 . It is to be noted in particular that the facades will never be seen in
their full glory, as views will only be available from within the market area – that is,
from close up – and in any event those views will be substantially interrupted by the
market roof 133 .
117.
As previously remarked, the scale and height of the buildings, and the central
block in particular, will be very difficult to appreciate, given the nature of the site and
the fact that, aside from the KWW building, the development sits within an island
block behind existing buildings that will substantially screen it from view. In any
case, the height of the new buildings is not very different from many of the existing
buildings within the island block and just beyond it, particularly in Nelson Street 134 .
Furthermore, the suggestion made that the new and old buildings will be misaligned
is incorrect 135 .
118.
Within the market area, the market space itself will be brighter and lighter. The
new buildings will provide variety and visual interest, in contrast to the existing dull
1950s buildings. The buildings will not dominate – given the market roof they will
not in any case be fully visible – but will give a sense of intimacy and enclosure. The
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concerns expressed by Ms Duncan about the relationship between the new buildings
and the listed buildings that are to be retained are misplaced and are not shared by
any of the statutory consultees. The new shopfronts will be distinctive and, in all,
the market will become a much more vibrant and attractive place to be.
119.
The Council became exercised during the Inquiry about a point of which it seems
it was not aware, even though it appeared in the application documents 136 – namely,
the proposed use of the market space as a spill-over area for the hotel restaurant.
This already takes place in the market, and is a perfectly reasonable thing to do. It
will not enlarge the restaurant, will increase passive surveillance of the market area,
will add further vitality to it, and is a matter for management not planning.
120.
So far as materials are concerned, there is clear historical justification for the use
of timber as proposed in the original scheme 137 . Ms Duncan’s contention that, in
designing the scheme, ‘regard should only be had to what is on the site now’ 138 , is
extraordinary and cannot be right. It is a wholly legitimate objective to ‘dig into the
strata of history and bring variety and additional interest’ 139 when designing a new
scheme in Greenwich town centre; and it is also relevant, if the scheme is to include
a hotel, to look at precedents elsewhere in London of timber-framed coaching inns.
There is ample precedent to use timber in the facades of the new buildings, and it
would make for an attractive and appealing environment within the market area. In
terms of materials, therefore, either scheme is entirely acceptable.
121.
In conclusion on the first main issue, the impact of the development on this
historic environment would be net beneficial. The scheme has been very carefully
designed by a distinguished architect and the suggestion that the site would be
overdeveloped is ill-founded.
Second main issue: impact of the scheme on living conditions of adjoining residents
122.
Although this constituted a separate reason for refusal, Mr Brown’s evidence was
remarkably light on the issue. In the end, he very fairly made it clear that this would
not on its own justify the refusal of planning permission 140 .
123.
This is a matter which was given very careful consideration during the design
development of the scheme. The daylight and sunlight assessment using Building
Research Establishment Guidelines has shown that the impact of the development
will be acceptable 141 , thus complying with UDP Policy D1(vii) 142 . Nor would the
development breach any other objective measure of living conditions in the KWW
properties.
124.
The existing situation is not ideal 143 , but there is no policy requirement to
improve this when redevelopment takes place on adjoining land. The objective has
been at least to maintain existing conditions, and this the development will achieve.
There will in fact be an improvement to the amenity enjoyed by these properties as a
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144

. It is also relevant to take
into account the fact that the properties are occupied on a short-term basis.
125.
The impact of the development on residential amenity will therefore be
acceptable.
Third main issue: effect of the scheme on highway and pedestrian safety and the free
flow of traffic
126.
This issue was accurately stated (and agreed to be so by the advocates for both
main parties) at the PIM and again at the start of the Inquiry. It fairly reflected
reason for refusal No. 7, which was plainly and unambiguously concerned with the
impact on the free flow of traffic, and hence, potentially, pedestrian and highway
safety, of the proposed access and servicing arrangements and the lack of on-site
parking for hotel staff and visitors. The Council’s letter of 14th June 2010 145 ‘detailed
certain express concerns’ in the form of a list of 10 points, all of which the Appellant
accepts were within the scope of the reason for refusal and which were addressed in
Mr Taylor’s evidence.
127.
Yet during the course of the Inquiry the Council’s case radically changed tack,
and the main issue (judging by the amount of time spent on it) appeared to be the
lack of on-site parking for disabled hotel guests.
128.
At no time during pre-application discussions, or during the course of the
application up to determination by the Planning Board, or in the Council’s Statement
of Case or its letter of 14th June 2010, was it suggested by the Council that the
development was non-policy-compliant in not providing parking and, specifically, any
disabled car parking spaces for hotel guests 146 . This aspect must have been
considered at the time the application was being dealt with.
129.
This is particularly regrettable because this is exactly the sort of issue that should
have been raised in the pre-application discussions with Council officers. In fact,
Transport for London (TfL), in its response to the planning application, whilst
supporting a car-free development, questioned whether any disabled parking is
proposed on site, but did not say that it should be; and nor did Council officers, and
nor did the Planning Board when it refused permission. It is to be noted that TfL’s
letter of 27 August 2010 147 , written in response to a request by the Council ‘to
reiterate comments previously provided’, does not refer to this matter at all.
130.
Nevertheless, dealing with the merits of the point, there is no development plan
policy that requires the provision of disabled car parking in all hotel developments. If
there is a breach of the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (DDA) this has not been
put in evidence by the Council. In any event, the DDA refers to the removal,
alteration or avoidance of ‘physical features’ to make a service available to disabled
persons.
131.
UDP Policy M26 148 provides that, for hotels, ‘the developer [is] to provide a
justification for the parking levels proposed, with each to be considered on its
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merits’; and Policy M27 asks decisions on car parking provision – a matter for the
Council, therefore, – to ‘incorporate a consideration of … (i) provision for people with
disabilities’.
132.
London Plan Policy 3C.23 149 – not mentioned in the reason for refusal – seeks to
ensure that developments are ‘accessible for disabled people’. It also says that ‘DPD
policies and Local Implementation Plans should … recognise the needs of disabled
people and provide adequate parking for them’. Policy 3C.24 also requires such
policies and plans to ‘set out appropriate parking standards for town centres’ 150 ,
taking account of the standards in Annex 4. Annex 4 does not therefore apply
directly to this development, but account should be taken of it in documents that do
not yet exist in the Borough of Greenwich. The policies in the UDP, as mentioned
above, do not require the provision of disabled parking for hotel guests.
133.
The draft Replacement London Plan was published after planning permission was
refused. It would therefore be unreasonable to expect the development to accord
with its policies, in this or any other respect. The Plan also remains at a relatively
early stage in its statutory process, the Examination in Public still not having finished
at the time of the Inquiry. Very little weight can therefore be attached to it in any
event.
134.
Examples have been given of other similar hotels in London where no parking at
all, and therefore no disabled parking, is provided 151 . This information has not been
provided in order to show that breaches of policy are allowed in other Boroughs – the
policies in those Boroughs are not known, but in Greenwich there is no breach of
policy – but rather to show that hotel provision can be acceptable, and hotels can
function effectively, without any disabled parking provision. Whether these other
hotels are within the Congestion Charging Zone seems quite irrelevant, given that
blue badge holders receive a 100% discount on the congestion charge. The Low
Emissions Zone 152 has been referred to but this spreads across most of Greater
London within the M25, including Greenwich, so is again of no relevance in this
context.
135.
Greenwich town centre has a PTAL rating near to the top of 5, which is close to
the best 153 . What is more, it has a wide range of public transport available – bus,
train, DLR (whose stations have been designed in accordance with DDA
requirements), and riverboat. The hotel would therefore be easily accessible by
many, although not all, people with disabilities.
136.
For those disabled (and non-disabled) hotel guests who wish to be dropped off by
taxi or car, it will be perfectly safe to do so on the yellow line outside the hotel
entrance in KWW. The evidence that two lines of traffic can pass along KWW even
when buses are parked on the east side and other vehicles on the west side is clear
and has not been effectively disputed 154 . This already happens at the moment –
indeed it is a commonplace occurrence in very many roads of different types across
London – and the accident data for the last five years do not suggest otherwise.

149

CD/I1, p 154
Ibid, p 155
151
GBT11 (within GH3/1/2RB). Bermondsey Square Hotel has 79 rooms; Rookery Hotel has
30; Town Hall Hotel has 98 (including 88 suites); Malmaison has 97; Sanderson has 150 (G
Taylor, EC)
152
GBT13 (within GH3/1/2RB)
153
GH3/1/1, para 2.9
154
GBT10 (within GH3/1/2RB)
150

33

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

During that period three accidents took place along KWW, two within 30m of the
proposed hotel entrance and one about 40m to the north of it 155 . All were due to
careless, aggressive and/or reckless driving, which unfortunately can happen
anywhere and is not confined to KWW, and none was associated with dropping off or
picking up in KWW 156 .
137.
For those disabled and non-disabled hotel guests who would wish to bring their
own car, there being no car parking available at the hotel, they would need to choose
whether to stay elsewhere or to use parking that is available locally. In this respect,
the choice is better for the disabled guest, in that (if they hold a blue badge) they
may park free in metered on-street bays, in Council car parks also for free (the
nearest being at Cutty Sark Gardens and Burney Street, where there are 3
designated blue badge bays), and on yellow lines (albeit subject to any particular
restrictions that may be in place). As a matter of common sense, should a disabled
guest wish to make arrangements with the hotel to park their car for them, there
seems no reason why this should not be done.
138.
Thus, the hotel will be accessible to all, including disabled guests. This issue has
been blown up out of all proportion for reasons of expediency, and it reflects badly on
the Council that it should have emerged in this way. It is not only wrong but also
particularly inappropriate that the Appellant, Greenwich Hospital, a locally-based
charity, should have been accused of ignoring the needs of the disabled. There is no
reason why, in this location, the hotel should have to incorporate on-site parking of
any kind; in fact, it is appropriate that it should not do so.
139.
The market site currently has a small parking area which is used by the offices
during the week and by market stallholders at the weekend – up to 20 cars can be
accommodated, although only if cars are blocked in. There are no on-site disabled
spaces. One can perhaps imagine the type of objection the Council – on this
occasion legitimately – might have raised had it been proposed to retain car parking
for stallholders. They will be able to park instead in public car parks in Greenwich in
the future, should they choose to do so.
140.
Another issue not previously raised by the Council is the lack of cycle parking for
visitors. It had been agreed with Council officers that this was not necessary, on the
basis that the market is not expected to lead to an increase in visitors, but that the
provision of cycle parking for hotel staff was necessary – and this has been
incorporated into the scheme 157 . If the Council wishes to provide more cycle parking
in the town centre, then it can use part of the Transport Contribution in the proposed
Section 106 obligation to do so – as the Council itself agrees 158 .
141.
So far as the servicing arrangements are concerned, the Council contends that
these are likely to prove inadequate, but has produced no sound evidence to
demonstrate that this might be so. Rather, it has sought to denigrate the
information provided about this by Bespoke Hotels 159 . As previously submitted, it is
patently in Bespoke’s interests to supply accurate information, in order to help
ensure that the servicing and other arrangements meet their requirements.
Reference was made by the Council to the Plaza Hotel at County Hall, but this is not
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at all comparable to the proposed hotel at Greenwich Market (it has 398 rooms) and
cannot be relied on as a guide to the likely levels of servicing activity, and type of
service vehicles, that may be expected in Greenwich 160 .
142.
There is no evidence, therefore, which casts doubt on Mr Taylor’s assumption
that the service area will not be required to accommodate any vehicle greater than
7.1m in length (i.e. a skip lorry). It is agreed that such a vehicle will be able to
perform this manoeuvre satisfactorily 161 . A planning condition has been suggested
that will ensure that vehicles longer than this do not enter the site. In the normal
course of events the servicing of the hotel will be undertaken by transit-van type
vehicles, of which it will be possible to accommodate four in the service yards at any
one time 162 .
143.
Beyond this, control of the service arrangements will be a matter for the Delivery
and Servicing Management Plan 163 . Speculation about the prospect of large lorries
turning up and blocking the local roads is quite beside the point when there is not the
slightest evidence to suggest that this would be at all likely to take place. It will be
essential in their own interests that both the site management and the hotel
management ensure that the servicing and delivery arrangements work effectively.
The content of the Delivery and Service Management Plan will be in the Council’s
control, through the process of the approval of the suggested condition.
144.
The Council’s pedestrianisation proposals, which have emerged since the refusal
of permission, are still to be finalised and may or may not go ahead. In any event,
their details are unknown. In finalising the scheme and implementing it, the
attributes and requirements of existing businesses, and of the appeal scheme (unless
it has by then been refused planning permission), as well as the needs of
pedestrians, will have to be taken into account 164 .
145.
It is in any case agreed that the Council’s proposals for future pedestrianisation
and market regeneration proposals (i.e. the Appeal/Amendment Scheme) are not
incompatible 165 .
146.
It is agreed that a Travel Plan is required: hence the provision to this effect in the
Section 106 obligation 166 . The Appellant contends that the detailed provisions of the
Plan can and indeed should be resolved following the grant of planning permission,
and that the Framework Principles for the hotel, as contained in the Framework
Travel Plan within the Impact Assessment, should suffice at this stage.
147.
London Plan Policy 3C.2 167 requires developments ‘with significant transport
implications’ to include a Travel Plan as part of planning applications. This
development does not have such implications: it is agreed with the Council that ‘the
hotel is the only element of the regeneration scheme for which the increase in person
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trips needs to be considered, and TfL ‘is satisfied that the increase in trips from this
development will be negligible’ 168 . That increase is 18 person trips in the morning
peak hour, as set out in the Transport Assessment, and 2.4 peak hour two-way car
trips 169 – hence TfL’s conclusion.
148.
Neither of these figures could conceivably lead to any perceptible impact on the
roads or public transport 170 . The conclusion is therefore unavoidable that the
development does not have significant transport implications, and therefore that a
full Travel Plan was not needed with the application.
149.
London Plan Policy 3C.2 goes on to say that: ‘All developments that exceed
thresholds defined in TfL guidance (which is specified) should have a Travel Plan’.
This development exceeds the relevant threshold, because the hotel has more than
50 beds/bedrooms. It is therefore agreed that the development must have a Travel
Plan, which will in fact cover the whole development and not just the hotel. But the
London Plan, unlike for ‘developments with significant transport implications’, does
not specify when the Travel Plan should be prepared and agreed.
150.
In the present case, no good reason has been given why a Travel Plan is required
before planning permission is granted. It is a car-free development, in the sense
that no parking is to be provided, in a location which is easily accessible by public
transport. There is no aspect of the Travel Plan which cannot be satisfactorily drafted
and agreed later on. In fact, that seems to be particularly sensible in this case now
that the development has been delayed until after the Olympics and will not be
completed until 2015. Baseline conditions and other factors bearing on the content
of the Travel Plan may have changed by then; so to have agreed a Travel Plan by
now would, arguably, have been premature.
151.
In conclusion therefore on the third main issue, the scheme will not adversely
affect highway and pedestrian safety or the free flow of traffic.
Fourth main issue: whether there are very special circumstances justifying the use of
Monument Gardens for inappropriate development
152.
There is agreement that, if the main market redevelopment scheme is found to
be acceptable, and the appeal is allowed, then the appeal against the refusal of
permission for the temporary market should also be allowed.
153.
PPG2 presumes against inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Such
development should not be approved except in very special circumstances. This
presumption against inappropriate development applies equally to MOL. The use of
Monument Garden for the temporary housing of the market represents inappropriate
development on MOL, having regard to PPG2. However, the very special
circumstances can be summarized as:
i) the structure to be erected would only be temporary and would be in situ only
for the duration of the redevelopment of the market site (and any planning
permission for it would be appropriately conditioned);
ii) there would be no lasting impact on the openness of the MOL;
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iii) re-housing the market temporarily in this location whilst construction on the
existing site is underway will allow continuity of trade to be maintained and
which, without such relocation, could result in the loss of a popular and viable
tourist attraction in the town centre;
iv) there are no other sites for the temporary re-location in the town centre 171 .
154.
These very special circumstances justify the use of Monument Garden for a
temporary market. The proposal is acceptable in other respects regarding its scale,
design, setting, context, access and servicing 172 .
Conclusion
155.
The main scheme has significant regenerative and other economic benefits.
Neither set of proposals would cause material harm to the WHS, CA or the setting of
listed buildings, but would, overall, result in significant enhancement to these
heritage assets.

The Case for Greenwich Borough Council
156.
Greenwich Market is at the heart of Greenwich. It forms an important part of
Greenwich town centre, one of the three elements of the Maritime Greenwich World
Heritage Site. 173 It involves ‘An outstanding composition of buildings by Joseph
Kay’, 174 an architect of undisputed note.
157.
The importance of the site means that a neutral or even a marginally beneficial
effect is not good enough for permanent built development that may be in place in
200 years time, nor is support in principle. It is important to produce a high quality
design, not one that ‘will do’.
The detailed failings of the proposed developments
The size of the hotel
158.
Underlying some of the problems detailed below is the decision taken, without
any sign of there being public demand for it at a late stage in the consultation
process, to increase the size of the hotel from 60 beds to c 100 bedrooms. It would
occupy 70% of the built floor space 175 and have far more floorspace than the market.
Kay's vision of the market being the dominant feature in this location would be
terminated with the new dominant feature being the hotel. The market footprint
(1,471 m2) would be 26-27% of the hotel gross external area (5,625 m2 or 5,477
m2) assuming (in the Appellant's favour and contrary to the prospective hotel
operator's web advertising) that none of the hotel uses extends onto the market, a
further sign of the hotel's dominance.
159.
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‘… the proposed amount of hotel accommodation appears exaggerated and not in
tune with the small-scale character of Greenwich Market. The scheme risks
concentrating too much on the hotel rather than giving enough consideration to the
particular character and needs of the market. We question whether the coexistence
of a busy market – with all sorts of market activities creating noise and smell will be
fully successful.’
160.
That coexistence is thrown into doubt by the proposed operator's web-site
referring to an alfresco restaurant-bar on the covered courtyard (hardly the handful
of tables shown on the drawings). It is notable that this website makes no mention of
what the Appellant surprisingly claims to be a selling point for the hotel, guests
having to walk through the market with their luggage or on the way to and from the
restaurant.
161.
The Ancient Monuments Society rightly considers that the proposals represent
overdevelopment of the site. 178 This is not surprising. In the place of three-storey
buildings the application proposed four- or five-storey buildings.
162.
It is clear that at a relatively late stage, after public consultation, after the last of
the public newsletters and after most of the stakeholder meetings, the Appellant
decided to increase the size of the hotel greatly. If this was as a result of views
established by the consultation process it would have been understandable. It was
not, but appears to have reflected the desires of the prospective hotel operator. The
result is the opposite of what normally happens when a consultation/stakeholder
process genuinely informs a scheme. Opposition did not diminish. 179 It grew.
The King William Walk Elevation
163.
This frontage is of particular importance. It was designed by Joseph Kay as a
unified composition with identical feature buildings at each end. 180 It faces the
historic Dreadnought Seamen’s Hospital, part of the WHS, and is where Greenwich
Hospital Executive intends the main entrance to the market to be. 181 There is a
chance here to insert a building of interest within Kay's frontage. 182 Whilst a
replacement for the bomb-damage replacement building need not be a faithful replica
of the original, it is imperative that it should have regard to the finely balanced
classical proportions employed by Kay. 183 The appeal proposals fail to take that
chance, instead inserting a mansard that is ugly and out of place.
164.
Each of the proposed mansards (Application Scheme and Amendment Scheme)
break the historic skyline 184 and produce a central feature where none existed
before. 185 There is no precedent for a mansard that spans only the central bays of a
terrace. 186 It would have an adverse effect on the character of the whole terrace and

178

CD/G2, para 8.8, p23. Also LBG2/2, p32. A comment echoed by market-trader Ms
Jaconello: ‘overdeveloped and soulless’
179
F Brown, EC
180
LBG2/2, para 3.2.2
181
C McDade, XX
182
Doc 2 (7), para 3.3.4
183
LBG2/2, para 3.2.2
184
J Edis, XX. Something that is seen clearly in the visualisations: CD/A23, pp 17 & 19
185
Ibid
186
D Selby, XX
38

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

would appear as an afterthought. 187 Indeed, the addition of the mansard after, but
not in response to, the public consultation shows that it was an afterthought and one
for which the only rational explanation is a desire to increase the number of
bedrooms in the hotel. It would be ‘especially damaging to the architectural integrity
of flanking listed buildings’. 188 It is not disputed that it conflicts with EH advice on the
addition of mansard roofs, 189 although the Appellant seeks to downplay that extant
advice (not contradicted by anything in later advice) on the grounds of its age. Mr
Selby appears to have been unaware of this guidance prior to Ms Duncan’s
evidence. 190
165.
The detail of the mansards is also harmful. The width of the garret windows
exceeds the widths of the windows on the main façade. It should not. 191 The
Georgian Group's disappointment is fully justified: 192
‘The Panel were disappointed that the applicants have persisted in the creation of a
central mansard roofed breakfront. The Group's advice is still that the applicants seek
to replicate the design precedent set by the flanking terrace, rather than creating a
contrasting centrepiece. … we must advise that the design of the roof, window
surrounds and balcony ironwork are inappropriate in this context as they disrupt
rather than compliment (sic) Kay's otherwise unified terrace. The proposed mansard
roof design would dramatically alter the character of the terrace as a whole and will
be damaging to the character and special architectural interest of the surrounding
conservation area, as well as the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site…’
166.
To disrupt this 'harmony' further than has already occurred would be contrary to
the objectives of the WGCA and the WHS designation. The Georgian Group was right
to consider that the application was not justifiable and that the design of the KWW
façade would have a negative impact upon the flanking domestic architecture, the
WGCA and the WHS. 193
167.
The proposed projecting glazed canopies at ground-floor level would be intrusive
and incompatible with the design of the listed buildings in the terrace. 194
168.
On the issue between five arches (Amendment Scheme) and three arches
(Application Scheme) the former is preferable to the ‘flat, squat’ 195 horizontal form of
the latter. It produces a scale more appropriate to the existing openings. 196 The
Georgian Group's criticisms of ‘a shop front ground floor and large roof extension’ are
amply justified. 197
The curving arcade
169.
CABE, the Government's adviser on architecture, urban design and public space,
considers that the proposed circular layout of the new central block would appear
alien in its context. It has an understanding of the site and its context and the ability
187
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to form an opinion within its area of special expertise without a site visit. 198 There is
nothing unusual or inappropriate in it doing so.
170.
The circular route conflicts with the rectilinear form of the Joseph Kay design that
has survived remarkably intact, 199 introducing an ubiquitous arcade, similar in width
to Crescent Arcade, and a large curved building. The new building would appear
awkward, creating retail spaces which would be difficult to use and furnish and would
interrupt the route into the market along Durnford Street. 200 This route has been
there since the 19th century (in fact 1831), and for a hundred years in its current
width. The pre-World War 1 view, with its history and character 201 , would be lost to
be replaced by a bland, ubiquitous, modern building at the end of Durnford Street. 202
When pressed in cross-examination Dr Edis did not point to anything that gave this
building character. Using a 35 mm lens the view would reflect that of the human eye;
the 24 mm lens used by the Appellant lessens the impact of its new building, making
it appear smaller and further away 203 .
171.
As CABE states, ‘a direct route from Durnford Street to KWW would be beneficial
to improve the permeability of the site’. 204 Unfortunately the appeal schemes do not
offer this. Rather the erection of the new central and west blocks would erode the
established 19th and early 20th century pattern of development at the heart of
Greenwich 205 . The market would cease to be the focal point of Durnford Street, 206
which would instead lead the eye to a modern building that could be anywhere. The
route to the market would be indirect and longer and the visual connection between
Durnford Street and the market would be severed, thereby reducing legibility.
172.
Durnford Street is the principal route into the market, something that,
notwithstanding Ms McDade’s suggesting it would be College Approach 207 , is clear
from a consideration of the nearby pedestrian crossing points.
173.
The suggestion that the curved arcade reflects the gently curving Greenwich
Church Street or the geometry of Turnpin Lane is wrong. Greenwich Church Street is
medieval in origin and follows a very gentle curve whereas the new arcade would be
a very tight curve, almost a semi-circle, very different in character and apparent on
the plans 208 . It would be nondescript, unattractive and oppressive like Crescent
Arcade, 209 not narrow, charming, inviting and full of character like Turnpin Lane. 210
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The elevations facing the market
174.
These elevations are understandably considered by some of the WHS Executive
to be ‘too rhythmic’. 211 The blocks ‘would each be perceived as a large, single mass
rather than as a terrace composed of individual building plots’ 212 and the bay design
would be ‘repetitive’. 213 In plain English they are, as the drawings 214 show,
inappropriately monotonous. 215
The market canopy (Application Scheme only)
175.
The proposed replacement canopy using a translucent ePTFE-type fabric has
been widely criticised. The relationship between the canopy edge and the view from
hotel balconies seems unresolved to the WHS Executive. 216 ICOMOS takes a similar
view considering that the canopy appears to interact at an awkward height with the
bedrooms of the hotel, the top being in line with the second-floor rooms. 217
176.
The Appellant's argument that the existing structure is not a distinctive
Greenwich feature makes about as much sense as saying the Eiffel Tower is not a
Parisian one because Eiffel originally designed it for Hungary's Millennium
celebrations in Budapest.
177.
The Council is satisfied that the amendments changing the proposals for the
market to retention and recovering of the existing canopy overcome refusal reason 4
by retaining a structure that forms part of the familiar and cherished scene 218 ; but it
remains of the firm view that the refused scheme canopy would cause considerable
harm.
The use of timber
178.
There are definitely no surviving precedents for the use of timber in the WHS or
CA or scant evidence of pre-Kay use of such timber, the best being a misdated
drawing of an inn with a covering of timber to the east of (and not even adjoining)
the WHS 219 . The use of timber would appear incongruous. Coaching inns in central
London, not in Greenwich, or even in an adjoining borough, are no precedent and
merely confirm that this is a design that could be anywhere and one that fails to
reinforce local distinctiveness. In any event, inns like The George in Southwark use
timber structurally not as a facing material. Swanne House, 220 a grand Tudor
mansion which originally occupied the market site, would probably not have been
timber-framed. The Appellant's reference to shipbuilding is irrelevant: shipbuilding
did not take place in Greenwich 221 . The maritime buildings in Greenwich, such as the
ORNC and National Maritime Museum, have no timber finishes.
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Assessing the evidence
179.
In assessing the weight to be given to the conservation evidence, it is pertinent
to consider on the one hand the balanced nature of Ms Duncan’s evidence, accepting
what she considers positive, while giving reasoned criticism of the negative, with the
partisan evidence on behalf of the Appellant. The latter involved attacks on Ms
Duncan for calling PPS5 guidance (which it very clearly is), attempting to turn her
references to superseded PPG15 (necessary because that was the policy that applied
at the time of the refusal of the application) into an argument that a senior
conservation officer did not know that it had been cancelled, and quibbling over
dimensions to a level of detail (0.02m) that would not be measurable on the
drawings.
Views
180.
The view from College Way into the town centre is ‘enticing and one of the key
views from the ORNC’. 222 Views 6a, 6b and 8 illustrate (subject to the limitations of
visualisations as compared with the human eye) the situation at two of the locations
along College Way where the views will occur 223 . There would be such views from
east of view 8 to west of the Grade 1 listed gate piers. There would also be similar
views from the listed Dreadnought Seaman's Hospital.
181.
In assessing views the Council is right to give little or no weight to the screening
by trees. They may be lost, as were the ten of thousands of trees lost in Greenwich
in the 1987 storm, 224 or grow so that the branches which at present provide
screening change position. The trees involved in this location are deciduous and
hence provide no leaf cover for much of the year. Trees that overhang a highway
may have to be pruned to allow tall vehicles to pass or to prevent branches falling on
the carriageway or footway.
The quality of design
182.
It is not good enough for design to be neutral in any circumstances let alone in
such a sensitive site as this. PPS1 requires ‘high quality and inclusive design’ and
ensuring that a place ‘will function well and add to the overall character and quality
of the area’ 225 .
Harm to the West Greenwich CA
183.
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
(PLBCAA) requires special attention to be paid to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of the CAs. PPS5 Policy HE7.5 goes beyond
requiring a positive contribution. A mere absence of harm is not good enough for
compliance with this policy.
184.
The introduction of built development in the centre of the block that is visible
from outside the block would interrupt a previously elegant uninterrupted skyline, as
would either version of the mansard 226 . It appears from the KWW elevation displayed
at the public exhibition, which took place before the enlargement of the proposed
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hotel, that this is a result of that enlargement. 227 (Any failure to show a change to
the skyline at that exhibition would have been seriously misleading to members of
the general public.) In any event, it is a change from the present situation. That
consultation elevation illustrates how the harm the mansards would cause might be
avoided.
The adverse impact on listed buildings
185.
Section 66 of the PLBCAA requires special attention to be paid to the desirability
of preserving the setting of listed buildings. The market site is surrounded by a
number of Grade II listed buildings. The evidence of Ms Duncan of harm to the
setting of these buildings was not challenged in cross-examination 228 . Dr Edis said in
his rebuttal ‘I do not propose to respond to the detailed points on page 24 of (Ms
Duncan’s) proof in respect of the effects on individual Listed Buildings because these
matters are more easily addressed in evidence at the Inquiry’ 229 . He gave no such
evidence in his further evidence-in-chief and even when given the opportunity to do
by an Inspector's question did not respond to the detailed points. These points were
therefore undisputed as were the points on page 23 of Ms Duncan’s proof. There
was, for example, no challenge to the statements:
‘… the proposed Market blocks visually compete with and overwhelm the adjacent
listed buildings’ 230 .
‘The siting of the new development would also result in harm to the historic building
plots of several listed buildings surrounding the Market.’ 231
‘The proposed west block would be located only 3 metres away from the rear
elevations of the listed properties, and such close proximity would be unacceptable.’
232

186.
The proposed development would dramatically alter the small-scale urban grain
of the market. It shows no sign of having taken that urban grain into account
contrary to PPS5 Practice Guide paragraph 80. 233
187.
The loss of the rectilinear layout and the introduction of an arcade with an
ubiquitous curve would destroy a part of Kay's original scheme, doing real harm to
the WHS and the CA.
Harm to the WHS
188.
Greenwich town centre forms part of the WHS. It would have been easy to
exclude it had this been felt to be appropriate. 234 The Appellant's attempts to play
down its importance should be rejected and it should be given full protection as an
area with that most special status.
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189.
Within a WHS the highest quality in new design is appropriate. In the case of
permanent new buildings such as those proposed here, if that approach is not
followed, some of those lesser buildings may form a part of the WHS for hundreds of
years.
190.
The disproportionate height, scale, bulk and massing of the redevelopment
scheme would have a detrimental impact on the appearance and character of the
surrounding listed buildings. The proposed layout and siting would be harmful to the
historic pattern of development and result in the erosion of the area’s fine urban
grain 235 . The design of the scheme fails to respond sensitively to the historic
context; the introduction of the large, curved central block and new curved approach
routes would be detrimental to the formal symmetrical market design and the
surrounding rectilinear street layout. The market and surrounding streets play a
significant complementary role to the landmark buildings of the WHS because of their
axial alignment with the grand Baroque ensemble of the Royal Hospital 236 .
191.
The addition of a mansard roof to the centre of the KWW frontage severely
impairs the harmonious architectural composition of the terrace and therefore would
be harmful to the skyline of the WHS. The bland repetitive elevational design to the
new blocks within the market, using a modular system of timber cladding panels,
would not be contextual, and would not reflect any elements specific to the unique
architectural character of the WHS. Similarly, the visual contrast between the
elevations of the new blocks and those of the buildings within the WHS is further
exaggerated by the choice of reddish-brown timber facing materials. This would be
incompatible with the fine stucco, Portland Stone, red brick and London stock brick
that characterize the buildings in the WHS 237 .
192.
The view from College Way westwards towards the town centre is recognised as
significant but the higher rooflines and plant installations of the new development will
be visible from within the ORNC. This will adversely impact on the WHS skyline since
they will appear behind the distinctive period silhouette of the KWW terrace. There
will also be a significant impact on the view into the WHS from the buffer zone along
Creek Road as the rigid roofline of the central block will appear behind the frontage
buildings on Greenwich Church Street 238 . The adverse impact on views within and
into the WHS and on the historic skyline of the WHS would be wholly contrary to the
WHS Management Plan, and the Vienna Memorandum, adopted by the UNESCO
World Heritage Committee 239 .
Refusal Reason 7 – Congestion, highway and pedestrian safety and the free flow of
traffic
The absence of a Travel Plan
193.
London Plan Policy 3C.2 states that ‘Developments with significant transport
implications should include a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan as part of
planning applications’ 240 . Faced with arguments about what was a significant
transport implication, the emerging replacement London Plan (2009) has set
thresholds and provides: ‘Travel Plans should be provided for planning applications
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exceeding the thresholds in, and produced in accordance with, the relevant TfL
guidance’ 241 . While emerging policy does not carry the weight of a statutory
development plan policy such guidance, where it builds on previous guidance and has
the benefit of providing clarity and avoiding confusion and unnecessary argument,
merits considerable respect, not least where an appellant (as here) does not in any
way challenge its substantive merits.
194.
TfL's guidance for workplace travel planning (2008) is what it says: guidance. It
is not emerging policy or a consultation draft. It should be given full weight as nondevelopment plan guidance from a statutory body. This provides for a Travel Plan for
hotels with more than 50 beds. 242 It was suggested in cross-examination on behalf of
the Appellant that there must be discretion as to whether to seek a Travel Plan when
the threshold was exceeded and that this was such a case. As with all policy there is
of course discretion, but such discretion must be exercised on a rational basis. Where
thresholds are provided for, there must be good reason for departing from them and
the strength of the reason involved must clearly be greater where the excess is large
(100 bedrooms not 50 beds) than where it is marginal.
195.
TfL has consistently advised that a full (rather than a framework) Travel Plan is
needed in advance of the decision and that targets should be included from the
outset. It has also advised that there should be a Construction and Logistics Plan
and a Delivery and Servicing Plan. 243
196.
A Travel Plan that is not produced until after a decision to grant permission
cannot alter the permission. Hence, whatever the need for disabled persons that it
might detail, it cannot require disabled parking. Similarly, it cannot require visitor
cycle parking (something that Ms McDade understandably, but wrongly, assumed
would be included 244 in a car-free development) since the development does not
have space for this.
Provision for disabled motorists
197.
There would appear to be no disputing that European and English law and
national and local policies strongly favour proper provision for disabled persons.
Section 21(2) of the DDA is of particular relevance. 245 It provides:
Where a physical feature (for example, one arising from the design or construction of
a building or the approach or access to premises) makes it impossible or
unreasonably difficult for disabled persons to make use of such a service, it is the
duty of the provider of that service to take such steps as it is reasonable, in all the
circumstances of the case, for him to have to take in order to - (a) remove the
feature; (b) alter it so that it no longer has that effect; (c) provide a reasonable
means of avoiding the feature; or (d) provide a reasonable alternative method of
making the service in question available to disabled persons.
198.
It cannot be right for one Secretary of State to permit a development that would
place a developer in breach of this provision.
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199.
As PPG13 makes clear, that provision for disabled people includes disabled
motorists. 246 The adopted London Plan has a similar approach. 247 In this context it is
notable that time and time again, when asked about provision for disabled motorists
Ms McDade gave a reply that did not answer the question, but sought to divert the
issue to other disabled people. Of particular importance is PPG13 paragraph 31(3)
which relates to all developments and firmly advises seeking to meet the needs of
disabled people by ‘ensuring developments… are accessible to and usable by disabled
people as motorists’. ‘Ensuring’ is of course a strong word that should be given the
full force of its meaning. To allow a site that could be developed with disabled
parking to be developed without it would not be ensuring that it was accessible by
disabled people as motorists. To say that disabled people can park on yellow lines or
somewhere vaguely nearby constitutes ‘ensuring’ such accessibility would negate this
strong policy.
200.
The reality is, notwithstanding clear, longstanding and well-known advice in
PPG13, there is not a scrap of documentary evidence that the Appellant ever
considered the needs of disabled motorists. There was no disabled organisation on
the Stakeholder Group 248 and the only disabled organisation consulted was a disabled
living centre 249 (not on the face of it a body that would represent disabled motorists).
This absence of any documents showing the Appellant considering the matter
continues even after TfL's 2009 questioning whether any disabled parking was
proposed on site. 250 Rather, the attitude of the Appellant was clearly shown by its
transport witness. In the context of a development that seeks to remove an area
where currently 20 cars park, he said it was ‘not feasible given the constrained
nature of the site’ to provide disabled car parking’ 251 . This is clearly wrong and
indeed it was confirmed that on-site disabled parking would have been possible. 252
201.
The Appellant has chosen a design that occupies land previously used for
parking. In an approach that would, if the Secretary of State were to adopt it, drive a
coach and horses through legislation and policy Mr Taylor said ‘I believe that such
users may choose to stay at one of the other hotels in the town centre’. There are
sadly no doubt many businesses that would prefer to avoid the extra actual or
perceived cost of catering for disabled people and have their competitors bear it. If
the Secretary of State were to adopt Mr Taylor's approach, these businesses would
be encouraged to follow it.
202.
Apart from having disabled people use other hotels in Greenwich, the Appellant
envisages them dismounting from cars and taxis on the yellow lines in front the
hotel. It is pointed out that this would be legal, but there was no cross-examination
of Ms Smith, the Council’s highways witness, that it would be unsafe. 253 This
evidence was later confirmed by the high number of reported injury accidents in
KWW including its two nearest junctions. 254 It cannot be right to invite the Secretary
of State to agree to provision for disabled people on the grounds that it would be
legal where it would nonetheless be unsafe. Having not considered the needs of
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disabled motorists or disabled passengers anywhere in their application
documentation, it should not be surprising that the Appellant did not consider the
traffic and road safety implications of their having to leave vehicles on a busy public
highway.
203.
UDP saved Policy M27 is consistent with law and national policy and is also firm.
It provides ‘In all cases decisions on parking provision should also incorporate a
consideration of the following principles: (i) provision for people with disabilities…’ 255 .
There is no sign of the Appellant having done so.
204.
In an attempt to justify zero parking provision for the disabled the Appellant has
given evidence of hotels with no parking. This backfired: all but one were in central
London (Farringdon, Charterhouse Square, and off Oxford Street), where large
numbers of people arrive by public transport, where there is the Congestion Charge
and where many buildings could not accommodate disabled parking. The one
exception, the Town Hall Hotel in Bethnal Green, turned out to have been granted
permission with a requirement for a minimum of two disabled spaces for a 10bedroom hotel 256 .
Servicing
205.
The suggested condition (No. 26 (Application Scheme) and No. 25 (Amendment
Scheme)) 257 provides the Council with a tool it could use if vehicles longer than 7.1m
are proved to have entered the site, but nothing if such a vehicle arrives and its
driver disputes a refusal to admit it to the service yard. Even with a 7.1m limitation a
7.1m vehicle leaving the site would veer into the offside lane for about 7m,
something that is of real concern to both TfL and the Council 258 .
206.
With the reduction in the service area and the introduction of a c 100-bedroom
hotel, restaurant and bar (even without substantial spilling out onto to the market
area) there should have been a Service Management and Delivery Plan submitted as
part of the application. 259
Other factors
207.
There are other factors that the Appellant urges should be weighed in the balance
in favour of the development: job creation, density and the benefit of restoring the
locally listed canopy (in the Amendment Scheme). It is right that all material
considerations should be weighed in the balance; but what could not be explained by
the Appellant is how, in reality, such factors could sensibly be given enough weight to
affect a decision where harm to heritage assets as important as a CA, WHS and listed
buildings is found.
208.
The same point applies to need for hotels. In addition, one cannot properly rely
on documents a few years old detailing need without allowing for the built and
permitted new hotels and extensions in the intervening period, anymore than one
could rely upon a document referring to a need for housing without considering new
and permitted housing since its date. As for need for a particular type of hotel, there
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are the ‘excellent’ De Vere Devonport House and ‘high quality’ Greenwich Novotel
close by, 260 the former in a historic listed building in the Greenwich Park CA and
WHS.
209.
There is no viability assessment in this case. Vague unevidenced and generalised
comments about viability from witnesses who are not expert should be given no
weight whatsoever in the Appellant's favour.
210.
A single written representation raised (without giving details) anti-social
behaviour. This did not form part of the Appellant's case and therefore was not put to
those best able to comment on it; Council officers, the market-traders, councillors
and other local people who gave evidence. Ms McDade was able to refer to one
incident of vomit being found 261 , whilst Mr Belcher spoke of the absence of graffiti
and of relative satisfaction with the situation 262 . What one person considers to be
anti-social behaviour may be acceptable to another: e.g. speaking loudly, playing
music, the appearance of teenagers gathering in groups. The appropriate finding is
that Mr Belcher's evidence on this point is reliable and there is no anti-social
behaviour of planning significance in these appeals.
The other applications
211.
No separate issue arises in respect of the conservation area consent application.
The temporary market appeal is considered below.
The Main Issues
212.
The appeal proposals would have an adverse effect on the WGCA, neighbouring
listed buildings and the WHS. The appeal proposals would have an adverse effect on
residents of ground-floor premises in KWW. The Council does not submit that this
would justify refusal of a scheme that benefited heritage assets, but does submit that
the appeal schemes do not do this.
213.
The appeal proposals would interfere with highway safety and the free flow of
traffic, not least by wrongly failing to provide disabled parking spaces and expecting
disabled people to exercise their right to park on yellow lines because of the absence
of such spaces.
214.
The Council does not rely on any transportation or conservation concern about
the temporary market. Whilst this is clearly contrary to MOL policy, was planning
permission to be granted for the redevelopment of the existing market site, very
special circumstances would exist for a temporary location. Without such permission
there are no circumstances (let alone very special ones) to justify planning
permission. In carrying out the balancing exercise, the needs of the market traders –
their livelihood is at stake -, the absence of any better (or even equally good)
alternative, and the temporary nature of the proposal would all weigh in favour of
granting permission.
Conclusions
215.
The unanimous cross-party decisions of the Council’s Planning Board 263 on both
the original appeal proposals and the amended proposals merit respect in a context
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where there is a move from centralism to localism. This is especially so given the
large-scale and widespread opposition to the schemes. There would be real and
substantial harm to the WHS, CA and listed buildings. This harm would last for as
long as the buildings permitted, which could be hundreds of years.

Other oral representations
216.

The following summaries provide the gist of representations made at the Inquiry

Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site Executive (G Belcher, Coordinator 264 )
217.
Maritime Greenwich consists essentially of three elements; the ORNC and
National Maritime Museum, Greenwich Park and the historic core of Greenwich town
centre, the Greenwich market forming an important part of the latter. These three
elements are linked in many ways but also make their own individual contributions to
the WHS Management Plan 265 which sets out the goals, objectives and actions for
discharging the responsibilities of managing a WHS. The Plan recognises that the
character of the town centre is strongly linked to its continuing economic viability as
a tourist destination and this underpins the sustainability of the WHS as a whole. An
important element is the need to develop opportunities to extend visitor stay from
predominantly single day visits to overnight and longer stays. The night-time
economy also needs to be developed but the restrictions associated with the historic
town centre environment mean that there are few development opportunities.
218.
The opportunities that arise from developing the market are recognised and
these match the issues highlighted in the WHS Management Plan. In particular, the
provision of new hotel accommodation is welcomed.
219.
The WHS administration has been aware of the evolving scheme for the market
since its beginning and the Appellant has taken care to consult with a wide variety of
organisations and individuals over this period.
220.
In order to maintain its viability some adaptation of the building fabric is
inevitable. However, the historic fabric that would be lost, mostly relating to 1950s
post-bomb damage rebuilding, is not considered to be particularly significant
measured against the economic and design gains from the scheme which, considered
as a whole, delivers a better organised and ordered space.
221.
The scheme for the market is welcomed in principle within its WHS context
although it is hardly surprising that with a complex proposal in such a strong historic
context individual and differing opinions will be expressed on detailed aspects of the
design.
Application Scheme
222.
The retention of the main courtyard and the introduction of a new curving street
should bring improvements by expanding the market’s economic activity. It also
introduces an element that reflects something of the medieval street pattern in an
area that is at present used for servicing and is of no particular spatial or
architectural interest. The scheme should bring a new dynamism, helping to sustain
the market and the town centre.
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223.
The creation of a hotel split into two parts is welcomed. The adoption of a
‘coaching inn’ feel to the redesigned courtyard could be appropriate, although the
elevations have been considered by some as of too grand a scale and the detailing
too rhythmic. There is some concern that the scale of the hotel buildings will play a
part in the historic roofscape, seen from some important views in the WHS. The
introduction of a new element with a blank silhouette behind the traditional roof
forms of the Joseph Kay frontages is unfortunate.
224.
The minor significance of the buildings facing Durnford Street known as the
banana warehouse and stables would not justify their retention but the materials
could be salvaged for use on the site or in the wider WHS. If there is a loss of the
cobbled floor in the market this is to be regretted as this is very much part of the
market’s character.
225.
The replacement of the 1950s brick infill on the KWW frontage is supported. The
market roof, dating from the early 20th century has limited architectural or historic
interest and it produces something of a low and gloomy space. The proposed design
with inverted umbrellas with the use of many columns has been questioned, with the
relationship between the canopy edge and the view from hotel balconies seeming to
be unresolved. Cleaning of the membrane would be a key issue.
226.
The scheme for the temporary market at Museum Garden is supported in
principle. Coordination of existing development and the presence of a main visitor
path will create additional problems of service and emergency vehicle access.
However, coordination of all these activities is being undertaken through a working
group of partner organisations and there is confidence that a solution to local traffic
management can be found, assisted by suggested condition No. 9 relating to the
temporary market 266 .
Amendment Scheme
227.
The proposed reuse of the existing cobbles interspersed with granite setts is
welcomed as is the use of brick and painted render as the main cladding materials.
The use of five arched openings instead of three on the KWW frontage should
produce a scale more appropriate to the existing openings onto the market place.
The removal of the gables at attic level and use of a hipped mansard may be
satisfactory although the width of the attic windows should not exceed the width of
the windows on the main façade.
228.
The reduction in height of the central block will assist in integrating the scheme
with the historic roofscape. Retention of the existing market roof should remove one
of the major criticisms of the earlier scheme. The proposed raising of the central
spine lantern and re-roofing should retain the look and feel of the existing market.
Conclusion
229.
The redevelopment is supported in principle. Although there were criticisms
made of some of the details of the application scheme these were not so strong as to
warrant an objection overall. The amendments to the scheme are welcomed.
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Greenwich Conservation Group (P Binns, Secretary 267 )
230.
The Greenwich Conservation Group is an ad hoc planning organisation made up
of representatives from local amenity organisations across the borough. In
commenting on the Application Scheme the Group raised no objection to the principle
of the redevelopment of the market site and were supportive of the high standard of
design and planning. This continues to be the position in respect of the changes
made in the Amendment Scheme. A number of reservations were made in respect of
the application scheme including:
•

Further images to indicate what might be seen in longer distance views from the
ORNC were needed.

•

The three-bay arch treatment on the KWW frontage involves an awkward
relationship between the enclosure of the hotel lobby and the way through to the
market.

•

The setting of the underside of the market canopy at the level indicated would
mean that unsatisfactory different experiences would be enjoyed by the hotel’s
occupants, with some looking down on the canopy and some looking into the market
itself.

•

There was strong feeling that the four-storey element of the hotel block at the
rear of the retained houses on KWW would result in a feeling of enclosure for
residents there, not just through the additional storey height but by reason of the
new build being set 2.8m closer to the backs of the properties.

231.

In respect of the Amendment Scheme:

•

Reservations about the height of the development have been answered by the
removal of the third floor mezzanine in the central block and through the production
of further computer images.

•

The five-bay treatment on KWW overcomes concerns regarding the Application
Scheme, with the entry to the market now being clearly defined by use of the
southernmost archway.

•

By retaining the existing market roof structure all occupants of the hotel
bedrooms will share the same experience, looking down on the re-clad roof, thereby
removing the Group’s concerns.

•

Although a different facing material is now proposed, (white render rather than
timber cladding) the concerns regarding the additional height and closeness to the
rear of the KWW dwellings persist, with an unacceptable sense of enclosure being
provided in the rear courtyards.
Westcombe Society (Lawrence Smith, member of the planning and environment subcommittee 268 )

232.
The application is opposed with residents of Westcombe Park, a significant
number of whom are disabled, having particular concerns about the traffic
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Doc 10
Docs 11 & 2 (1) & (32). The Westcombe Society is affiliated to the Greenwich
Conservation Group
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Traffic
233.
Access from Westcombe Park to areas west of Greenwich is already seriously
hampered by acute congestion in the town centre, particularly at a weekend.
Consideration of the traffic implications of the development is hampered by the
absence of a Travel Plan for which the superficial Travel Assessment is no substitute.
The much reduced servicing arrangements are a matter of concern because of the
implications for traffic on Greenwich Church Street. What information is available
seems to suggest that street loading will take place at the height of the morning
peak and vehicles will have to emerge into heavy traffic flows using more than one
traffic lane. There will be very limited scope for more than one vehicle at a time in
Durnford Street and the service area, with no evidence of a means of regulating this.
234.
There seems to be no parking for the disabled or cyclists (except employees).
The movement of goods for the hotel and trolley routes for the market will conflict
with sites for stalls. Would it be possible, should planning permission be granted, for
a condition to be included to require there to be in any publicity for the hotel
reference to the fact that there is no parking provided for hotel guests and to omit
directions by road? Could a condition also be imposed to prevent the hotel
‘privatizing’ the space within the market for any al fresco restaurant/bar?
235.
Westcombe Park residents are familiar with the experience of being crowded out
from traditional parking sites by an inflow of staff for local employers. This is likely
to have a damaging effect on the suppliers and customers of existing businesses and
on visitors to Greenwich and hence on the very lifeblood of the town centre.
Character of the CA and WHS
236.
The arrival of a hotel with some 100 rooms and perhaps 200 beds will change the
current character of the area with that of the market changing for the worse if the
area is transformed into something approaching a hotel shopping mall. The hotel
may lead to pressure to ‘sanitize’ the market because the various ethnic odours of
crafts and foods might not appeal. The sheer size and bulk of the proposal will
change the character and its height will mar the view of the town centre from the
ORNC and other viewpoints. The attractiveness of the market would be enhanced if
the opportunity was taken to utilize the original roof design. There will be both
tangible and intangible damage to the CA and WHS character and wider local area.
Disabled access
237.
Disabled who rely on mobility scooters and the availability of disabled parking will
be forced to off-site bays, displacing current users. The developer should not be able
to shuffle off responsibilities under the DDA onto other hotels in the area. Though
retention of the cobbles is welcomed any new flooring, particularly on access routes,
should be of York stone to facilitate disabled movement.
238.
The shared use of Durnford Street is likely to cause particular difficulties as a
result of the loss of current ‘off-street’ unloading. If lorries have to wait their turn in
Durnford Street this would be extremely poor space utilization, it would change the
character of the main approach to the market and impede access by disabled and
other users. The lack of consideration for the disabled seems unacceptable.
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Greenwich Environment Forum (GEF) (Anna Townend 269 )
239.
GEF is a founder member of the Greenwich Conservation Group and contributes
to the corporate views of the Group, which are conveyed to the Council. It is
considered that the proposals do not adequately value the WHS within the wider
context of the symbiotic nature of the Royal Park, historic town centre and the River
Thames, as associated with the former Royal Palace and Park and the adjoining town
legacy, nor does it meet UDP Design Guidelines.
240.
In the view of the GEF the former stable building in Durnford Street is a vital part
of the Greenwich vernacular building legacy and should be retained and restored.
Sadly, to the knowledge of the Forum, this building had been disgracefully neglected
and proposals put forward for its restoration and use turned down by the Appellant.
The proposed plans for the replacement of this unusual and uniquely profiled building
are mundane and most unworthy of the overall setting of the WHS. The new
buildings will be totally unrelated to the existing regulated ‘grid’ of buildings which
are of such importance to the WHS.
Cllr David Grant 270
241.
He has represented Greenwich West Ward, within which the appeal site lies, since
2002. He first viewed the plans for the market development quite positively but
became alarmed when the plans for the hotel seemed to balloon and then include a
separate hotel block in the middle of the market, since when he has opposed the
proposals. Doing an extensive canvas of the Ward he found a great majority were
not in favour of the scheme.
242.
The covered market has become a very important part of the Maritime Greenwich
tourism offer. Whilst most visitors come to admire the Baroque architecture of the
ORNC, visit the Maritime Museum and enjoy the park, a significant number now come
specifically to visit the lively market with its varied offer from arts and crafts to food
and drink. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that the plans for the hotel will erode
the market and may also lead to important niche shops around it being replaced.
This is not the right place for a new hotel and there is no point in having a hotel that
destroys a significant part of the WHS which visitors come to see.
Cllr Dermot Poston 271
243.
He has been a borough councillor since 1968 and has been a member of the
Planning Board much of this time. Lord Clark in his now seminal lectures on
‘civilization’ described the main buildings in the WHS as ‘the greatest architectural
unit built in England since the Middle Ages’. The Council has an obligation laid upon
it to protect this heritage. If the proposed central building goes ahead it will confront
one’s eye when walking down the main thoroughfare in the grounds of the ORNC and
will rise above the Georgian line of Kay’s terrace on KWW. The mansard roof would
be incongruous, disrupting the harmonious composition of the terrace.
244.
The view from the Royal Observatory Hill, looking down on the town centre,
would be marred by the intrusion of the central block, out of scale with the Cutty
Sark and its surroundings. This would also overpower the buildings in Greenwich
Church Street. Greenwich town centre architecture is individual and sometimes
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magnificent – the market is individual and of its place. However, the new architecture
is universal and fails to be Greenwich architecture; it could be intended for Canada,
Brazil or anywhere. Should the development take place in this setting it would be
one of the most ill-conceived schemes that has come before the Council’s Planning
Board during his years of service on it.
Cllr Maureen O’Mara 272
245.
She has been a councillor for Greenwich West Ward since 1998. Cllr O’Mara was
originally involved with the Key Stakeholder Group that started to discuss
redevelopment plans for the market but pulled out when she saw the scope of the
plans. At the Planning Board meeting at which the scheme was refused she
expressed the view that the two things that needed to happen were the provision of
a new roof and the refurbishment by the Appellant of the external fabric of the
buildings ringing the market.
246.
The market is a well-loved part of London and one of the reasons seven million
people visit Greenwich annually. The proposals will rip the heart out of Greenwich
and will be detrimental to the WHS. The market’s charm and character will disappear
only to be replaced by a hotel and some new shops.
247.
There are concerns for the livelihoods of many independent traders who come to
the market each weekend as it is feared that the rents expected will mean that most
of them - if not all - may not be able to return.
248.
As the market is not busy on a Monday and Tuesday this raises question marks
about the economic viability of the new shop units. Canary Wharf, only eight
minutes away by DLR, will be a major competitor for a new Greenwich Market. A
question mark must also be raised about the post-Olympic viability of the proposed
hotel given the existing and permitted hotels nearby.
249.
There will be an impact on traffic in the area as many guests will expect to be
deposited at the hotel in their own transport. The Appellant has never shown any
understanding of or interest in the impact of the proposals on this sensitive WHS.
Paul Trynka 273
250.
He is a long-term resident of Greenwich, has visited the market for 20 years and
has held stalls there. The banana warehouse and stables in Durnford Street are
modest working buildings built around 110 years ago. Whilst not attracting as much
attention as Joseph Kay’s elegant houses they are just as important. In the words of
the Victorian Society ‘these stable buildings are simple but attractive structures
which help us understand how the market operated in the past’. Whilst the
glamorous buildings of Wren, Vanbrugh and Inigo Jones survive, the service buildings
are mostly gone and the banana warehouse and stables are the only survivors of
working buildings in the WHS. These buildings tell of the history made by working
men and women just as much as the coherent Joseph Kay scheme that surrounds
them and to which they play a vital supporting role. They are an intrinsic part of the
texture, character and diversity of the market and of Greenwich.

272

Doc 2, (15). Cllr O’Mara handed in a petition with approximately 800 names objecting to
the proposals on the basis of their being out of character with the WHS and unnecessary in
light of existing and planned hotel provision in the area.
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251.
It is claimed that the buildings are in a state of disrepair, are structurally
unsound and their removal will enhance the area. The opposite is the case.
Knocking them down will not only be harmful to the character and appearance of the
CA and setting of listed buildings but also does not make business sense; visitors all
value the area’s texture, diversity and character.
252.
The Appellant claims that unattractive buildings create a wholly unattractive
entrance to the market, do not contribute positively to the CA and should be
demolished. No reasonable person could agree with this and their replacement by a
rubbish compactor and new brick walls will in fact damage the CA, the setting of
listed buildings and the WHS.
Kate Jaconello 274
253.
She is the market trader representative on the Key Stakeholder Consultative
Group (KSCG) and has been a trader at Greenwich Market for eight years. There is
no objection to a development at the market in principle but she is against the
proposed scheme because of its size and focus and lack of detail. Her major concern
is that she has never been convinced that the vibrant, thriving market as it currently
exists, with its stalls and mix of food and retail, would really be able to work
alongside a ‘boutique style hotel’ so close to each other. Issues such as noise and
the coming and going of traders have never been addressed in detail. Perhaps a
reason for this is that the full picture is not being painted of the Appellant’s long-term
plans for the market and its traders; it has never been stated how many stalls would
exist when the market is redeveloped, or their sizes, or whether rents would be likely
to rise. The various points of ambiguity concerning the scheme arise from the lack of
detailed consultation with key stakeholders and the public.
254.
Having regard to consultation, many traders have been excluded since requests
to have traders’ meetings at a weekend have not been agreed. It also has to be
questioned how much assessment has taken place of activity at a weekend when the
market is so much busier and loading and unloading often causes the roads to be
gridlocked.
255.
The focus of the redevelopment has shifted with the increase in the size of the
hotel from 60 rooms to over 100, a huge move away from the much more modest
plans that were presented to the public. On a site of this size this surely represents
overdevelopment.
256.
It is suggested that hotel users would use public transport but this is perhaps
fanciful. There will be no disabled parking or stopping facilities and the likes of Ms
Jaconello’s father, the type of person who might use a boutique hotel but who is
registered disabled, may well be excluded or dissuaded from doing so.
257.
What makes Greenwich special is its quirkiness and uniqueness, its historic
buildings, the park the river and market and the area’s overall sense of community
which sets it apart from the rest of London. If the development proceeds as planned
it would turn a London highlight into a hotel-based, bland shopping-style mall with
many fewer stalls, less character, over-developed and soulless and not fitting for a
WHS.
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Edward Hill (oral evidence only 275 )
258.
He has lived and worked in Greenwich since 1975 and has a shop/workshop in
Creek Road. Whilst not representing anyone he has undertaken a ‘straw poll’ of local
opinion regarding the proposals. He is aware of the difficult trading position of small
businesses within the catchment. It is a fragile economy with 30 shops unoccupied
within the area and some traders just surviving. Some tenants of the Appellant are
nervous about speaking out. There has never been a commercial assessment by the
Council of how the local economy is performing and no business assessment of
Greenwich town centre. There are plenty of hotels within Greenwich and he is
uncertain as to the commercial logic for a further hotel.
259.
Greenwich Hospital is a Crown charity but the majority of the money raised from
property within the town centre goes to a school in Suffolk. The charitable remit of
the Hospital should be changed to make sure that it is working in the interests of the
local Greenwich economy. The appellant has no care for Greenwich; it is simply a
property developer intent on making gains on property.
260.
The proposed redevelopment would have an adverse effect on the WHS and
would fail to enhance its character. According to a local estate agent the
redevelopment would sound the death knell of independent businesses. The
redevelopment at Bermondsey (where Bespoke Hotels, who would be likely to
operate the hotel within the market, have a hotel) has ripped the character out of the
market there with a reduction in traders from 400 to 40.
Joff Summerfield (oral evidence only)
261.
He has been a trader at Greenwich Market for about 15 years and was a previous
resident of Greenwich for six. He is content with the amended plans retaining and
updating the existing market roof though the fact that this has been suggested is an
admission of a mistake in the first place. However, there are question marks over
how the market roof will perform, particularly given present flooding after heavy rain
and what would be done to deter pigeons.
262.
The architect’s theme of using wood for a facing material can be seen in their
commissions throughout the world. Its use would be generic and would say nothing
about Greenwich. The rebuilding in KWW following bomb damage is an important
part of the history of Greenwich and should remain as it is.
263.
The market can begin to be set up at 6.30 – 7.00 in the morning and activity can
persist well into Sunday evening when stalls are taken down. The hotel will not work
with the noise that the market generates. It has to be questioned whether another
hotel is needed. There are 32 hotels within about 5km and 253 hotels within about
9.6km of the market, not including bed and breakfast establishments and guest
houses. Was an assessment of hotel need carried out before the award of the
Olympics to London or after it?
264.
The proposed shop units will be fronted by glass and yet more glass and will be
likely to be occupied by big businesses rather than small ones. Overall, the scheme
is about big business and nothing to do with locals, small businesses and the WHS.
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Adriane de Savorgnani 276
265.
The need for additional hotel rooms in central Greenwich is not established by
current market research. There are over 500 hotel beds within about a 3km radius
of the market and some of these establishments report that hotels in Canary Wharf
are taking away their custom. No parking is planned and only 264 public parking
spaces are available in central Greenwich. Thus, parking and even unloading near
the market will become nearly impossible. Increased traffic will likely result in
tailbacks and congestion in the market area. Pedestrianisation could add to the
problems.
266.
Many market traders are concerned about loss of custom that might occur with
the temporary relocation. The potential loss of market shops and their replacement
with common commercial enterprises could degrade the overall charm and appeal of
this unique market.
Ian Wilkinson (oral evidence only)
267.
He has deep concerns regarding the quality of the materials to be used,
particularly the extensive use of timber. This is a WHS and regard must be had for
the highest quality materials and their longevity.
268.
There is an imbalance between the hotel proposal and the market. The former is
now the dominant element whereas it is the latter that should be the central focus.
With 99 beds the concept of a ‘boutique’ hotel is misleading. He is concerned that
the proposed curving street doesn’t become a High Street mall since what is
attractive about the market is its craft/artisan feel.
269.

The position of the Greenwich Society does not represent all its members.

Written Representations
270.
A number of written representations in the context of the appeals have been
submitted both expressing support for and objection to the proposals. The gist of
these are summarised below, breaking them down into those broadly supportive and
those having objections/reservations.
Support

Nick Raynsford MP 277
271.
Mr Raynsford expresses his strong support for the appeals. He chaired the KSCG
from January 2007 to advise the Appellant on the future of the market. The Group
worked to ensure that certain key principles were followed by any redevelopment,
these being:
•

The need for change to enhance the market’s appeal and ensure its future whilst
at the same time preserving and protecting its best qualities and character.

•

The retention of a diverse and vibrant market and surrounding retail units is
fundamental to the regeneration of the area.
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•

The meeting of the highest design standards to fit sensitively into the historic
fabric of the Joseph Kay plan.

•

The minimization, insofar as possible, of disruption to the market and shops’
operation.

272.
The Application Scheme satisfied these principles and would have enhanced the
economic viability of the town centre and improved the existing market facilities.
The scheme was imaginative, well-designed and sensitive to the historic character of
the area, with support from a range of well-informed bodies.
273.
Much of the opposition to the scheme was based either on misconceptions of its
impact or hostility to the process of change. The scheme as originally submitted
should have been approved. Having said this, the amendments are also supported
and demonstrate the Appellant’s wish to accommodate legitimate local concerns.
Both Application and Amendment Schemes are sound redevelopment proposals and
should be supported.
English Heritage 278
274.
EH was involved in extensive pre-application discussions and when the
Application Scheme was submitted raised no objections to the scheme subject to the
imposition of conditions. This position remains in respect of the Amendment
Scheme, which is generally welcomed. Subject to the approval of details, such as
facing materials, the proposed redevelopment will not have an adverse impact on the
character and appearance of the WHS, the CA or the setting of bordering listed
buildings.
275.
The retention of the existing granite setts is especially welcomed and the fivearch treatment to the KWW façade seems to achieve a rather more harmonious
visual relationship with the existing listed terrace houses. There is less certainty
about the proposed change of cladding from timber to stock brick. Although
recognising that this would respond to the rear of the Kay and other buildings on
Greenwich Church Street, the building needs to, in part, assert itself.
The Greenwich Society 279
276.
The Application Scheme has always been supported. The Amendment Scheme is
also supported with the retention of the cobbles and the market roof, with the
formation of a raised lantern along the length of the roof being a great improvement.
The five-arch solution to the KWW façade is welcomed and preferred to the threearch as better relating to the form of the ground floor layout behind and the entrance
way to the covered market. The hipped mansard roof on the KWW elevation is also
supported.
Other support
277.
The following is a précis of the other supportive written representations contained
in Doc 2.
278.
The market is an unsatisfactory environment, particularly when empty and is the
scene of anti-social behaviour when the market is not in use. The redevelopment
proposals are imaginative and practical, with the hotel provision being a necessary
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component which would provide a degree of policing and deterrence. The scheme
would not change the framework within which the daily operation of the market
would operate.
279.
The hotel will bring much-needed overnight visitors to the WHS and will boost the
area’s economy. The appellant’s willingness to incorporate amendments show an act
of faith, indicating its intentions to work cooperatively with stakeholders and go some
way to meeting expressed concerns.
280.
The Appellant’s willingness to undertake major investment in the 21st century is
both welcome and supportive of its objects as the leading royal naval charity; one of
those objects is making best benefit, for the purposes of others, of the naval heritage
assets it holds. Its town centre property in Greenwich is part of those heritage
assets and attractions and generates income for a sector of national welfare benefit,
not for private profit. It is therefore entirely in the public interest – no less than that
of Greenwich more locally – to have a scheme both worthy of the WHS and also
economically viable in the long-term.
281.
A regenerated market will help complement Greenwich’s unique position as a
tourist and retail destination. A more attractive town centre environment will no
doubt be a factor for students considering attending the University of Greenwich, in
competition with other universities.
282.
The Appellant has identified a need for studio units for light manufacturing and
retailing. This is of particular interest to the University of Greenwich as it could
provide an initial experience of business and starter units for entrepreneurial
students.
Objections

CABE 280
283.
The Appellant’s commitment to high quality design is applauded. Whilst the
scheme has the potential to regenerate this important site at the heart of Greenwich
the proposal could do more to enhance the existing market environment. The
circular layout of the new central block and the amount of hotel accommodation
appear alien in this context.
284.
The ‘organic’ crescent appears awkward in the rectangular context of the market
and the strict Joseph Kay design, with the rounded form of the new block creating
retail spaces which will be difficult to use and furnish. It interrupts the route into the
market from Durnford Street and a direct route would be beneficial to improve
permeability through the site.
285.
Durnford Street could benefit from further upgrading and the discrepancy
between its use as a main pedestrian access and service entry yard has not been
fully resolved. Brick could work well for the new elements rather than timber.
286.
A boutique hotel in the market is a sound proposition but the proposed amount of
accommodation appears exaggerated and not in tune with the small-scale character
of the market. The scheme risks concentrating too much on the hotel. This is likely
to dominate, rather than giving consideration to, the particular character and needs
of the market. The coexistence of the hotel and a busy market is questioned.
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287.
With the Amendment Scheme the legibility of the KWW façade has been
improved but the access to the market should be wider to make it feel more
welcoming and comfortable. The retention and refurbishment of the market roof is
welcomed but the relationship between this and the proposed cantilevered building is
not yet fully resolved.
The Victorian Society 281
288.
The amendments to the original scheme are welcomed but objection is still
maintained to the demolition of the stable building in Durnford Street. It is a simple
building but positively contributes to the character and appearance of the historic
market and helps provide an understanding of how the market functioned in the
past. Its removal would have a damaging impact on the market’s character and
appearance, contrary to national and local planning policies, in particular UDP Policies
D17 and D23. These aim to protect locally listed buildings and unlisted historic
buildings within a CA from demolition and unsympathetic alteration. The proposal’s
damaging impact has not been adequately justified.
Cllr Matthew Pennycock 282
289.
Cllr Pennycock has represented Greenwich West Ward since May 2010. The
scheme, even with the suggested amendments, would fundamentally alter the
character of the market and the WHS. The character of the market is central to the
popularity and the wider success of Maritime Greenwich as a tourist destination.
Whilst residents recognised that the market needed refurbishment and some
surrounding buildings needed alteration, resident feeling at the time of the elections
in May 2010 was overwhelmingly opposed to any proposals which would significantly
alter the basic design and character of the market. The plans would be harmful to
the character and design of the market, it is far from clear why there is a further
need for hotel accommodation and the plans would harm a number of successful
independent traders who would be forced out of the area.
Other objections
290.
The following is a précis of other written representations of objection contained in
Doc 2.
291.
The scheme is out of keeping with its historic surroundings, is visually intrusive
and would amount to overdevelopment. The hotel element would loom over the
surrounding listed terraces and would do nothing to preserve or enhance the WGCA.
The hotel component would adversely impinge on views from the WHS and the
development generally would be aesthetically, socially and environmentally out of
keeping with Greenwich’s status as a WHS. The scheme was unanimously rejected
by the Planning Board with good reason.
292.
There is no need for a hotel of about 100 rooms in this confined space. Is
another hotel needed when existing hotels in the area seem to be seldom at
capacity? Whilst a ‘boutique’ hotel of 20 or 30 bedrooms might be needed in
Greenwich, the size proposed is excessive. Alternative development of a more local
scale should be explored. Building a monolith will destroy the sense of community,
soul and village atmosphere and a ‘modern addition’ of hotel and shops not in
keeping with this location is not required. The size of units underneath the hotel
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suggests that they would only be affordable for chain retailers, which would suppress
the diversity and quality of shopping.
293.
The movement of traders during the construction period will drive many out of
business. Even if some of the shop users return they will be unable to pay the higher
rents charged to recoup the cost of the development. This would thus change for
ever the mix of independent small shops and traders when the maintenance of an
independent and eclectic profile of shops is essential for preserving its attraction for
locals and visitors. The current market is one of four key markets to visit in London.
It has broad appeal, is independent, vibrant, quirky, has a unique charm and
ambience and is loved by local residents. These, together with the ‘soul’ of
Greenwich, would be lost with redevelopment. The delicate balance of keeping local
character has not been given consideration by the Appellant. The market’s
destruction would be as unacceptable as was the proposed destruction of Covent
Garden Market. Removal of the cobbles is one example of how the scheme would
‘sterilize’ this environment.
294.
The scheme amendments do not make any major difference to what would be
still a visually intrusive and overdeveloped site.
295.
The impact of extra traffic will be significant, there is likely to be congestion with
additional deliveries and the use of taxis by hotel guests and the proposals will
exacerbate existing traffic problems, particularly during the construction period.
296.
The scheme seems to display very little historical understanding of market spaces
nor does there seem to be any appreciation of the vernacular architectural forms and
materials specific to Greenwich. In the absence of attention to local vernacular
traditions it is all too easy to produce a design which is insipidly generic and which
could easily be found in any number of London locations. There is a danger that the
design for the market would be homogeneous and bland. The market adds to the
heterogeneity of Greenwich and has picturesque charm providing a vital element of
the genius loci. The proposals fail to see this, with the assertiveness of its
architecture in the form of a bulky hotel and ostentatious roof canopy.
297.
The value of the existing 1950s buildings is their invisibility, which gives the
observer the impression they are in an early Victorian market. In this sense they are
firmly in the vernacular tradition. They quietly but constantly facilitate the social
space of the market, which is what keeps its heart beating.
298.
The internal curving street is an artificial and geometric imposition which has no
relation to the organically-developed street layouts. It would have none of the lyrical
meander of Turnpin Lane or the ceremonial of the axial entrances to the market on
the north, south and west sides. There are a number of other sites in Greenwich
severely damaged by poor design solutions. The same fate cannot be allowed to
destroy one of Greenwich’s greatest assets.
299.
To replace the market roof with a plastic one would be a retrograde step.
Increasing the number of pillars is to misunderstand the aesthetic pleasure of an
open area in an urban setting and it would damage seriously the flexibility of use of
the space for market stalls and other commercial uses. Cleaning of the proposed new
roof might be problematic; it would look dated and tatty after a few years and would
not join seamlessly with other buildings. The roof would look like a temporary circus
tent, alien to its surroundings or would give the market the feel of a bus station. The
existing market roof is an integral feature of Greenwich architecture and its removal
should be opposed. It is a low roof that adds to the character of the market whereas
the proposed (Application Scheme) roof would not be reflective of Greenwich’s
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character. The present roof structure should be retained with the corrugated roof
replaced with glass.
300.
If the aim is to conserve and enhance why not rebuild Joseph Kay’s original and
refined designs of 1829? The imaginative and successful restoration of Covent
Garden shows what could be achieved.
301.
It is not clear that the proposal for the temporary market provides a suitable
alternative space and its design is not sympathetic to the WHS.

Conditions and Obligation
302.
Lists of suggested appropriate conditions to be imposed should the Secretary of
State be minded to grant planning permission(s) and conservation area consent were
contained in two of the SoCGs 283 . These were discussed within the Inquiry and the
conditions were added to and modified in the light of this, resulting in the submission
of two updated sets of suggested conditions agreed between the Council and the
Appellant 284 . I have considered these having regard to advice in Circular 11/95 The
Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions. The lists, together with the reasons for
their imposition are attached at Annex 1 and are as substantially agreed subject to
some minor changes to wording for clarity, consistency and to ensure enforceability,
and abbreviation of some of the reasons.
303.
The conditions relating to the Application and Amendment Schemes are the same
except for respective conditions No. 2 which, in the interests of proper planning and
the avoidance of doubt, specify the plans. I have added condition No. 2 in Part 3 of
the Annex relating to the conservation area consent in order to specify the plans to
which the consent would apply, for the avoidance of doubt. The Amendment Scheme
also does not include condition No. 5 of the Application Scheme, which requires
further details of the market canopy and its supports, since the existing support
structure is to be retained and the roof modified in accordance with the submitted
plans.
304.
Suggested conditions 22 and 23 of the Application Scheme (21 and 22 of the
Amendment Scheme) are largely repetitious and I have combined them into a single
suggested condition.
305.
The first suggested conditions relating to all three proposals specify a period of
five years for the commencement of development/works rather than the normal
three years. This was to take into account the fact that if permissions and consent
are granted, the Appellant would not wish to start work until at least after the
conclusion of the Olympic Games which are to take place in 2012, especially as
Greenwich is to host some of the sports. The longer time period would therefore
provide greater flexibility in the programming of the commencement of development.
306.
A completed section 106 Unilateral Undertaking has been provided by the
Appellant to support the proposals 285 . In the event of planning permission being
granted this provides for various financial contributions to be made and for the
production of a Travel Plan. The financial contributions include those towards the
Council’s employment and skills initiative to support the recruitment, employment
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and skills development of local people and businesses. The Appellant undertakes to
promote the recruitment of local employees, contractors and sub-contractors
required for the construction works. Contributions would be made towards the
improvement of the public realm within the vicinity of the development and for the
provision of equipment and facilities designed to create a safer and more secure
environment for visitors and residents in the town centre.
307.
A contribution is also included for the improvement of transport facilities close to
the development. It is likely this would be used for public transport improvements
and could include improved routes to and from bus stops, signage, possible
improvements to the DLR station and the provision of additional cycle parking. A
Travel Plan will be prepared and operated to identify appropriate measures to
encourage sustainable transport to and from the market redevelopment by visitors
and staff using transport other than the car. The plan will apply to the whole of the
redevelopment.
308.
There is an agreed note between the Appellant and the Council indicating their
view that the Undertaking complies with Regulation 122 of the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 286 . The note also states that the Undertaking
has been framed in accordance with the Council’s Planning Obligations
Supplementary Planning Document, adopted in 2008 287 .
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Conclusions
The numbers in parentheses [ ] refer to paragraphs in the preceding part of the
report on which the conclusions below have been based.
General comments
309.
The terms ‘Application Scheme’ and ‘Amendment Scheme’ are used as in the
body of the report to refer to, in the former case, the proposals as originally
submitted and considered by the Council. The Amendment Scheme refers to the
proposals as sought to be amended and considered within the context of the appeals.
A full round of consultations on these amendments was carried out and the
Environmental Statement (ES) revised to take the changes into account. The Council
had the opportunity prior to the Inquiry of formally considering the amendments and
expressing its views upon them. [6,8]
310.
The environmental information comprising the ES, its addendums in conjunction
with the proposed amendments in the Amendment Scheme, and comments received
on these, has been taken into account in reaching my conclusions. There is no
reason to doubt, nor has any contrary view been expressed, that the requirements of
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1999 (as amended) have been complied with. [8]
311.
In reaching my conclusions I have carefully considered the comments made by
consultees including individuals, groups and organisations. The proposals have
resulted in both support and opposition. I have noted the petition of objections to
the regeneration scheme containing in the region of 800 signatures. However, it is
unclear from the evidence provided whether the signatories to the petition had the
benefit of being fully informed by plans and details of the scheme prior to their
signing. Accordingly, I attach less weight to this than to those clearly detailed and
informed comments that have been made; it is the content of representations and
their relevance to planning and the proposal under consideration rather than number
that is of significance. [52]
312.
The four main issues identified at the Pre-inquiry Meeting and at the Inquiry itself
are taken as the framework for considering the proposals. [34]
First main issue - The impact of the development works at Greenwich Market on the
appearance and character of the West Greenwich Conservation Area (WGCA), the
setting of adjacent grade II listed buildings, and their effect on the Maritime
Greenwich World Heritage Site (WHS), having regard to detailed design and
materials and whether the scheme would result in an overdevelopment of the site.

313.
Greenwich Market is a significant component of Greenwich town centre and is
clearly seen by many as its heart and, indeed, soul. It provides a key role in the
town centre’s vitality and viability and contributes to Greenwich as a tourist/visitor
destination. There is a considerable measure of agreement that the market and its
immediate surrounds are in need of rejuvenation. The existing market canopy
provides a somewhat gloomy ambience. The flanking 1950s rather mundane and
utilitarian buildings, currently housing retail units facing the market and offices and
studio/workshops above, do not make a positive contribution to the market, the
WGCA or the WHS. Lying to the rear of Greenwich Church Street, and accessed off
the Durnford Street access to the market, the existing service yards are unsightly
and are agreed to be inefficient.
[10,28,30,33,35,118,217,220,225,242,244,246,257,268,271-2,281,292-3]
64

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

314.
The market lies within the town centre component of the extensively-drawn
WGCA. The character of this part of the conservation area derives in large part from
the formal terraces of the first half of the 19th century which surround the market
area and front onto the rectilinear roads of College Approach, King William Walk
(KWW) and Nelson Road, and the curving Greenwich Church Street. These form an
‘island’ block within which the market area sits. With its early 20th century market
canopy and flanking buildings this area has a tightly–knit and intimate feel. [11]
The hotel
315.
A principal component of the schemes is the provision of a hotel to be split into
two elements – the eastern and the central blocks - separated by the retained
market which would have the same number of stalls as at present. It is agreed
between the Council and Appellant that hotel use and retail use (the latter occupying
parts of the ground floors of the two buildings) are appropriate in this location, could
help to sustain the market and improve the vitality and viability of the town centre.
This could be assisted, in part, by the provision of the proposed studio/workshop
space in attracting established or nascent small businesses. The hotel use could
result in the provision of some 86 full-time-equivalent jobs. However, the Council
has voiced concern over the size of the hotel as now proposed compared with that
suggested at earlier stages of the consultation process on the market redevelopment
plans. [26,30,35,38,62,222,242,279,282]
316.
The hotel would have some 99 bedrooms (Amendment Scheme), a slight
reduction of 5 rooms from the Application Scheme largely by reason of the suggested
omission of mezzanine rooms within the proposed central block. Nonetheless, it is
not part of the Council’s substantive case that a hotel of this size is not required or
that there is no demand for one. The Council is actively pursuing investment in new
hotels and it has not itself provided evidence that, in commercial terms, such a hotel
is not warranted. Although the provision of a hotel of the size and type suggested
has been questioned by a number of third parties, there is no evidence to contradict
the view of specialists in this field, or the likely operator of the hotel should it come
to fruition, that a hotel of the suggested number of rooms is required for its
successful operation. The splitting of the hotel between two elements separated by
an active market is unusual. However, the backing of a likely operator suggests
fears about its commercial appeal, operational difficulties and potential conflict
between the market and the hotel use, in terms of matters such as noise nuisance
and movement, are not justified.[26-7,71-6,84,158-9,160,162,208,21718,234,236,242,253,258,263,265,268,271,283,286,291-2]
317.
The splitting of the hotel between two buildings would help to reduce the obvious
scale of the hotel, reducing any apparent dominance in terms of use or function and
making it more compatible with that of the market. Although in simple numeric
terms the hotel element would have far more floorspace than the market, the latter
would remain the centrepiece of this island site in both a built form and a functional
sense. The hotel element could help to create an added positive vibrant atmosphere
with its additional activity within the market area. Passive surveillance from
overlooking bedrooms, coupled with more evening/night-time activity associated with
the hotel, could assist in making the market area more welcoming in the evening.
This could be aided further by the use of a small part of the market area for
additional al fresco dining although the extent of this latter aspect would be more a
question of market management rather than planning. [30,158,160,234,268]
318.
The eastern element of the hotel would broadly follow the footprint of the 1950s
building it would replace but would also involve the replacement of Nos. 29-32 KWW,
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which were themselves buildings added following wartime bomb damage. By reason
of the quality of their detailed design and brickwork, these latter buildings contrast
sharply and poorly with the facades and stucco finishes of the rest of what is a grade
II listed terrace and do not currently positively contribute to the western frontage of
this part of KWW. The proposals would result in the rebuilding of No. 32 to match in
detail the frontage of the existing listed properties within the terrace. The replaced
Nos. 29-31 would be a centrepiece of the terrace between Turnpin Lane to the south
and College Approach to the north. In terms of the general approach to dealing with
the KWW frontage this has generally been welcomed (except by the Georgian Group
at the application stage), although there has been criticism both of the ground floor
three-arch treatment of the Application Scheme, and the addition of a mansard roof.
[30,163-4,166]
319.
I consider the design philosophy of creating a bold and slightly more assertive
element, breaking slightly forward within the terrace and having a raised roofline and
more pronounced cornice, to be acceptable, with no imperative that there should be
any replication of the original composition of the terrace. However, the wider,
squatter three-arch proposal is less well attuned to the scale and rhythm of the
terrace, and provides less visual solidity to the upper floors than the five-arch
treatment of the Amendment Scheme, which would have greater wall surface at
ground level. The latter would also better reflect the proportions of the existing
arched opening to the market from Nelson Street. Furthermore, as an intention is to
form a new access way from KWW to the market this would be clearer and more
legible with the five-arch design since the access would be marked by a specific arch,
the other four arches defining the ground floor frontage to the hotel. By contrast, in
the three-arch option only a portion of one arch would be occupied by the access,
with part of the glazed hotel lobby occupying the rest, thereby providing a somewhat
discordant and awkward feature unrelated to the fenestration detailing above.
[60,163,168,227,230,276,287]
320.
Providing it was to be appropriately detailed, the suggested modest glazed
canopy treatment to the ground floor (in both schemes) would not be an
incompatible or intrusive element. It would be light in structure and material, would
follow the curving line of the arches and it would have less of a forward projection
than the modest front gardens of the flanking dwellings. [167]
321.
The Council asserts that the proposed mansard roof treatment (in both
Application and Amendment Schemes) would be ugly and out of place, adversely
affecting the character of the KWW terrace and being contrary to English Heritage’s
(EH) own guidance on such roof forms. That proposed with the Application Scheme
has a mansard divided by parapets reflecting the rhythm of the three arches below,
whilst that in the Amendment Scheme is undivided. [163,184,191]
322.
Both treatments would break the rhythm of the existing roofline with its strong
repeated features of chimney stacks on a shallow-pitched roof behind a front parapet
wall. However, this rhythm is already partly negated by the truncated stacks on Nos.
29-32, which disrupt the period silhouette of the terrace. The mansards would
provide a contrasting vertical accent over the central hotel section, a treatment that
would help to emphasise its distinguishing design, without being overly dominant.
They would provide a degree symmetry to the terrace, being centrally situated within
it and between the more modelled and assertive ‘bookends’ of Nos. 23 and 37.
Although no mansards exist within this particular terrace at present, there are such
roofs within the island block of development, notably on the building within KWW to
the immediate south of Turnpin Lane and which, within certain views, would be seen
66

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

in conjunction with the proposal. A new or alien architectural component would not
therefore be introduced within the immediate surrounds. [82,114,164,191]
323.
I consider the detailed design of the mansards to be appropriate, as accepted by
the Council’s conservation witness. EH’s guidance on the provision of mansard roofs
cautions against adding them to the roof of a terraced house in many circumstances.
However, in this case a mansard roof would be a component of a replacement
building rather than an addition to an existing one. It is notable that it appears the
advice should, in any event, be applied flexibly and with the benefit of specialised
guidance provided by EH officers. Such advice has been provided, EH having been
engaged for a considerable period in the discussions on the evolution of the present
proposals. No objection to the mansard treatment has been raised in its consultation
responses in the context of these appeals. However, it has been suggested by the
Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site Executive that the width of windows within
the roof should be no wider than those in the front facade. There may be merit in a
reduction to match but in its own right the presently shown width difference is very
small and is not such as to detract from the overall composition of the facade.
[112,113,165,227,274,276]
324.
Both the eastern and central blocks housing the hotel and shops would be of four
storeys with additional plant above. Their height, in part, would be slightly greater
than those buildings fronting Greenwich Church Street, College Approach, and KWW
but would not exceed those in Nelson Road. Nonetheless, their position, set back
within the midst of the island urban block formed by these roads and their frontage
development, would mean that their visibility from vantage points beyond would be
very limited. The Amendment Scheme shows a reduction in the height of the central
block by the removal of a mezzanine level and rationalization of plant. On the
eastern block there is a reduction in the extent of rooftop plant and omission of a
parapet wall to the hotel atrium. The wider visual impact of the proposals in terms of
the WHS is dealt with below. However, the principal areas from which the eastern
and central blocks would be seen would be at close quarters within the market itself
and on the short approach to it up Durnford Street. Having regard to this latter
aspect, the proposed western block, housing retail units at ground floor level with
studio/workshops above, would be of two storeys and of a lesser height and scale.
This would provide a visual transition between buildings on Greenwich Church Street
and the central block. [26-7,83,228,231]
325.
The eastern and central blocks would be taller than the 1950s buildings they
would replace and would flank the market for much of its length. Nevertheless, this
would not result in any undue sense of enclosure or dominance when viewed from
within the market, particularly as much of the inward-facing facades would be
partially obscured by the market canopy in both the Application and Amendment
Schemes. These facades are characterised by bays of similar widths and design, with
retail units on the ground floor and hotel rooms above. To a certain degree these
would present somewhat repetitive frontages but they would not be inappropriately
monotonous. The eastern block would be broken at ground floor level by the new
entrance from KWW whereas the central block would be shorter, flanked by two
entrances from Durnford Street, one of which would be adjoined by the remaining,
and contrasting, Grade II listed Coach and Horses public house. The cantilevered or
jettied facades would provide additional visual interest. The close relationship to the
buildings of the market canopy and its columns (in both schemes) would mean these
would interrupt views from within the market so the full extent and scale of the
buildings would not be readily apparent. The closeness of the viewer would also
prevent the facades as being perceived as unduly rhythmic or dull. [60,174,191,236]
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The new ‘crescent’ street
326.
The central and western blocks would incorporate curving facades flanking a
semi-circular internal ‘crescent’ street leading from Durnford Street into the market.
The Council considers this would harm the rectilinear form of the original Joseph Kay
design and concept for the town centre. That part of the WHS centred on the Old
Royal Naval College (ORNC) is rectilinear in form and this was extended by Kay with
the introduction of Nelson Road and Clarence Street (now College Approach).
However, what is now the island site is somewhat different in character, with its
curving frontage to Greenwich Church Street and the medieval Turnpin Lane cutting
through it. That area where the new street is proposed does not appear to have
been planned on rectilinear lines. What is now proposed would not disrupt the
broader urban layout nor would it alter the footprint of the market as envisaged by
Kay. [85-6,169,170,187,190,222,240,284,298]
327.
The design inspiration for the curving street may have come from the sinuous
line of Greenwich Church Street, although with the tight curve of the proposal it in no
way replicates it. The proposed street has been likened in an unfavourable way to
Crescent Arcade in the modern development to the north-west. However, it would
be narrower, with buildings of contrasting height and design and faceted frontages to
either side. The retail units would be of differing sizes and layouts (with no
substantive evidence that they would be difficult to fit out and occupy) and there
would be an open galleried first floor walkway on the western block overlooking the
street. As a consequence, the proposal would be of far greater visual and townscape
interest. [87,170]
328.
The central and western blocks would cut off direct views of the market from
Durnford Street and would provide a slightly more circuitous route to reach it from
this direction. Nevertheless, this would not unacceptably impact on either the
legibility or permeability of the site. The signage at the Greenwich Church Street
entrance to Durnford Street proclaiming Greenwich Market would remain. For those
visitors or tourists unfamiliar with the area and arriving in Greenwich via the DLR,
existing signage, as noted on site visits, points to the columned market entrance in
College Approach rather than that via Durnford Street. Overall permeability of the
site would also be maintained or even enhanced through the new additional market
entrance from KWW. In summary, the new street element of the scheme represents
an imaginative and acceptable additional chapter in the market area’s evolution and
one that would provide interest and variety. [170-3]
The market canopy
329.
A completely new stand-alone market canopy is proposed in the Application
Scheme. It would be a very modern structure having the appearance akin to a
double row of inverted umbrellas covered in ePTFE fabric. As it would not cover the
whole of the market area it would necessitate pronounced projecting cantilevered
glass panels from the sides of the new eastern and central blocks to provide
additional weather protection. There would be a somewhat disjointed relationship
between the canopy and the glass and the former would interact at an awkward
height with rooms within the hotel, some rooms having views into the market whilst
others would look directly onto the canopy. This proposal would also necessitate the
provision of supporting pillars within the body of the market, rather than as at
present around its perimeter. As a result, this could reduce the flexibility of use of
the market space. Whilst the proposal would promote a greater feeling of airiness,
the detailed design and chosen roof materials would sit uncomfortably in relation to
the intimate disposition of surrounding buildings. This would fail to create or
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reinforce local distinctiveness as required by PPS1, paragraph 36. [26,1756,225,228,230-1,299]
330.
The Amendment Scheme would retain but refurbish the existing market roof
structure, incorporating a new lantern rooflight, glazing and boarding within the roof
to also provide a lighter and airier feel to the market space. This would better
resolve the relationship with the flanking eastern and central blocks and by retaining
existing columns would offer greater flexibility of space. The existing canopy, whilst
in itself somewhat utilitarian in its design and form, is nevertheless locally listed for
its character value and historic associations. It is clearly seen as a structure that
provides the market with part of its identity and this is recognised as such by many.
The retention of this lower roof would help to better maintain the intimacy and feel of
the present market whilst assisting in creating a lighter and more welcoming
ambience. It is a long-established integral part of the market whose retention would
have more historical resonance. This part of the Amendment Scheme overcomes the
Council’s objection as expressed in its reason for refusal No. 4 regarding the market
regeneration proposal. [27,177,236,276,287]
Facades and materials
331.
Common to both the Application and Amendment Schemes is the use of timberframed facades facing onto the market. The Appellant suggests that the hotel
facades are reminiscent of timber-framed coaching inns with windows that open back
within the framing to create balconies; the use of timber would also reflect
Greenwich’s maritime history. The Council has questioned the historical precedent
for such a treatment, there being no surviving examples of the use of timber within
either the WGCA or the WHS, the ‘anywhere’ design and failure to reinforce local
distinctiveness. [116,178,191,224,244,296]
332.
I do not share the Council’s concerns. In terms of historical precedent, the use of
wood and the direct maritime link may be somewhat tenuous given that shipbuilding
did not take place within Greenwich and the absence of any extant examples of such
treatment on buildings elsewhere. Nonetheless, Greenwich and the history of
seafaring are intimately bound together within popular consciousness. The Cutty
Sark is close by and, as seen on site visits, the sturdy use of timber for seating and
surfacing within the Cutty Sark Gardens provides a contemporary echo. The use of
wood within the market would be a further reflection of this. The suggested design of
the frontages, with their jettied overhangs and loggias/balconies, coupled with the
wood finish, would help to produce buildings that are appropriately conceived and
differentiated from the buildings round about. They would be fitting for the tightlyknit and intimate urban grain and would help to provide buildings which would
complement the bustle and business of the market. Suggested condition No.4 for
both the Application and Amendment Schemes would provide to the Council detailed
control over the exact finishes for the frontages of these buildings.
[116,118,120,191,285]
333.
The Application Scheme also proposes timber facades to the rear of the eastern
and central blocks and their gables, and the gables of the western block. The
Amendment Scheme suggests that the rear and gables of the central block and the
gables of the western and eastern blocks be constructed of London stock brick.
Given the close relationship with the buildings fronting Greenwich Church Street and
College Approach, whose backs are of stock brick, I agree with the views of ICOMOS
that this latter treatment would be more respectful and appropriate. The Application
Scheme also proposes a timber facade to the rear of the eastern building but within
the Amendment Scheme this would be replaced with white-painted render. This
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latter treatment would also be more appropriate, given the intimate relationship with
the rear of properties on KWW; it would assist in protecting the amenity of the
occupiers of these properties by providing a lighter and more reflective finish and
would accord more consistently with the existing finishes to their rear.
[191,262,267,285]
334.
The Application Scheme proposes the removal of the existing cobbles and their
replacement within the market area by granite setts. In the Amendment Scheme the
existing cobbles would be retained and re-laid, interspersed with new matching
cobbles and setts, to which the Council does not object. This latter treatment would
help to better retain the character and history of the market, would respond to
locally-voiced concerns about the potential loss of an existing feature of the market,
and would offer a more sustainable solution. [27,227,275]
Impact on the setting of adjacent listed buildings
335.
Special regard should be paid to the desirability of preserving the setting of listed
buildings in accordance with Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990. The relationship between the replacement of Nos. 2932 KWW with the flanking listed buildings within this terrace has been considered in
paragraphs 318-323 above. The proposals would be intimately juxtaposed also with
Grade II listed properties within Greenwich Church Street, College Approach, and
Nelson Road, and with the Coach and Horses public house within the market itself. It
is evident that the proposed new buildings would have a more assertive presence
within the island block than those existing. Parts of the central and western blocks
would be seen along Durnford Street in conjunction with Nos. 24-28 and 34-42
Greenwich Church Street. However, the new buildings would be set back to the rear
of these and would not visually compete given the principal presence and elevations
of the listed buildings are within Greenwich Church Street. The proposals would not
dominate a view which at present is not particularly attractive. [97,117,185]
336.
The proposals would result in the reduction of the curtilages of some of the
properties within Greenwich Church Street and College Approach. They would also
bring the western building very close to the rear of Nos. 5 and 6 College Approach.
Nonetheless, the overall integrity and setting of these existing buildings would not be
significantly affected, particularly given the limited public views that would be
afforded and the less imposing rear service elevations of the frontage buildings. The
central block and the Coach and Horses would be separated by the proposed access
from Durnford Street and the height difference between the two would not be
significantly marked. The buildings would only be seen at close quarters rather than
from more distant vantage points. Many views would be partially screened by the
market canopy so that the size and presence of the central block would not
unacceptably eclipse that of this listed building. The new buildings would not appear
disproportionate in terms of height, scale or bulk in relation to their surroundings.
The use of stock brick for the gables of the new buildings, as proposed in the
Amendment Scheme, would further ensure a harmonious relationship between new
and existing buildings. [185,190]
The loss of other buildings
337.
The loss of the banana warehouse and stable building within Durnford Street is
necessary to make way for a re-ordered service yard and is seen as regrettable by
some objectors. These buildings have a degree of charm and character and are
examples of service buildings that provide an understanding of how the market
functioned in times past. Nonetheless, their retention is not possible with the
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proposed service yard configuration and, in any event, listed building consent for
their demolition already exists. The Council does not object to their loss. Having
regard to PPS5 Policy HE8, the significance of this particular part of the overall
heritage asset of Greenwich Market is not such that its loss outweighs the benefits
that would flow from the redevelopment in its totality. [64,224,240,250-2,288]
The WHS
338.
The outstanding universal value of the Maritime Greenwich WHS has yet to be
formally or officially defined. But the reasons for its inscription are set out in
UNESCO’s Statement of Significance. From this it is apparent that the town centre,
whilst being one of the three principal components of the WHS, is seen as providing
the setting and approach for the main ensemble of the 17th century Queen’s House,
the complex of the ORNC, the Royal Observatory and the Royal Park, to the east and
south-east. It was agreed within the Inquiry that, in terms of the WHS, the central
issue is whether the development would harm the setting or approach to this main
ensemble. [89,90,156]
339.
It is also agreed between the Council and the Appellant that the Accurate Visual
Representations (AVRs) produced in the context of the applications and the appeals
are now comprehensive in illustrating all possible views of the scheme from points
beyond the immediate site, additional views having been analysed since the refusal
of permission. These have been considered in conjunction with the site visits and
have been useful in assessing the impact of the proposals on the wider WGCA and
the WHS. [66-7]
340.
The view along Durnford Street from Greenwich Church Street has already been
considered in paragraph 335 above within the context of the WGCA and setting of
listed buildings. Upper sections of the roof of the central block would be barely
perceptible above the roofs of properties fronting Greenwich Church Street when
seen along Creek Road within the WHS buffer zone from the west. This would be the
more so with the Amendment Scheme, which involves the removal of the mezzanine
level and reduction in height of the roofscape. There would be no material effect on
the appearance and character of the WGCA and the view plays no part in the setting
or approach to the main ensemble of the WHS. [97,192]
341.
The effect of the redevelopment of the KWW frontage has also been considered
above. On the basis of the benign impact of the Amendment Scheme this proposal
would be acceptable when seen in oblique views from Romney Road and from
viewpoints within KWW to the north and south. Because of its set back and the
angle of view from within these roads, the eastern block would not be seen behind
the KWW terrace. [105,107]
342.
A key Council concern, however, is the view back to the town centre from College
Way within the grounds of the ORNC whereby these views take in the terrace
fronting KWW. I accept that this is an important view. Given my assessment of the
acceptable impact of the Amendment Scheme proposals in respect of the
replacement of Nos. 29-32, I consider that this element would result in an overall
improvement and enhancement of the setting of the WHS ensemble. [106,180-1]
343.
It is likely that there would be some views of parts of the rooftop plant of the
eastern block seen above the roof and between the chimneys of the KWW terrace.
However, the prominence of these would be extremely limited. This would be the
case even if trees within the grounds of the Dreadnought Seamen’s Hospital were not
present. The views would be further mitigated given that there are trees there and,
in leaf, these provide a considerable degree of screening of the existing KWW roofline
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when approaching from the east. They will continue to provide a filtering of views
after leaf-fall. There is no evidence to suggest the likelihood of their imminent
removal and it is appropriate that their influence should be considered. Furthermore,
the view of the KWW is relatively short-lived because of the presence of the Hospital.
In any event, when approaching the town centre the eye tends to be drawn to the
imposing piers of the West Gate at the junction of College Way and KWW rather than
more obliquely to the KWW terrace. The proposals would therefore have a very
minimal impact on the appearance of the WGCA and the approach to or from and
setting of the main WHS ensemble. [100,102,104,192,223,243]
344.
The proposals would have no impact on longer range views from within the Royal
Park and elevated viewpoints at the Royal Observatory or at Crooms Hill. Therefore,
the London Panorama from Greenwich Park, referred to within London Plan (LP)
Policy 4B.16, would be unaffected. From the north bank of the Thames there would
similarly be no impact. There would be no effect on highly distinctive landmarks or
outstanding panoramas identified in the West Greenwich Conservation Appraisal.
[109-110,244]
Conclusions on impact on character and appearance
345.
Drawing all these matters together, and having carefully considered the many
views expressed, I conclude that the Application Scheme proposals, by reason of the
design of the three-arch KWW facade and the proposed market canopy, would be
harmful to the character and appearance of the WGCA. The town centre is an
important component of the WHS (though not its principal element as discussed in
paragraph 338 above). PPS5 Policy HE9.1 indicates that a WHS is a heritage asset of
the highest significance and that substantial harm to such a designated asset should
be wholly exceptional. Neither the proposed market roof nor the frontage treatment
to KWW would cause substantial harm or loss to this heritage asset but, nonetheless,
they would be detrimental. Policy HE9.4 of PPS5 requires in such cases the weighing
of the public benefit of the proposal against the harm. Given that there are viable
and acceptable alternative solutions to the recovering of the market and the
redevelopment of the frontage to KWW, the public benefit of the Application Scheme
treatment would not be so great as to outweigh this harm. Consequently, the
proposals would adversely impact on the outstanding universal value of the WHS and
would conflict with national guidance and policy aimed at protecting these. This
scheme would also be contrary to UDP Policies SD1, D16, TC24 and Policy 4B.11 of
the LP.
346.
On the other hand, the Amendment Scheme, subject to the imposition of suitable
conditions, would conserve the appearance and character of the WGCA and the
outstanding universal value, integrity and authenticity of the WHS. It would also
preserve the setting of nearby Grade II listed buildings. It would not represent an
overdevelopment of the site and would not conflict with advice in PPS1, PPS5 or
quoted development plan policies aimed at securing development which serves to
conserve important heritage assets. In reaching this conclusion I have also borne in
mind the likely benefits of the scheme in terms of employment creation and the
protection of the vitality and viability of the market and town centre. These provide
additional backing to the scheme but are not in themselves determinative; the
quality of the design and the benign relationship of the proposals with the
surrounding heritage assets being the critical elements.
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Second main issue - The impact of the scheme on the living conditions of adjoining
residents, with particular regard to dominance, enclosure and outlook

347.
Concerns on this front relate to residential properties Nos. 24-28 and 33-36
within KWW that would back onto the proposed eastern block housing part of the
hotel. These properties have single-storey rear elements, extending up to a boundary
wall with the appeals site, beyond which the existing 1950s building rises up. The
proposed eastern building would result in an increase in height by a further storey of
a facade that would be sited slightly closer to the existing boundary wall. The rear
aspect from these properties is already limited by the existing building. The
proposals would increase the sense of enclosure that would be experienced from the
rear of the dwellings and, as seen on the site visit, from the roofs of the single-storey
extensions which in some cases appear to be used as sitting-out areas. Nonetheless,
assessments in accordance with Building Research Establishment guidelines, which
have not been challenged, indicate that daylight and sunlight levels for the dwellings
would continue to be generally acceptable. The proposal would thus be compliant
with UDP Policy D1(vii). [30,49,230]
348.
The number of rear-facing habitable rooms within the KWW properties is limited
and their principal rooms which face onto KWW would be unaffected. Those rearfacing windows at ground floor level look out onto narrow yards formed by the rear
extensions and rear boundary walling. These yards are effectively lightwells
providing little existing aspect for ground floor habitable rooms. The properties are
within the control of the Appellant and it is intended to create new glazed
conservatories within these lightwells, for which listed building consent has already
been granted. These would assist in mitigating any impact and could improve the
overall amenity for occupants. [124,212]
349.
The Amendment Scheme proposes a white-painted rendered finish to the rear of
the eastern block. This would also assist in providing reflected light and reducing any
sense of overbearing or additional enclosure. It is noteworthy that the Council’s
closing submissions did not directly address the matter of impact in any detail and its
planning witness accepted that any shortcoming in respect of the proposal’s affect on
residential living conditions would be insufficient on its own to warrant refusal. On
balance, I conclude on this issue that, whilst the scheme would result in some degree
of increased sense of enclosure and loss of outlook for residents in KWW, these
would not unacceptably detract from their living conditions. These impacts would not
in their own right be of such magnitude as to amount to development contrary to
UDP Policies D1 or SD1 and to justify the scheme’s rejection. [122-3,212]
Third main issue - The effect of the market regeneration scheme on highway and
pedestrian safety and the free flow of traffic.

Traffic generation
350.
The principal issue on this front arises from the activity that would be generated
by the hotel in terms of guests arriving and departing and the servicing
arrangements for it and the regenerated market. The proposal is for a development
that would have no on-site parking provision. It is within Greenwich town centre
which has a good Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 5, with ready
access to bus services, train, DLR and waterbus. The present use of the site similarly
has no dedicated substantive parking provision (although there is some limited
parking in one of the service areas associated with office use and which is used by
market traders at weekends). Given the site’s accessible location and the nature of
the hotel operation, in considering the application the Council did not suggest the
need for on-site parking. [32,135,139]
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351.
It is an agreed position between the Appellant and Council that the only aspect of
the redevelopment scheme for which an increase in person trips needs to be
considered is the hotel element. The trips that would be generated by the hotel are
liable to be those by hotel guests being dropped off or picked up by taxi, or
themselves dropping off or picking up luggage/guests before parking elsewhere. This
would be likely to take place within KWW, being convenient for the hotel’s proposed
reception. Transport for London (TfL) is satisfied that the increase in trips from this
development would be negligible; there would be an increase in about 18 person
trips in the morning peak compared with in excess of 700 vehicle movements along
KWW during this period. This would not be a significant increase.
[136,147,200,213,254,265,295]
352.
Although there are waiting restrictions within KWW, the picking up or setting
down of passengers is not prohibited; it is generally a commonplace occurrence
within London. This road is presently part of a one-way system, is a bus route with
stops to its eastern side, and is sufficiently wide to allow the passage of traffic even
when there are stationary vehicles parked to either side. The recent road traffic
accident record of three incidents in the last five years within the immediate vicinity
does not suggest any relationship with any present picking up/dropping off.
[136,202]
Travel Plan
353.
Travel Plans can assist in mitigating the transport implications of proposed
development by the introduction of measures and initiatives to encourage the use of
more sustainable modes of travel. A detailed Travel Plan was not produced to
accompany the regeneration application but a Framework Travel Plan for the hotel
was included in the Transport Assessment. This sets out the basis for a full plan to
be produced before occupation of the development. LP Policy 3C.2 expects
proposals with ‘significant transport implications’ to include Travel Plans with
planning applications. However, as already concluded, the regeneration proposal
would not have significant transport implications and therefore there was no
requirement for a full plan at the time of the application. [148-9,193-6]
354.
It is accepted that Policy 3C.2 goes on to indicate that developments that exceed
thresholds defined in TfL guidelines, including hotel provision with more than 50
beds/bedrooms, should have Travel Plans. Unlike developments with significant
transport implications, there is no specification as to when a Travel Plan should be
prepared or agreed. The Appellant accepts that the development as a whole should
have a Travel Plan and the proposed Unilateral Undertaking would secure its
provision. Where the proposed development is car-free, in the sense that no parking
is to be provided, and is close to multi modes of public transport, the Appellant’s
position that a plan should only be necessary once the development is nearing
completion is reasonable. This is the more so as, if permission and consent are
granted, development would be unlikely to be completed until at least 2015, by
which time conditions potentially having a bearing on the content of a Travel Plan
might have changed. The provision of a Travel Plan along the lines suggested would
assist in mitigating still further any highway impacts the development might have.
Nevertheless, its absence at this stage, in a situation where the proposals are
unlikely to have any significant impact in relation to traffic generation, is not a key
drawback. [149,196]
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Pedestrianisation
355.
Plans for pedestrianisation within the town centre, that have emerged since
planning permission was refused, are still to be finalised and there is no certainty of
them proceeding. Nevertheless, it is an agreed position between the Appellant and
the Council that the regeneration proposals and pedestrianisation are not
incompatible. Should permission be granted for the regeneration scheme the
detailed formulation of any pedestrianisation plans would need to take account of
this. [144-5]
Disabled access
356.
At the Inquiry the Council placed considerable score by the fact that the
development would not provide any on-site parking for the disabled. Yet this
concern was not one previously voiced either in pre-application discussions, during
the course of its consideration of the application or within its Statement of Case. This
is unfortunate in the light of advice in PPG13. At paragraph 31 this indicates that
local authorities and developers should work together to seek to meet the
accessibility needs of disabled people in all developments by ensuring, amongst other
matters, that they are accessible to, and usable by, disabled people as motorists.
There are no UDP policies that require on-site provision for the disabled although
Policies M26 and M27 respectively oblige developers to justify the level of parking
proposed and to give consideration to provision for people with disabilities, whilst LP
Policy 3C.23 seeks to ensure that developments are accessible for disabled people.
[36,128-9,132,199,203]
357.
It is difficult to see how an element of disabled parking provision could be
provided without a considerable remodelling of the present scheme. It is perhaps
regrettable that such provision was not accorded a higher profile. Whilst there is no
documentary evidence that disabled parking was taken into account in the
formulation of the proposals, it seems improbable that this wasn’t considered during
their lengthy gestation. Nevertheless, the development would be accessible to
disabled motorists, even though they would have no facility for parking on-site.
There are alternative town centre car parks with dedicated disabled spaces and
registered disabled motorists would be able to park legally on the roadside close by.
It would also seem reasonable that a hotel operator would be able to arrange to park
a vehicle for a disabled guest if asked to do so. Whilst the Council has referred to
the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 it was not specifically suggested in its evidence
that the proposal would necessarily be in conflict with it. It appears that other hotels
elsewhere in London exist without disabled parking although the full detailed
circumstances relating to these have not been provided. There is no substantive
evidence that the absence of provision of disabled parking within the site would be
likely to result in circumstances materially prejudicial to either highway or pedestrian
safety. [134,137,197,201,203-4,237-8,256]
Servicing
358.
Within the Inquiry the Council queried the adequacy of the servicing
arrangements to be provided, particularly in respect of the hotel provision. The likely
hotel operator, Bespoke Hotels, is content with the proposed servicing arrangements
and is satisfied that they would be adequate for its needs. The Council’s use of a
comparator of the much bigger Plaza Hotel at the former County Hall to suggest that
the hotel would be likely to be serviced by larger vehicles which may have difficulty
using the proposed servicing areas is ill-founded; this is a hotel with almost four
times the rooms of that proposed here. Instead, it is more probable that servicing
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would be by transit-type vehicles with the greater manoeuvrability that this would
entail. There is no substantive evidence to suggest that the service areas would be
used by vehicles greater than 7.1m in length. There is agreement that vehicles up to
this length could adequately manoeuvre within the service area to allow them to both
enter and exit in a forward gear. A suggested condition (No. 26 of the Application
Scheme, No. 25 of the Amendment Scheme) would prevent the use of the service
yard by vehicles of greater length. [32,141-2,233]
359.
Furthermore, a condition is suggested that would require the provision and
agreement of a Delivery and Servicing Management Plan (No. 10 of the Application
Scheme, No. 9 of the Amendment Scheme). This would be a tool to help secure the
effectiveness of servicing and delivery arrangements and the avoidance of possible
conflict/congestion with vehicles arriving simultaneously. It would also help to
minimize any potential conflict between servicing/deliveries and the continued use of
Durnford Street as a principal pedestrian access to the market. It would be in the
interests of both the hotel and site management to ensure that such a plan was
adhered to. [143,205-6,233,238,285]
360.
Evidence suggests that a 7.1m skip vehicle emerging from Durnford Street would
have to encroach for a short distance into the far lane on Greenwich Church Street in
a post-pedestrianisation scenario when traffic was southbound along this road. Such
plans for pedestrianisation have not been finalised or agreed. In any event, such an
incursion would be for a very short length and the frequency and number of any such
likely manoeuvres would be limited. [205]
361.
Cycle parking within the site is to be provided for hotel employees but not for
visitors as this was not seen as being justified since the market is not expected to
lead to a substantive increase in visitors. Nonetheless, the proposed Unilateral
Undertaking provides for a transport financial contribution and this could be used, in
part, to fund the provision of cycle parking facilities within the immediate town
centre, thereby raising the sustainability credentials of the scheme. [140]
362.
It is my overall conclusion on this issue that there is no substantive evidence that
the development, which is in a location highly accessible by public transport, would
be likely to lead to situations materially prejudicial to highway and pedestrian safety
or the free flow of traffic. As a consequence, there would be no conflict with the
thrust of advice within PPG13 or UDP Policies M26, M27, M29 or M33.
Overall conclusion in respect of the market regeneration scheme

363.
From the foregoing I conclude that, whilst the Application Scheme would be
harmful to the character and appearance of the WGCA and the universal value,
integrity and authenticity of the WHS, the Amendment Scheme would acceptably
conserve these attributes and would also preserve the setting of nearby listed
buildings. There would be no unacceptable impact on the living conditions of
adjoining residents and the market regeneration scheme would not result in
conditions materially prejudicial to highway or pedestrian safety and the free flow of
traffic. There would be general accord with the thrust of both local and national
planning policy.
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Fourth main issue - Whether there are very special circumstances justifying the use of
the Monument Garden, which is designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), and
which is also an Ancient Monument site, is within the West Greenwich Conservation
Area and the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site, by what would be inappropriate
development.

364.
The application for the temporary market on Monument Garden is to allow
traders and retailers from Greenwich Market to continue to operate whilst the
regeneration scheme is carried out, the permission sought being two years. The
Monument Garden is designated as MOL. LP Policy 3D.10 indicates that MOL should
be given the same level of protection as Green Belt and that policies should include a
presumption against inappropriate development. UDP Policy SO4 reflects this,
indicating the character of MOL will be safeguarded from built development and
setting out uses which are generally considered appropriate. Planning Policy
Guidance 2 (PPG2) provides advice on proposals within the Green Belt. It presumes
against inappropriate development - as defined within the PPG - and that such
development should not be approved except in very special circumstances. [153]
365.
It is accepted by both the Appellant and the Council that the erection and
operation of the temporary market would not be a form of development that would
be appropriate as set out in Policy SO4; it would therefore constitute inappropriate
development. PPG2 indicates that inappropriate development is, by definition,
harmful to the Green Belt (and therefore, by extension, this would apply to the MOL).
The principal attribute of Green Belts is their openness. The temporary market
building would occupy a sizeable portion of the Monument Garden and would reduce
its openness. By obstructing some views of, as well as being seen in close
relationship with, adjacent listed buildings, including the Pepys Building and the New
Zealand War Memorial, the temporary structure would have some adverse impact on
the setting of these. [33]
366.
Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist
unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations. It is common ground between the Appellant
and the Council that, if the market regeneration scheme is approved, then
circumstances would exist sufficient to clearly outweigh any identified harm. Equally,
the Appellant accepts that should permission for the regeneration scheme be refused
such circumstances would not exist and the harm to the MOL would not be clearly
outweighed; the Council refused permission on the basis of its prematurity in
advance of a planning permission being granted for the regeneration of Greenwich
Market. I therefore turn to the circumstances advanced in support of the proposal.
[7,41]
367.
I have concluded above that the Amendment Scheme proposals are acceptable.
Should the Secretary of State agree with this conclusion and grant planning
permission (and the related conservation area consent) this would necessitate the
closure of the market and shops in the event of the permission and consent being
implemented. The re-housing of the market and associated retailers for the
temporary construction period, in a location less than 200m away, would allow
continuity of trading, the safeguarding of traders’ livelihoods and the prevention of
the loss of a popular and viable tourist attraction. Three alternative locations for the
siting of the temporary market were considered. Monument Garden was chosen and
accepted by the Appellant, Council, retailers and stallholders as the most suitable in
terms of its size, availability and proximity to the existing market location. The
impact on the openness of the MOL and relationship with nearby listed buildings
would be only short-term and reversible and there would be no lasting impact. As
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such, the thrust and intent of UDP Policy SO4 would not be offended against.
Previous planning permissions for temporary structures and uses have also been
granted on the site. I attach substantial weight to these factors.
[25,33,153,214,226]
368.
In all other respects the proposed market and its operation would be acceptable
in terms of the lightweight design and scale of the structure, servicing arrangements,
access, including that by public transport, foot and bicycle, impact on residential
amenity and minimal impact on longer distance views. The site benefits from flood
defences. The temporary nature of the proposal would mean that there would be no
lasting impact on the WGCA and WHS and their character and appearance would be
preserved. Suggested conditions are agreed which would control the appearance of
the development, its operation and subsequent reinstatement of the site. Scheduled
Monument Consent has already been granted for the works. To these factors I also
attribute substantial weight. [33,154]
369.
In conclusion on this issue, the circumstances weighing in favour of the proposal
clearly outweigh the totality of the harm that would arise by reason of
inappropriateness and the temporary harm to the setting of nearby listed buildings.
On the assumption that planning permission and conservation area consent are
granted, very special circumstances would exist to justify the development.
Conservation Area Consent

370.
Conservation Area consent was refused on the basis that without an approved
scheme for the redevelopment of Greenwich Market the demolition of unlisted
buildings within and around the market would be detrimental to the character and
appearance of the WGCA. The loss of the buildings covered by the application, and
not subsequently replaced within a short period, could result in an unsightly gap site
which would be considerably harmful to the character and appearance of the WGCA.
Should permission be granted for the regeneration scheme, however, such consent
would be necessary to make way for the new development. In this event the Council
has offered no evidence to suggest that consent should be withheld. Suggested
agreed condition No. 2 relating to conservation area consent would ensure that no
demolition work was carried out before the granting of permission and the making of
a contract for the carrying out of the redevelopment. This would be both reasonable
and necessary and would accord with UDP Policy D17. I have no reason to disagree
that, on the basis of permission for the regeneration scheme being granted,
conservation area consent should likewise be granted. [7, Annex 1]
Conditions and the Section 106 obligation

371.
The conditions set out in Annex 1 to this report have been subject to discussion
and agreement between the Appellant and the Council (save for condition No. 2 of
Part 3 concerning the plans to which the conservation area consent relates and which
I have added for the avoidance of doubt). I have considered these in the light of
advice in Circular 11/95 The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions. They are
compliant with this advice, being reasonable, relevant, enforceable and necessary to
make the proposed development and works acceptable. Similarly, I have considered
the proffered obligation in the form of a Unilateral Undertaking in the light of advice
in Circular 05/05 Planning Obligations and having regard to Regulation 122 of the
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010. The Undertaking makes provision
for various financial contributions and the production of a Travel Plan in connection
with the market regeneration scheme. It is necessary to make the development
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acceptable in planning terms, is directly related to the development and fairly and
reasonably relates in scale and kind to the development. [303,369]
Final Conclusions

372.
The proposals for the market redevelopment subject to the Amendment Scheme
would conserve the appearance and character of the WGCA and the universal value,
integrity and authenticity of the WHS. They would preserve the setting of nearby
listed buildings. The proposals would not result in an unacceptable impact on the
living conditions of adjoining occupiers and would not result in conditions materially
prejudicial to highway or pedestrian safety or the free flow of traffic. The scheme
would be compliant with the thrust of both local and national planning policy, subject
to the imposition of the suggested conditions. The Amendment Scheme proposals are
therefore acceptable. If the Secretary of State agrees with this conclusion then,
subject to the suggested appropriate conditions, conservation area consent for the
demolition of unlisted buildings to allow the implementation of the scheme would also
be acceptable. On the assumption that both planning permission and conservation
area consent relating to the market redevelopment are granted, very special
circumstances would exist to justify permission for the temporary market at
Monument Garden to house market traders and retailers during the redevelopment
phase.
Recommendations
I make the following recommendations:
373.
Appeal A (APP/E5330/A/10/2123274) the construction for development for hotel
(C1), retail (A1-A5) and storage, ancillary office (B1), new market roof, operation of
a market, new servicing areas and associated works; the appeal be allowed and
planning permission be granted in respect of the Amendment Scheme subject to the
conditions listed in Annex 1, Part 2.
374.
Appeal B (APP/E5330/E/10/2123272) demolition and works to unlisted buildings
in Greenwich West Conservation Area, in association with proposals for the
regeneration of Greenwich Market; the appeal be allowed and conservation area
consent be granted for the works subject to the conditions listed in Annex 1, Part 3.
375.
Appeal C (APP/E5330/A/10/2123273) the erection of a temporary structure to
include retail (Use Classes A1 and A5) and storage, operation of a market, provision
for pedestrian access, diversion of cycle route and associated works; the appeal be
allowed and planning permission be granted subject to the conditions listed in Annex
1, Part 4.
376.
If the Secretary of State is minded to disagree with my recommendation in
respect of Appeal A and instead decides to allow the appeal and grant planning
permission in respect of the Application Scheme then I consider the conditions listed
in Annex 1, Part 1 should be attached.

P J Asquith
INSPECTOR
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ANNEX 1
SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS
PART 1
APPEAL A Greenwich Market Planning Application (The ‘Application
Scheme’)
Conditions and Reasons:
1. The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than
5 years from the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 (as amended) of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990.

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority:
Application drawings:
A_GTC_3000 B Location Plan
A_GTC_3001 B Ground Floor Building Outline Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3002 B Roof Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3100 B Ground Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3101 B First Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3102 B Second Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3103 B Third Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3104 B Roof Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3105 B Basement Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_4000 B Section through Market Looking East (Section X - Existing)
Section through Market Looking West (Section Y — Existing)
A_GTC_4001 B Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Existing)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Existing)
A_GTC_4002 B Section through Existing Service Yards Looking West (Section Z Existing)
A_GTC_4100 B Section through Market Looking East (Section X Proposed) Section through Market Looking West (Section Y - Proposed)
A_GTC_4101 B Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Proposed)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Proposed)
A_GTC_4103 B Section through yards looking East at rear of Retail and Hotel
(Section Z2 - Proposed) Section through yards looking South at rear of Retail
(Section P - Proposed)
A_GTC_4104 D Unfolded elevation showing Retail Block Elevation (Section Z3 Proposed) Unfolded elevation showing Central Hotel Block Elevation (Section Z4 Proposed)
A_GTC_4105 D Section through Market and King William Walk houses looking
North (Section S - Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking West (Section Q Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking South (Section Q2
- Proposed)
A_GTC_4200 B Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D - Existing)
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Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Existing)
A_GTC_4201 B Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation B Existing)
Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation A - Existing)
A_GTC_4202B Elevation of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C Existing) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Existing)
A_GTC_4300 B Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D- Proposed)
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Proposed)
A_GTC_4301 B Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation A Proposed) Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation B - Proposed)
A_GTC_4302 D Elevation of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C Proposed) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Proposed)
A_GTC_5000 B Typical Bay of East Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5001 B Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5002 B Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Durnford Street
A_GTC_5003 B Typical Bay of West Block Facing Circular Route
A_GTC_5004 B Typical Bay of Hotel Entrance on King William Walk
A_GTC_ 5005 B Typical Bay of Market Canopy
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the development is carried out in accordance
with the approved plans and within the parameters of the grant of planning permission.

3. Full details and samples of all facing materials to be used shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before work is started on
the site and the scheme shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the
approved plans.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the buildings and ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7 of the Greenwich Borough Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006.

4. Full detailed designs of the timber building facades together with a Method
Statement explaining the details of materials used, methods of timber treatment
proposed, samples of materials, methods of assembly/construction and
fixing/application to the buildings, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority before the development commences. The details must
contain drawings to a metric scale of 1:50, 1:20 and, where appropriate, 1:1. The
timber facades must thereafter be constructed in accordance with the Method
Statement as approved.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the buildings and ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, Dl6 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

5. Notwithstanding what is shown on the plans hereby approved, full detailed designs
of the market canopy and support structure shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority before the development hereby permitted
commences. The market canopy shall thereafter be constructed in accordance with
the approved details.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the structure and ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

6. Full details of the refuse storage and recycling facilities and refuse collection
arrangements shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority before the development is commenced and the storage and recycling
facilities shall in all respects be provided in accordance with the approved details
before the development is first brought into use.
Reason: To ensure adequate storage and recycling facilities and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1,
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D1, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

7. The building works required to implement this development shall only be carried
out between the hours of:
Monday to Friday 08:00 to 18:00 Saturdays 08:00 to 12:00
and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
No demolition shall take place, no deliveries shall be accepted and no material shall
be removed from the site outside these hours.
Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
and ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

8. Full details of any scheme of external lighting for the development shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the
development hereby permitted is commenced and the development shall not be
carried out otherwise than in accordance with the particulars so approved.
Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby residents, ensure that the external appearance of the
buildings is satisfactory and that the development contributes positively to the character and
appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area, and to ensure compliance with Policies E5, D1,
D6 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

9. Full details, including design and location, of cycle parking facilities shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of any works on site. The approved facilities shall be provided on
site before the first occupation of the development hereby approved and shall
thereafter be maintained.
Reason: To assist in promoting sustainable transport and to ensure compliance with Policy M32 of the
UDP 2006.

10. Prior to the commencement of development a Delivery and Servicing
Management Plan shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority. The delivery and servicing areas shall be managed in accordance
with the Plan as approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To ensure satisfactory access arrangements and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1,
Dl6, TC7 and M29 of the UDP 2006.

11. Full details of a signage strategy to be used in the development shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to
occupation of the development. Signage shall thereafter be constructed and provided
in accordance with the approved signage strategy.
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7
of the UDP 2006.

12. Detailed design drawings at a scale of 1:50 and 1:100 of the new retail units,
including site layout and a schedule to show the location of any A3/A4/A5 uses, shall
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of development. No more than 25% of the total floor space of the
retail units can be occupied by A3, A4 and A5 uses. Development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to maintain the character and amenity of the area and to ensure compliance with
Policies D1 and TC18 of the UDP 2006.

13. The retail units hereby permitted shall only be open to the public between the
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hours of 07:30 and 20:00 on any day.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
and to ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

14. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of mechanical ventilation
and odour control measures shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority. The agreed measures shall be implemented prior to the first
occupation of the buildings to which these measures relate and shall thereafter be
maintained and operated.
Reason: In the interest of the amenity of prospective occupiers of the area and to ensure compliance
with Policy SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

15. Details of all hard landscaping arrangements including surface treatment,
fencing, or other means of enclosure, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing
by, the Local Planning Authority before the development is commenced. The
landscaping arrangements shall include the retention of all the existing cobblestones
in the market. The hard landscaping as approved shall be completed before the
market is first occupied.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance of the development and to ensure compliance with Policies
SD1 and D1 of the UDP 2006.

16. No loading or unloading of vehicles arriving at or departing from the development
hereby permitted shall be carried out except within the service yards as defined on
approved plan ref: A_GTC_3100 B.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policies M27 and M28 of the UDP 2006.

17. Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site,
based on sustainable drainage principles, and an assessment of the hydrological and
hydro-geological context of the development, have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be
implemented before the development is completed.
The scheme shall also include:
• details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed after completion
• the allowable discharge rates and the pipe network and surface water storage to
prove that overland flow will not flood buildings during a 1 in 100-year critical
duration storm event.
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and protect water quality, ensure future
maintenance of the surface water drainage system and comply with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

18. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted (or such other
date or stage in development as may be agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority), the following components of a scheme to deal with the risks associated
with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the Local Planning Authority:
A) A preliminary risk assessment which has identified:
• all previous uses
• potential contaminants associated with those uses
• a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors
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• potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.
B) A site investigation scheme based on (A) to provide information for a
detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including
those off-site.
C) The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment (B) and,
based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full
details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be
undertaken.
D) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in
order to demonstrate that the works set out in (C) are complete and
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.
Any changes to these components shall require the express approval of the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
Reason: A site investigation was undertaken prior to the ENVIRON Phase 1 desk study which identified
potential sources of contamination on the site to include a distillery/brewery, slaughterhouses
(converted into stables by 1918), oil warehouse, printers, laundry, coal/coke merchants and motorcycle
workshop. Further investigation should be undertaken which focuses on potential sources of
contamination for the redevelopment identified in the desk study in order to protect human health and
the environment from the effects of land contamination and to comply with Policy E11 of the UDP 2006.

19. No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground shall be permitted other
than with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority, which may be
given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no
resultant unacceptable risk to controlled waters.
Reason: For the protection of groundwater and to ensure compliance with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

20. Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be
permitted other than with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority,
which may be given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that
there is no resultant unacceptable risk to groundwater. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: For the protection of groundwater and to ensure compliance with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

21. No development shall take place within the application site until the developer
has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological recording of the
standing historic buildings as identified in the Historic Buildings and Conservation
Area Supporting Statement (April 2009) in accordance with a written scheme of
investigation which has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: The historic buildings are of intrinsic archaeological interest and any alteration or demolition of
the historic structures should be recorded before they are damaged or destroyed by the development
hereby permitted, to ensure compliance with Policies D30 and D31 of the UDP 2006.

22. No demolition or development shall take place until the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work has been secured in accordance with a written
scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant or developer to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The development shall only
take place in accordance with the approved detailed scheme pursuant to this
condition. The archaeological works shall be carried out by a suitably qualified
investigating body acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.
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Reason: The development of this site is likely to damage archaeological remains in an area where these
have been identified and any remains should be retrieved or recorded before they are damaged or
destroyed by the development. Detailed proposals in the form of an archaeological project design should
be submitted to ensure compliance with Policies D30 and D31 of the UDP 2006.

23. No work on site shall take place until a detailed Design and Method Statement for
the foundation design and all new ground works has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved Design and Method Statement.
Reason: To ensure that where possible any archaeological remains are preserved in situ and to ensure
compliance with Policies D30 and 31 of the UDP 2006.

24. During construction of the development hereby permitted no vehicles shall leave
the site with earth, mud etc., adhering to the wheels in a quantity which may result
in its being deposited on the public highway or footpath, and creating nuisance, or
hazard to vehicles, or pedestrians. Suitable wheel washing equipment to avoid such
problems shall be installed, operated and maintained thereafter on the site until the
development is completed. The details for the disposal of surface water and drainage
from wheel washing for the site shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the Local Planning Authority prior to any work commencing on the site.
Reason: In order to maintain the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to
ensure compliance with Policy E6 of the UDP July 2006.

25. No work on site shall take place until a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
The CLP shall:
• Encourage the inclusion of design features to minimise the number of
delivery trips during the operational phase of the building process;
• Include a plan to reduce the contract duration and the number of trips,
particularly in peak periods, together with a Site Waste Management Plan,
justified by a transport assessment that considers the benefits of using
consolidation;
• Include a plan showing when and where deliveries and servicing can take
place;
• Include details of contracts that require suppliers and servicing companies to
endeavour to reduce the number of trips and to use legal loading facilities
(e.g. through Freight Operator Recognition Scheme membership).
Construction work on the site shall be implemented and thereafter operated in
accordance with the CLP as approved.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policy M29 of the UDP 2006.

26. No vehicles greater than 7.1 metres in length shall use the service yards unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority in advance.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policy M29 of the UDP 2006.

85

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

PART 2
APPEAL A Greenwich Market Planning Application ( The ‘Amendment
Scheme’ )
1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of
5 years from the date of this permission.
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
Application drawings:
A_GTC_3000 B Location Plan
A_GTC_3001 B Ground Floor Building Outline Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3002 B Roof Plan (Existing)
A_GTC_3100 C Ground Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3101 C First Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3102 C Second Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3103 C Third Floor Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3104 C Roof Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3105 C Basement Plan (Proposed)
A_GTC_3106 - Ground Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3107 - First Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3108 - Second Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3109 - Third Floor Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_3110 - Roof Plan (Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_4000 - Section through Market Looking East (Section X - Existing)
Section through Market Looking West (Section Y — Existing)
A_GTC_4001 - Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Existing)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Existing)
A_GTC_4002 B Section through Existing Service Yards Looking West (Section Z
Existing)
A_GTC_4100 C Section through Market Looking East (Section X - Proposed)
Section through Market Looking West (Section Y - Proposed)
A_GTC_4101 C Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Proposed)
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Proposed)
A_GTC_4103 C Section through yards looking East at rear of Retail and Hotel
(Section Z2 - Proposed) Section through yards looking South at rear of Retail
(Section P - Proposed)
A_GTC_4104 E Unfolded elevation showing Retail Block Elevation (Section Z3 Proposed) Unfolded elevation showing Central Hotel Block Elevation (Section Z4
Proposed)
A_GTC_4105 E Section through Market and King William Walk houses looking
North (Section S - Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking West (Section
Proposed)
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking South (Section
- Proposed)
A_GTC_4106 - Section through Market Looking North (Section V - Proposed)
5-arch option
Section through Centre-Line of Market Looking North (Section U - Proposed) —
5-arch option
A_GTC_4107 - Section through Market and King William Walk houses looking
North (Section S - Proposed) — 5-arch option
Section through Market and King William Walk Terraces looking South (Section
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- Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_4200 - Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D- Existing)
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Existing)
A_GTC_4201 - Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation B Existing)
Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation A - Existing)
A_GTC_4202 - Elevation Of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C
Existing) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Existing)
A_GTC_4300 B Elevation of Nelson Road Looking North (Elevation D- Proposed)
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking South (Elevation F - Proposed)
A_GTC_4301 C Elevation of College Approach Looking South (Elevation A Proposed) Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation B - Proposed)
A_GTC_4302 E Elevation of Greenwich Church Street Looking East (Elevation C
Proposed) Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Proposed)
A_GTC_4303 - Elevation of King William Walk Looking West (Elevation B Proposed) — 5-arch option
Elevation of Turnpin Lane Looking North (Elevation E - Proposed) — 5-arch option
A_GTC_5000 C Typical Bay of East Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5001 C Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Market Square
A_GTC_5002 C Typical Bay of Central Block Facing Durnford Street
A_GTC_5003 B Typical Bay of West Block Facing Circular Route
A_GTC_5004 B Typical Bay of Hotel Entrance on King William Walk
A_GTC_5006 - Typical Bay of Hotel Entrance on King William Walk — 5-arch
Option
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to ensure that the development is carried out in accordance
with the approved plans and within the parameters of the grant of planning permission.

3. Full details and samples of all facing materials to be used shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before work is started on
the site and the scheme shall thereafter be implemented in accordance with the
approved plans.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the buildings and to ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7 of the Greenwich Borough Unitary Development Plan (UDP) 2006.

4. Full detailed designs of the timber building facades together with a Method
Statement explaining the details of materials used, methods of timber treatment
proposed, samples of materials, methods of assembly/construction and
fixing/application to the buildings, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority before the development commences. The details must
contain drawings to a metric scale of 1:50, 1:20 and, where appropriate, 1:1. The
timber facades must thereafter be constructed in accordance with the Method
Statement as approved.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the buildings and ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, Dl6 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

5. Full details of the refuse storage and recycling facilities and refuse collection
arrangements shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority before the development is commenced and the storage and recycling
facilities shall in all respects be provided in accordance with the approved details
before the development is first brought into use.
Reason: To ensure adequate storage and recycling facilities and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1,
D1, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.
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6. The building works required to implement this development shall only be carried
out between the hours of:
Monday to Friday 08:00 to 18:00 Saturdays 08:00 to 12:00
and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
No demolition shall take place, no deliveries shall be accepted and no material shall
be removed from the site outside these hours.
Reason: To safeguard the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
and ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

7. Full details of any scheme of external lighting for the development shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the
development hereby permitted is commenced and the development shall not be
carried out otherwise than in accordance with the particulars so approved.
Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby residents, ensure that the external appearance of the
buildings is satisfactory and that the development contributes positively to the character and
appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area, and to ensure compliance with Policies E5, D1,
D6 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

8. Full details, including design and location, of cycle parking facilities shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of any works on site. The approved facilities shall be provided on
site before the first occupation of the development hereby approved and shall
thereafter be maintained.
Reason: To assist in promoting sustainable transport and to ensure compliance with Policy M32 of the
UDP 2006.

9. Prior to the commencement of development a Delivery and Servicing Management
Plan shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
The delivery and servicing areas shall be managed in accordance with the Plan as
approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure satisfactory access arrangements and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1,
Dl6, TC7 and M29 of the UDP 2006.

10. Full details of a signage strategy to be used in the development shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to
occupation of the development. Signage shall thereafter be constructed and provided
in accordance with the approved signage strategy.
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7
of the UDP 2006.

11. Detailed design drawings at a scale of 1:50 and 1:100 of the new retail units,
including site layout and a schedule to show the location of any A3/A4/A5 uses, shall
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of development. No more than 25% of the total floor space of the
retail units can be occupied by A3, A4 and A5 uses. Development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to maintain the character and amenity of the area and to ensure compliance with
Policies D1 and TC18 of the UDP 2006.

12. The retail units hereby permitted shall only be open to the public between the
hours of 07:30 and 20:00 on any day.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
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and to ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

13. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of mechanical ventilation
and odour control measures shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority. The agreed measures shall be implemented prior to the first
occupation of the buildings to which these measures relate and shall thereafter be
maintained and operated.
Reason: In the interest of the amenity of prospective occupiers of the area and to ensure compliance
with Policy SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

14. Details of all hard landscaping arrangements including surface treatment,
fencing, or other means of enclosure, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing
by, the Local Planning Authority before the development is commenced. The
landscaping arrangements shall include the retention of all the existing cobblestones
in the market. The hard landscaping as approved shall be completed before the
market is first occupied.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance of the development and to ensure compliance with Policies
SD1 and D1 of the UDP 2006.

15. No loading or unloading of vehicles arriving at or departing from the development
hereby permitted shall be carried out except within the service yards as defined on
approved plan ref: A_GTC_3100 B.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policies M27 and M28 of the UDP 2006.

16. Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site,
based on sustainable drainage principles, and an assessment of the hydrological and
hydro-geological context of the development, have been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved scheme shall be
implemented before the development is completed.
The scheme shall also include:
• details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed after completion
• the allowable discharge rates and the pipe network and surface water storage to
prove that overland flow will not flood buildings during a 1 in 100-year critical
duration storm event.
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, to improve and protect water quality, ensure future
maintenance of the surface water drainage system and comply with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

17. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted (or such other
date or stage in development as may be agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority), the following components of a scheme to deal with the risks associated
with contamination of the site shall each be submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the Local Planning Authority:
A) A preliminary risk assessment which has identified:
• all previous uses
• potential contaminants associated with those uses
• a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors
• potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.
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B) A site investigation scheme based on (A) to provide information for a
detailed assessment of the risk to all receptors that may be affected, including
those off-site.
C) The site investigation results and the detailed risk assessment (B) and,
based on these, an options appraisal and remediation strategy giving full
details of the remediation measures required and how they are to be
undertaken.
D) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected in
order to demonstrate that the works set out in (C) are complete and
identifying any requirements for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages,
maintenance and arrangements for contingency action.
Any changes to these components shall require the express approval of the Local
Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented as approved.
Reason: A site investigation was undertaken prior to the ENVIRON Phase 1 desk study which identified
potential sources of contamination on the site to include a distillery/brewery, slaughterhouses
(converted into stables by 1918), oil warehouse, printers, laundry, coal/coke merchants and motorcycle
workshop. Further investigation should be undertaken which focuses on potential sources of
contamination for the redevelopment identified in the desk study in order to protect human health and
the environment from the effects of land contamination and to comply with Policy E11 of the UDP 2006.

18. No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground shall be permitted other
than with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority, which may be
given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no
resultant unacceptable risk to controlled waters.
Reason: For the protection of groundwater and to ensure compliance with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

19. Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be
permitted other than with the prior written approval of the Local Planning Authority,
which may be given for those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that
there is no resultant unacceptable risk to groundwater. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: For the protection of groundwater and to ensure compliance with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

20. No development shall take place within the application site until the developer
has secured the implementation of a programme of archaeological recording of the
standing historic buildings as identified in the Historic Buildings and Conservation
Area Supporting Statement (April 2009) in accordance with a written scheme of
investigation which has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority.
Reason: The historic buildings are of intrinsic archaeological interest and any alteration or demolition of
the historic structures should be recorded before they are damaged or destroyed by the development
hereby permitted, to ensure compliance with Policies D30 and D31 of the UDP 2006.

21. No demolition or development shall take place until the implementation of a
programme of archaeological work has been secured in accordance with a written
scheme of investigation which has been submitted by the applicant or developer to,
and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The development shall only
take place in accordance with the approved detailed scheme pursuant to this
condition. The archaeological works shall be carried out by a suitably qualified
investigating body acceptable to the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: The development of this site is likely to damage archaeological remains in an area where these
have been identified and any remains should be retrieved or recorded before they are damaged or
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destroyed by the development. Detailed proposals in the form of an archaeological project design should
be submitted to ensure compliance with Policies D30 and D31 of the UDP 2006.

22. No work on site shall take place until a detailed Design and Method Statement for
the foundation design and all new ground works has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved Design and Method Statement.
Reason: To ensure that where possible any archaeological remains are preserved in situ and to ensure
compliance with Policies D30 and 31 of the UDP 2006.

23. During construction of the development hereby permitted no vehicles shall leave
the site with earth, mud etc., adhering to the wheels in a quantity which may result
in its being deposited on the public highway or footpath, and creating nuisance, or
hazard to vehicles, or pedestrians. Suitable wheel washing equipment to avoid such
problems shall be installed, operated and maintained thereafter on the site until the
development is completed. The details for the disposal of surface water and drainage
from wheel washing for the site shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the Local Planning Authority prior to any work commencing on the site.
Reason: In order to maintain the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to
ensure compliance with Policy E6 of the UDP July 2006.

24. No work on site shall take place until a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority.
The CLP shall:
• Encourage the inclusion of design features to minimise the number of
delivery trips during the operational phase of the building process;
• Include a plan to reduce the contract duration and the number of trips,
particularly in peak periods, together with a Site Waste Management Plan,
justified by a transport assessment that considers the benefits of using
consolidation;
• Include a plan showing when and where deliveries and servicing can take
place;
• Include details of contracts that require suppliers and servicing companies to
endeavour to reduce the number of trips and to use legal loading facilities
(e.g. through Freight Operator Recognition Scheme membership).
Construction work on the site shall be implemented and thereafter operated in
accordance with the CLP as approved.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policy M29 of the UDP 2006.

25. No vehicles greater than 7.1 metres in length shall use the service yards unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority in advance.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to ensure
compliance with Policy M29 of the UDP 2006.
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PART 3
Appeal B Conservation Area Consent – Greenwich Market application
1. The works hereby permitted shall begin not later than 5 years from the date of
this consent.
Reason: To comply with Sections 18 and 74 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990.

2. The works hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following
plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority:
A_GTC_9000
A_GTC_9001
A_GTC_9002
A_GTC_9001
A_GTC_9102

B
B
B
B
B

Ground Floor Building Outline Plan (Existing)
Roof Plan (Existing)
Elevations (Existing)
Roof Plan (Proposed Demolition)
Elevations (Proposed Demolition)

2. The works of demolition hereby permitted shall not be carried out before a
contract for the carrying out of the works of redevelopment of the site has been
made and planning permission has been granted for the redevelopment for which the
contract provides.
Reason: To ensure that premature demolition does not take place in order to safeguard the character
and appearance of the West Greenwich Conservation Area and the Maritime Greenwich World Heritage
Site, and to ensure compliance with Policies D1, D16, D18, D19, D24, D29 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

3. Full details of the demolition of the buildings currently on the site, work methods,
control measures to minimise noise and dust emissions, proposals for identification
and removal of asbestos-based materials and details for the disposal of materials
from the site shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority prior to commencement of any demolition/clearance work on the site. The
works, including demolition and disposal of materials from the site, in all respects
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
and to ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

4. Detailed drawings at a scale of 1:50, 1:100 and 1:200 of the location and
appearance of any proposed hoardings around the site during the demolition and
construction phases shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority before works are commenced on that part of the site. Any
hoardings shall only be erected in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: To ensure the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and in order to
ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the site and ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1, D16,
D18, D19, D24, D29, SE2, E1, and M1 of the UDP 2006.

5. The demolition, earth removal, foundation and building works required to
implement this consent shall only be carried out between the hours of:
Monday to Friday 08:00 to 18:00, Saturdays 08:00 to 12:00 and not at all on
Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally and to
ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.
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PART 4
APPEAL C

Monument Garden planning application

1. The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of 5
years from the date of this permission.
Reason: To comply with Section 91 (as amended) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following plans unless otherwise agreed in writing by the local planning authority:
Site Plan – Use/Access Rev A
West Elevation Rev B (10/06/2009)
North and South Elevations Rev B (10/06/2009)
South Elevation and Detail (07/08/2009)
Reason: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved plans and within
the parameters of the grant of planning permission.

3. The market structure hereby permitted shall be removed and the land restored to
its former condition, including the reinstatement of the existing cycle route, on or
before two years from the date of commencement of works at Greenwich Market to
implement planning permission Ref. 09/0829/F.
Reason: Permanent retention of the structure would be unacceptable in view of its appearance and to
ensure compliance with Polices SD1, D1I, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

4. Full details and samples of all facing materials to be used on the building shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before
development commences and the development shall thereafter be implemented in
accordance with the approved details and samples.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the building and to ensure compliance with
Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

5. Full details of the refuse storage and recycling facilities and refuse collection
arrangements shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning
Authority before the development is commenced and the storage and recycling
facilities shall in all respects be provided and thereafter maintained and used in
accordance with the approved details before the building is first occupied.
Reason: To ensure satisfactory refuse and recycling facilities are provided and used and to ensure
compliance with Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7 of the UDP 2006.

6. The building works required to implement this development shall only be carried
out between the hours of:
Monday to Friday - 08:00 to 18:00, Saturdays - 08:00 to 12:00
and not at all on Sundays, Bank Holidays and Public Holidays.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally and to
ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

7. Full details of any scheme of external lighting for the development shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the
development hereby permitted is commenced and the development shall not be
carried out otherwise than in accordance with the particulars so approved.
Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby residents, to ensure that the external appearance of the
building is satisfactory and that it contributes positively to the character and appearance of the
Greenwich Park Conservation Area, and to ensure compliance with Policies E5, D1, D16 and TC7 of the
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8. Full details, including design and siting, of cycle parking facilities shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of any works on site and the approved facilities shall be provided on
site before the first use of the building.
Reason: To assist in promoting sustainable transport and to ensure compliance with Policies M32 of the
UDP 2006.

9. Prior to the commencement of development, a Delivery and Servicing
Management Plan shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority. The delivery and servicing areas shall be managed in accordance
with the Plan as approved unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.
Reason: To ensure satisfactory access arrangements and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1,
D16, TC7 and M29 of the UDP 2006.

10. Development shall not begin until a surface water drainage scheme for the site,
based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and
hydro-geological context of the development, has been submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall be implemented in
accordance with the approved details before the development is completed.
Reason: To prevent the increased risk of flooding and to comply with Policy E17 of the UDP 2006.

11. Details of species and planting heights of replacement trees shall be submitted
to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the site is
occupied. The approved replacement trees shall be planted in the next planting
season following the removal of the temporary structure and shall be thereafter
retained. Any trees which die within a period of 5 years from the completion of the
reinstatement phase, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased, shall
be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: In order to maintain the character and amenity of the area and to ensure compliance with
Policy D8 of the UDP 2006.

12. Full details of the signage strategy to be used in the development shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to
occupation of the development and shall be implemented as approved.
Reason: In the interest of visual amenity and to ensure compliance with Policies SD1, D1, D16 and TC7
of the UDP 2006.

13. The short earth anchors used to secure the structure shall not penetrate the
ground to a depth greater than 300mm.
Reason: The site lies within a Scheduled Ancient Monument and to accord with Policies D30 and D31 of
the UDP 2006.

14. Detailed design drawings at a scale of 1:50 and 1:100 of the new retail units,
including a site layout and a schedule to show the location of the A1 to A5 units, shall
be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority prior to the
commencement of development. No more than 25% of the total floor space of the
retail units can be occupied by A3, A4 and A5 uses. Development shall be carried out
in accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In order to maintain the character and amenity of the area and to ensure compliance with
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15. The commercial uses hereby permitted shall only be open between the hours of
07:30 and 23:00 on any day.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties and the area generally
and to ensure compliance with Policies SE2 and E1 of the UDP 2006.

16. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of mechanical ventilation
and odour-control measures shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
Local Planning Authority. The agreed measures shall be implemented prior to the first
use of the building and thereafter maintained and operated.
Reason: To safeguard the amenity of users of the land and their neighbours and to ensure compliance
with Policy SE2 of the UDP 2006.

17. The works proposed for the protection of the existing trees shall be carried out in
strict accordance with the Tree Survey Report (June 2009) unless otherwise agreed
in writing with the Local Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of good arboricultural practice, to ensure adequate protection and to ensure
compliance with Policies D8 of the UDP July 2006.

18. No loading or unloading of vehicles arriving at or departing from the premises
shall be carried out except within the defined loading bay areas shown on Figure 5
within the Transport Assessment (June 2009) and all activities associated with the
use shall be confined to the curtilage of the premises.
Reason: In order to safeguard the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and
to ensure compliance with Policies M27 and M28 of the UDP 2006.

19. Details of all hard and soft landscaping arrangements including surface
treatment, fencing, or other means of enclosure, shall be submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the Local Planning Authority before the development is commenced.
The approved landscaping arrangements shall be completed before the market is first
operated and thereafter maintained for the duration of its operation.
Reason: To ensure a satisfactory external appearance of the site and to ensure compliance with Policies
SD1 and D1, of the UDP 2006.

20. During construction of the development no vehicles shall leave the site with
earth, mud etc., adhering to the wheels in a quantity which may result in its being
deposited on the public highway or footpath, and creating nuisance, or hazard to
vehicles, or pedestrians. Suitable wheel washing equipment to avoid such problems
shall be installed, operated and maintained thereafter on the site until the
development is completed. The details for the disposal of surface water and drainage
from wheel washing shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority prior to any work commencing on the site.
Reason: In order to maintain the safety and amenity of users of surrounding roads and footways and to
ensure compliance with Policy E6 of the UDP 2006.
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Edward Hill

324 Creek Road, Greenwich, London, SE10
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Joff Summerfield

64 Orchard Place, Canning Town, London, E14
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106 Haddo House, Greenwich, London, SE10
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Cllr David Grant

74 Royal Hill, Greenwich, London, SE10 8RT

Philip Binns

Secretary of Greenwich Conservation Group, 6
Blackheath Vale, London, SE3 0TX
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Lawrence Smith

Westcombe Society, 11 Vanbrugh Fields,
London, SE3 7TZ

Cllr Dermot Poston

10 Eltham Park Gardens, London, SE9 1AW

Cllr Maureen O’Mara

25 Ashburnham Place, Greenwich, London,
SE10 8TZ

Adriane de Savorgnani

14 Bardsley Lane, Greenwich, London, SE10
9RF

Ian Wilkinson

1 Arlington Place, Greenwich, London, SE10
8NR

Geoffrey Belcher

Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site
Executive, The Mews Office, Old Royal Naval
College, College Way, Greenwich, London,
SE10 9HY

Anna Townend

Greenwich Environment Forum, 22 Coleraine
Road, Blackheath, SE3 7PQ

DOCUMENTS
Proofs and rebuttals
Appellant
GH1/1/1 & GH1/1/2 Proof and appendix of David Selby
GH1/1/3 Rebuttal proof of David Selby
GH1/1/4 Document of slides of visual presentation given at the Inquiry
GH2/1/1 Proof of Jonathan Edis (Greenwich Market)
GH2/1/2 Appendices to proof of Jonathan Edis (Greenwich Market)
GH2/1/3 Summary proof of Jonathan Edis (Greenwich Market)
GH2/1/4/RB Rebuttal proof of Jonathan Edis (Greenwich Market)
GH2/2/1 Proof of Jonathan Edis (Monument Garden)
GH2/2/2 Summary proof of Jonathan Edis (Monument Garden)
GH3/1/1 Proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Greenwich Market)
GH3/1/2 Appendices to proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Greenwich Market)
GH3/1/3 Summary proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Greenwich Market)
GH3/1/1RB Rebuttal proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Greenwich Market)
GH3/1/2RB Appendices for rebuttal proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Greenwich Market)
GH3/2/1 Proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Monument Gardens)
GH3/2/2 Appendices for proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Monument Gardens)
GH3/2/3 Summary proof of Geoffrey Taylor (Monument Gardens)
GH4/1 Proof of Caroline McDade with appendices (Greenwich Market)
GH4/1/2 Summary proof of Caroline McDade (Greenwich Market)
GH4/2 Proof of Caroline McDade (Monument Gardens)
GH4/2/1 Summary proof of Caroline McDade (Monument Gardens)

97

Report APP/E5330/A/10/2123274 and others, Greenwich Market & Monument Garden, Greenwich

Council
LBG1/1 Proof of Kim Smith
LBG1/2 Summary proof of Kim Smith
LBG1/3 Appendices to proof of Kim Smith
LBG2/1 Summary proof of Rebecca Duncan
LBG2/2 Proof of Rebecca Duncan
LBG2/3 Appendices to proof of Rebecca Duncan
LBG3 Proof and summary of Frederick Brown
CORE DOCUMENTS (all prefaced CD)
A - Market regeneration application (April 2009, Ref 09/0829/F)

A1 Plans
A2 Planning application forms, certificates and covering letter
A3 Planning Statement
A4 Transport Assessment – report and appendices
A5 Environmental Statement – Non-technical summary
A6 Environmental Statement – Volume 1
A7 Environmental Statement – Volume 2 – Appendices
A8 Environmental Statement – Volume 3 – Transport Assessment
A9 Environmental Statement – Volume 4 – Accurate Visual Representations (AVRs)
A10 Sustainability Statement
A11 Energy Strategy Report
A12 Report on Community Involvement
A13 Historic Buildings and Conservation Area Supporting Statement
A14 Section 106 Draft Heads of Terms
A15 Daylight Report
A16 Design and Access Statement
Additional information submitted pre-Council’s Planning Board

A17

Correspondence, plans and views – main market application

Appeal submission documents

A18

Appeal submission documents

Scheme with amendments (submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 29 June 2010)

A19
A20
A21
A22
A23
A24
A25
A26
A27
A28
A29

Cover letter – scheme with amendments
Environmental Statement – Addendum – Non-Technical Summary
Environmental Statement – Addendum – Volume 1a Regulation 19 submission
Environmental Statement – Addendum – Volume 3a Transport Assessment
Environmental Statement – Addendum – Volume 4a – Accurate Visual
Representations (AVRs)
Design and Access Statement - Addendum
Minor Amendments Booklet
Notices
Plans
Minutes of the seventh Greenwich Hospital Key Stakeholder Consultative
Group of 26 November 2008
Minutes of the eight Greenwich Hospital Key Stakeholder Consultative Group of
2 March 2009

B Conservation Area Consent Application (Ref. 09/0830/C)

B1 Conservation Area application forms, certificates and covering letter
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B2 Demolition plans
C

C1
C2
C3
C4
C5
C6
C7
C8
C9

Temporary Market application (Ref 09/1338/F)

Plans and views
Planning application forms, certificates and covering letter
Planning Statement
Transport Assessment – Report
Flood Risk Assessment
Design and Access Statement
Tree Survey Report
PPG15 Assessment
Report on Community Involvement

Additional Information submitted pre-Council’s Planning Board (July/August 2009)

C10

Correspondence, plans and views – temporary market application

D Scheduled Ancient Monument Consent application

D1 SAMC application forms, certificates and covering letter
D2 Construction Method Statement
D3 SAM Consent
E Listed Building applications x 7

E1 Listed Building Consent application forms, certificates and covering letter
E2 Plans
F Other Consultation Responses

F1 Main market - statutory consultation responses
F2 Temporary market – statutory consultation responses
G Planning Committee – Greenwich Borough Council Report and associated documents

G1
G2
G3
G4
G5
G6
G7
G8

Report to the Planning Board; temporary market
Report to the Planning Board; main market
Minutes – Planning Board meeting
Decision notice – 09/0829/F main market - refusal
Decision notice – 09/0830/C Conservation Area Consent – refusal
Decision notice – 09/1338/F Temporary market – refusal
Listed Building Consent decision notices x7
Planning Board report 26 August 2010

H National Planning Policy

H1 PPS1 – Delivering Sustainable Development and Supplementary Document
Planning and Climate Change (January 2005)
H2 PPG2 – Green Belts (January 2005)
H3 PPS4 – Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth (December 2009)
H4 PPS5 – Planning for the Historic Environment (March 2010)
H5 PPS10 – Planning for Sustainable Waste Management (July 2005)
H6 PPG13 – Transport (April 2001)
H7 PPS22 – Renewable Energy and Companion Guide – Planning for Renewable
Energy (August 2004)
H8 PPS23 – Planning and Pollution Control; and Annex Documents (November 2004)
H9 PPG24 – Planning and Noise (October 2004)
H10 PPS25 – Development and Flood Risk; and Practice Guide (March 2010)
H11 PPS5 – Practice Guidance
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I Regional and Local Policy

I1
I2
I3
I4
I5

The London Plan Consolidated with Alterations since 2004 (2008)
Sub-Regional Development Framework – East London (May 2006)
London View Management Framework (July 2007)
Replacement London Plan (Draft) (October 2009)
Greenwich Borough Council Unitary Development Plan (adopted July 2006) Saved
Policies
I6 Greenwich Borough Council Statement of Community Involvement (adopted
March 2009)
I7 Greenwich Borough Council Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning
Document (July 2008)
I8 Draft London View Management Framework (2009)
J

Other Documents

J1
J2
J3
J4
J5

World Heritage Site Management Plan (2004)
Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance, English Heritage (April 2008)
West Greenwich Conservation Area Appraisal (draft) (September 2009)
Greenwich Park Conservation Area Appraisal (draft) (September 2009)
DCLG Planning Circular 07/09 on the Protection of World Heritage Sites in
England (July 2009)
J6 Draft English Heritage Guidance on Temporary Structures (March 2009)
J7 Community Infrastructure Levy, England and Wales (March 2010)
J8 Circular 05/05 Planning Obligations (July 2005)
J9 Inspector’s Report; Observation Wheel (2007)
J10 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
J11 Maritime Greenwich World Heritage Site; Important Views and Tall Buildings
J12 & J13 removed from the Core Documents list
J14 Mayor’s Transport Strategy (May 2010)
J15 Transport for London’s Guidance for workplace travel planning for development
(April 2008)
J16 London Borough of Greenwich Tourism Strategy; 2004-2010
J17 CABE: By Design – Urban design in the planning system: towards better practice
J18 CABE: Building in Context – New development in historic areas
J19 Inspector’s note of the Pre-inquiry Meeting
J20 Proposals Map and Inset Maps A-C of the Greenwich Unitary Development Plan
J21 Correspondence of 13 May and 26 May 2010 pre-PIM relating to suggested
scheme amendments
J22 Bundle of submissions made at the PIM regarding the suggested scheme
amendments
J23 Secretary of State’s letter of recovery of jurisdiction, 4 March 2010
J24 Council’s Statement of Case
J25 Appellant’s Statement of Case
Statements of Common Ground (SoCG)

1. SoCG regarding the applications for planning permission and conservation area
consent for the market
2. SoCG regarding the application for temporary planning permission at
Monument gardens
3. SOCG on transport issues
Further Documents produced at the Inquiry (Prefixed ‘Doc’)

1. Letter of notification of the Inquiry
2. Bundle of responses to the appeals (red file and blue document wallet)
3. Attendance lists for each day of the Inquiry and at the PIM
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Appellant’s opening statement
Council’s opening statement
Letter of 14 June 2010 from LBGC to Drivers Jonas Deloitte
View from Crooms Hill (appended at the rear of CD/A23)
Statement of Paul Trynka
Statement of Kate Jaconello
Statement of Cllr David Grant
Statement of Philip Binns (Greenwich Conservation Group)
Statement of Lawrence Smith (Westcombe Society)
Statement of Cllr Dermot Poston
Statement of Anna Townend (Greenwich Environment Forum)
Petition handed in by Cllr O’Mara
Accident statistics in the King William Walk area
Bundle of documents relating to development at the Old Bethnal Green Town
Hall, London
Signed copy of Unilateral Undertaking
Agreed note on compliance of the Unilateral Undertaking with the Community
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010
Suggested conditions relating to development (application scheme)
Suggested conditions relating to development (amendments scheme)
Plan showing agreed dimensions of the proposed semi-circular walkway within
the market
Council’s closing submissions
Appellant’s closing submissions

101

