Re: Planning application UTT/1451/09/FUL

Application by Sainsburys for a new store, Thaxted Road, Saffron Walden

(the “Application”)

Comments of Save Walden Town Centre on the Supplementary Retail Statement

A. INTRODUCTION
1. This submission is made by Save Walden Town Centre.  

2. We adopt and repeat the objections made by Saffron Walden & District Friends of the Earth in their submissions of 10 December 2009 (the “FoE December Submission”) and 18 January 2010 (the “FoE January Submission”) (together, the “FoE Submissions”), and the statements made by us in our April 2010 Submission on the December 2009 Savills Retail Study Appraisal in relation to the Application (the “Savills Appraisal”).

3. We confirm the objections made in the FoE Submissions, and the reasons for them as all still being relevant.  Although PPS4 has now replaced PPS6, it in fact strengthens the protections for town centres enshrined in PPS6; we therefore believe the reasons for objecting to the Application under PPS6 in the FoE December Submission apply equally to the revised PPS4.  All of the other relevant planning policies referred to in the FoE Submissions are still in force and therefore the reasons for objecting to the Application pursuant to those policies still apply.  We have however tried not to duplicate any of the objections previously made, save where we have become aware of new facts or evidence.  We have also had the opportunity to do further research since the FoE January Submission into the revised PPS4, and therefore we make a number of additional points contained in this submission.

4. We also comment on the document produced by Indigo Planning Limited on behalf of Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Limited (the “Applicant”) dated March 2010 and entitled Supplementary Retail Statement (the “Supplementary Retail Statement”).

5. We also refer to the findings in our submission dated 10 May 2010 in relation to retail capacity, need and impact (the “SWTC Retail Study”).

6. Definitions used in the FoE Submissions have the same meanings in this Submission.

B.  SUMMARY OF OUR CONCLUSIONS
7. In summary:

a. We confirm the objections contained in the FoE Submissions and in our other submissions, and reiterate the fact that the Application contravenes all of the applicable national and local planning policies;

b. We note that in accordance with Policy EC14, and particularly paragraph 14.5, an impact assessment is required for the Application which accords with PPS4 and the Guidance.   We do not believe that such an impact assessment has been carried out and we believe that the Supplementary Retail Statement does not constitute a proper impact assessment for such purposes;  

c. The implementation of the new PPS4 leads us to exactly the same conclusions that are reached in the FoE Submissions, that the Application is in clear breach of the applicable planning legislation and policies and should be refused;

d. The Application uses completely unrealistic estimates of likely turnover and employment potential and of need and future sales growth.  Only by applying realistic estimates, as we have attempted to do, can one get a proper assessment of the likely impact of the Application. We refer to the SWTC Retail Study findings for a realistic assessment of need and future sales growth and to the statements made in this submission for a realistic assessment of likely turnover and employment potential;

e. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy EC10.2a, as it has not been planned to minimise CO2 emissions and provide resilience to climate change – it just satisfies the minimum standards imposed by UDC.  It also takes no account of the fact that the basic business model of out of town supermarkets involves encouraging customers to drive, and therefore automatically increases CO2 emissions and increases climate change.  The Application taken as a whole is therefore directly contrary to the requirement to demonstrate resilience to climate change;

f. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy EC10.2b, as it is clearly not readily accessible by all means of transport, and access will almost entirely be by car;

g. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy EC10.2c – it is just a standard Sainsbury’s design, and no attempt has been made to create a high quality or inclusive design.  Even the Landscape Assessment refers to Sainsbury’s Hardwick Roundabout King Lynn on every other page;

h. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy 10.2e as it will inevitably have an adverse effect on local employment, both directly and indirectly, given the relatively low number of staff supermarkets employ and their lack of use of local services and of local procurement;

i. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy 16.1b, as it will have an adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Saffron Walden, and by forcing local shops out of business will reduce consumer choice and the range and quality of the convenience and comparison retail offer;

j. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy 16.2d as it will have an adverse impact on trade in Saffron Walden;

k. The Application is in breach of PPS4 Policy 16.2e as it is not of an appropriate scale given the size and role of Saffron Walden.  Saffron Walden may be the largest town in Uttlesford, but it is a small market town, a long way down the RSS retail heirarchy; 

l. As we believe that there is clear evidence that the Application is likely to lead to significant adverse impacts in terms of any one of the impacts set out in PPS4 policies EC10.2 and 16.1 and as the Application is for a main town centre use which is not in a town centre and not in accordance with an up to date development plan, UDC must refuse the Application as required by PPS4 policy EC17.1.  Alternatively, it should be refused under Policy EC17.2 as the negative impacts clearly outweigh the positive effects.

C. PPS4 REQUIREMENTS FOR NEED AND IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
8. We have summarised in this Part C the requirements and provisions of PPS4 and the Guidance in assessing need and impact, which are relevant to the consideration of the Applicant’s Retail Assessment and Supplementary Retail Assessment.

9. We confirm the statements made in Part D of the FoE January Submission in relation to the application of PPS4 and the Guidance.  We also note the additional effects of PPS4 set out in this submission which we have now had time to appraise.

10. Part 3 of the Guidance sets out the procedure to be followed in identifying needs.  We would particularly highlight:

a. The first key step in identifying quantitative retail need is to define the catchment / study area for the Applicant store – see para 3.4 of the Guidance. The Applicant uses Uttlesford and to a limited extent the top third of Uttlesford as a proxy for a catchment area.  Clearly the whole of Uttlesford is a completely inappropriate catchment area, but also parts of the “Zone 1” used do not fall within the catchment area for the Applicant store.  In the Savills Appraisal, Savills make it abundantly clear that areas of Zone 1 do not fall within the Saffron Walden store catchment – see for example paragraphs 3.6, 5.6 and 9.14.  They also make clear in paragraph 3.5 of the Savills Appraisal the need for isochrones showing a realistic catchment area.  The FoE December Submission of course contains appropriate isochrones;

b. The Applicant has not made any attempt in its retail assessments to define the appropriate – and realistic - catchment areas for the development.  The reasons for this are obvious, in that it would show that the realistic catchment area for the Application is that already served by the existing Saffron Walden retail offering, that “leakage” from the catchment area is even lower than their figures show and that the existing catchment area would suffer by far and away the greatest impact of the development. The Savill’s Appraisal makes this clear.  The Applicant’s quantitative needs assessments therefore fall down before they have even started;

c. The availability of central sites will determine the extent to which different centres are capable of accommodating future retail use – para 3.7 of the Guidance.  As the Local Plan and FDRS acknowledge, Saffron Walden has a lack of suitable central sites for large scale developments – it should not therefore be trying to move further up the retail hierarchy;

d. The steps for identifying qualitative need are set out in para 3.10 of the Guidance.  For the reasons set out in the FoE December Submission, we do not believe there is any qualitative need for the Application given the existing town centre retail offering; indeed, by driving town centre stores out of business the development would actually decrease rather than increase consumer choice.  

11. Looking at the following paragraphs of Part 3 of the Guidance:

a. There is no “deficiency” in the existing retail provision for the purposes of paras 3.11 – 3.12;

b. The Development would reduce consumer choice for the purposes of paras 3.13 – 3.15.  Para 3.14 in particular emphasises the need to maintain a healthy town centre, to maintain critical mass and a diversity of retail development with a good mix of different types of retailer – the Application would have completely the opposite effect by drawing trade away from the town centre, impairing the viability of town centre retailers and therefore reducing consumer choice;

c. Para 3.15 highlights the negative impact of out of centre development;

d. Paras 3.16-3.17 give guidance on “overtrading”.  In particular the Guidance notes (in the Kidlington case study below para 3.17) that “the term overtrading is still frequently misunderstood, and where existing services are claimed to be overtrading this should be backed up by corroborating evidence such as overcrowding and congestion rather than simply by comparison with a retailer’s company average turnover.”  This completely supports the FoE Submissions – the Retail Assessment and Supplementary Retail Assessment rely purely on a simple comparison of average company turnover to try to show quantitative need, and even then the existing Tesco store is trading well below average, even before taking account of local factors.  The Applicants have made no attempt to produce evidence to show congestion and overcrowding; indeed our visits to the existing stores – and our discussions with local shop owners - show this is clearly not the case.  We also refer to the findings of the SWTC Retail Study which go into more detail;

e. Saffron Walden is clearly not a deprived area for the purposes of para 3.18 of the Guidance;

f. There are no obvious issues with the quality of the existing retail provision in Saffron Walden for the purposes of paras 3.19-3.20 of the Guidance.

12. Part 7 of the Guidance focuses on impact assessments.  In particular:

a. Para 7.1 says that an impact assessment will be required in all cases where the proposals are not in accordance with an up to date development plan strategy.  A proper impact assessment complying with the Guidance should therefore have been produced for the Application.  It has not been;

b. Para 7.6 requires that the scope of the impact assessment should be agreed in advance – we are not aware that the scope of the Applicant’s impact assessment was agreed in advance with UDC;

c. Para 7.9 notes the impacts which out of centre supermarkets have on market towns and district centres.  As Para 7.9 says “even modest sized foodstores and extensions have been judged to have unacceptable impacts on small or vulnerable centres”.  The Application is anything but modest, and Saffron Walden is both small and vulnerable.  We find it impossible to believe that the Application would not have a significant adverse effect on Saffron Walden;

d. Para 7.9 also endorses the DETR research report The Impact of Large Food Stores on Market Towns and District Centres published in September 1998, and in particular the conclusion quoted in the Guidance, that “The report concluded that it is vital that those responsible for the future of market towns and district centres take positive steps to improve the range and quality of food shopping in those centres, and adopt a cautious approach to considering the location and likely long-term consequences of large food stores in non-central locations.”  This is of course exactly the background to the current Application;

e. Para 7.22 notes that as well as considering the overall effects of the Application on the vitality and viability of the town centre, “It will also be appropriate to consider the implications of a proposal on retail diversity, particularly the range, type and quality of goods available”.  As the Guidance goes on to say “This will be especially relevant in historic market towns”.  Again, we find it impossible to believe that the Application will not have a significant adverse effect on the town; it will inevitably result in the closure of local retailers and precisely this loss of retail diversity;

f. Para 7.23 notes that in most cases the impacts of out of centre developments are gradual and it is the cumulative effect of developments over time which can result in a decline in vitality and viability.  This has happened already with the opening of the out of centre Tesco, which had both an immediate and an ongoing adverse effect on Saffron Walden, and we believe that the Application would have both an immediate and an ongoing significant adverse effect;

g. The table following para 7.25 of the Guidance, which provides guidance on how to judge the effects of a proposal on the viability and vitality of a centre, is particularly relevant, in particular its conclusions that:

i. “Significant levels of trade diversion from the centre, or key sectors, can seriously undermine its vitality and viability resulting in reduced footfall, increased vacancies, a more “down market” offer etc”.  This is precisely what has happened to so many towns, and is precisely what we believe would happen if the Application were permitted.  As the FoE Submissions say, we believe that the Applicant has hugely understated the likely trade diversion from the town centre that the Application would cause.  The Savills Appraisal makes this absolutely clear in relation to convenience goods.  For the reasons given below and in our comments on the Savills Appraisal we believe that the same goes for comparison goods as well.  We also note in this regard the finding at paragraph 10.2 of the Savills Appraisal, that “it is apparent that the comparison element will be mainly goods sold from town centre outlets.  It is, therefore, to be expected that there will be a far greater overlap between those sales and goods sold from outlets in Saffron Walden town centre”.  This reinforces our argument that the Applicant sales will primarily come at the expense of existing town centre stores;

ii. in important historic centres and those with a special character, as Saffron Walden is, it may be appropriate to take a cautious approach to potential adverse impacts.  We strongly endorse this view;

iii. impacts may not be widespread or necessarily significant in quantitative terms.  In the case of the Application, we believe that it would be, but as the Guidance says, they do not need to be to be significantly adverse;

h. paras 7.28-7.36 of the Guidance provide guidance on how to assess impact.  In particular:

i. the starting point is to make an assessment of the likely catchment area, market position and turnover potential of the proposal. The Application does not even attempt to define a likely catchment area, let alone a comparative market position.  As we say above, the reasons are obvious, because their catchment area will be exactly the same as the existing town centre stores, and they will not overlap significantly with the catchment areas of any other stores from whom trade may be attracted.  There is much more detail in the FoE Submissions about the misleading statements in the Application, but it is worth noting that the Guidance shows that what passes for an impact assessment is deficient right from the very start;

ii. the box following para 7.28 of the Guidance then notes that the key factors affecting judgements about where a proposal will draw its trade from will be determined by (a) “the intended market sector/role on the basis that ‘like affects like’ so the centres currently serving the intended catchment population will experience the greatest impact”; and (b) “distance, on the basis that consumers will generally use the nearest centre / facility which meets their needs in terms of quality/convenience etc”.  This completely endorses the arguments we have made in our main submissions, and is completely contrary to the unfounded allegations made by the Applicant that much of the proposed store’s turnovers would come from outside Uttlesford.  The box further requires that the basis of any judgements made should be clearly explained and these should be capable of being tested.  The Application completely fails these Guidance requirements.  The Savills Appraisal absolutely confirms this in relation to convenience goods, even though it merely accepts without question the figures given by the Applicant.  Although the Savills Appraisal fails to question the Applicant’s assertions regarding future turnover and size of market in relation to comparison goods, we believe the same also applies to the proposed comparison goods offering;

i. Appendix B provides further guidance on quantifying retail need:
i. Again, the first step is to establish the catchment area of the proposal (Figure B1 and following) – again, the Application does not even achieve this first step;
ii. Paras B.10 and B.11 comment on the drivetime isochrones of the sort which FoE have used.  As these paragraphs say, whilst drivetime isochrones are inexact, they may be used to provide an indication of likely catchment area, which is what has been done in the FoE Submissions.  As para B.11 says, the use of detailed survey data is likely to provide a better indication of catchment area – the Application however does not provide any catchment area information whatsoever;
iii. Para B.15 also requires that sensitivity testing is used – the Applicant has not done so;
iv. Paras B.16 – B.25 provide guidance on estimating future customer demand.  We would highlight para B.22 in light of the approach taken by the Applicant.  As is said in the FoE Submissions, and in more detail in the SWTC Retail Study, the Applicant’s approach greatly overstates future customer demand by using completely inappropriate growth projections, particularly for comparison goods. Further, their quantitative arguments are essentially entirely based on projected future growth – as para B.22 says, this should be treated with extreme care.  The SWTC Retail Study demonstrates that this projected future sales growth simply does not exist if proper up to date growth assumptions are used;
v. Para B.23 requires that assessments should be made of demands for the specific types of goods to be sold, not across the complete class of goods as a whole.  No such assessment has been made.  We believe that the Application would have a huge impact on those in-town centre stores which currently sell goods of the type proposed to be sold by the Applicant, and that such impact would in turn have a significant impact on the vitality and viability of the town centre as a whole.  Again, the Savills Appraisal has confirmed this for convenience goods – if correct figures and projections were used, we believe the same would also be shown for comparison goods;
vi. Step 3 is then to assess the level of existing retail provision. No useful survey to identify shopping habits of the kind envisaged by paras B.29-B.35 has been performed – and indeed as the Applicant has not even identified a realistic catchment area for the proposed development, this is hardly surprising.  It is also worth noting the findings of the Competition Commission in the CC Report on the concentration of supermarkets and the population figures they believe are necessary to support supermarkets (see Annex 1 to Appendix 7.1 of the CC Report).  According to these findings, 99% of areas which have two nearby supermarkets have a population of at least 34,000 within a 20 minute drivetime. As Saffron Walden has two supermarkets and barely this level of population within a 20 minute drivetime if at all, the CC Report shows no theoretical lack of retail provision either.  Indeed, the CC Report says that 95% of areas which have two nearby supermarkets have a population of at least 48,000 within 20 minutes drivetime, which is vastly more than the Saffron Walden catchment area;
vii. Step 4 is then to compare supply with demand.  As is said in the FoE Submissions, there is no empirical evidence of demand exceeding supply or of significant trade outflows from Saffron Walden, and para B.42 of the Guidance specifically cautions against the use of company average store turnovers as any form of benchmark – this is of course virtually the only assertion of over-trading made by the Applicant.  Even then, Tesco is undertrading on this measure. The SWTC Retail Study provides further evidence as to why company average turnovers are unreliable and also shows that the existing Tesco store is trading significantly below company average, and therefore overall it appears that the Saffron Walden supermarkets are actually undertrading. Para B.44 specifically confirms the point made in the FoE Submissions that where average turnovers are used, they should be weighted to reflect local circumstances such as the affluence of the area.  The Applicant has made no attempt to do so.  
j. Appendix D of the Guidance then provides guidance on quantifying impact. As the Savills Appraisal shows, the trade-draw modelling performed by the Applicant is completely unbelievable, and therefore, the Application comes nowhere near to being compliant with the Guidance.  We note in particular the following provisions of Appendix D:
i. On estimating impact of a development and its likely turnover, Para D.14 provides that “Any assumptions that new development will only achieve a potential retailer’s respective company average should be treated with caution.”   Indeed Para D.14 notes that new stores/extensions are likely to have higher than average turnover – the Application makes no such adjustments, and their projections should be used with extreme care therefore;
ii. To analyse trade draw and diversion, it is necessary to fix a catchment area, which the Application of course fails to do, and therefore we cannot see how there is any credibility to their impact assertions;  
iii. Para D.30 reiterates the fact that trade impact will always be greatest on the stores which are closest and most comparable.  Without any justification, the Applicant instead alleges the opposite.  As we have said before, and as the Savills Appraisal confirms for convenience goods, we believe therefore that the Applicant has vastly underestimated the effects they will have on Waitrose and the town centre stores directly and by extension the amount of trade they will draw away from the town centre and the consequent reduction in town centre footfall.
D.  REVIEW OF THE SUPPLEMENTARY RETAIL ASSESSMENT
13. In relation to the Applicant’s Supplementary Retail Assessment, we comment as set out in this Part D below.

14. The principal reasons why the Supplementary Retail Assessment does not comply with the Guidance are set out in Part C above, but can be summarised as follows:

a. No realistic catchment area for the Application is identified;

b. The Applicant relies purely on average company turnovers to allege overtrading – no corroborating evidence is adduced;

c. No assessment is made of retail diversity;

d. The Supplementary Retail Assessment underestimates the Applicant store’s own prospective turnover, particularly in comparison goods, and fails to analyse correctly where trade will be drawn from;

e. The Application relies extremely heavily on future growth projections to try to demonstrate need.  This is wrong in itself, but particularly so when the Applicant deliberately uses very high base figures, pre-credit crunch, and then extrapolates these forward.  The SWTC Retail Study demonstrates why the Applicant’s projections are completely inappropriate and details the growth rates which are now applicable;

f. No B.29-35 survey has been performed;

g. The Applicant’s turnover assertions are completely at odds with para D.14 of the Guidance.

15. In relation to the statements made in paragraphs 2.1-2.15 of the Supplementary Retail Assessment, we note that:

a. (paras 2.3 and 2.4) out of town supermarkets of the type proposed do not secure sustainable economic growth, but rather the exact opposite.  The Applicant misquotes the relevant provisions of PPS4 paragraph 10, which place an even greater emphasis on locating shopping services in town centres rather than outside.  In particular,  PPS4 paragraph 10 requires that planning should:

i. Promote the vitality and viability of towns and focus new economic growth and development of main town centre uses in existing centres;

ii. Promote competition between retailers and enhanced consumer choice through the provision of innovative and efficient shopping services in town centres, which allow genuine choice to meet the needs of the entire community (particularly socially excluded groups).
The Application directly contravenes all of these key objectives of PPS4 in the same way that it contravenes the equivalent key objective of PPS6.  It would reduce the viability and vitality of the Saffron Walden town centre, it would increase car use and increase unsustainable shopping patterns and it would reduce competition and decrease consumer choice by driving out smaller, town centre shops;

b. (para 2.7) policy EC10 requires favourable treatment of applications that secure sustainable economic growth.  Out of town centre supermarkets do not secure sustainable economic growth, but rather the exact opposite.  The Application should therefore be treated unfavourably;
c. (para 2.8) The summary of policy EC10 fails to mention the need specifically to consider the accessibility of the Application by a choice of transport “including walking, cycling, public transport and the car”;
d. (para 2.14)  Whilst it is technically true that PPS4 does not preclude absolutely the development of out of town supermarkets, it is equally absolutely clear that they contravene all of the key objectives of PPS4 and therefore should not be permitted except in extreme circumstances;
e. It should also be remembered that the relevant provisions of PPG13 and PPS1, which have substantially similar aims, remain in force, and that the Application will also breach these.

16. In relation to the statements made in paragraphs 2.16-2.24 of the Supplementary Retail Assessment, we note that:
a. The suggestions in paragraphs 2.20-2.24 are completely unbelievable.  As the FoE Submissions and the Savills Appraisal makes clear, there is no significant clawback which can be achieved by the Applicant store. Instead the Applicant store will lead to large numbers of people who currently shop in the centre of Saffron Walden driving to it, leading to a massive increase in car usage – one only has to look at the Applicant’s Transport Assessment to see quite how many car journeys would be made – and a huge increase in CO2.  The whole nature of an out of town supermarket which sucks trade away from a neighbouring town centre is inevitably in conflict with policy EC10.2.b.  If the development was in the town centre, there would be no need for an improved 34 bus service, which in any case will carry only a tiny proportion of shoppers; 

b. Further, the Application just satisfies the minimum standards imposed by UDC – we do not believe that this is sufficient. The Application also takes no account of the fact that the basic business model of out of town-centre supermarkets involves encouraging customers to drive, and therefore automatically increases CO2 emissions and increases climate change.  We note also the comments made by the UDC energy efficiency officer on the Application’s overall breach of the climate change requirements;

c. Similarly paragraphs 2.26-2.30.  The Applicant site can in no way be considered to be accessible.  As the experience of the existing Tesco makes clear, virtually no-one walks or cycles to out of centre supermarkets, and the Applicant store is far too far out of town for people realistically to consider doing so.  Paragraph 2.26 is absurd – all the measures do is to provide extremely slight mitigation for a site which is completely inaccessible realistically by regular sustainable traffic use.  The Applicant’s statements in paragraph 2.27 are also unbelievable; inevitably more people would have to drive to the store, and anyone who lives in Saffron Walden will have to drive further, so there will be far more cars on the roads, and for longer;  The conclusions in paragraph 2.29-2.30 fly completely in the face of experience, and are just ludicrous;

d. Far from the claims that the Applicant makes, the Applicant store is just a bog standard Sainsbury’s store, plonked on to the site.  No attempt has been made to produce a well-designed or appropriate design.  The Application is just the same as virtually every other new Sainsbury’s, and no attempt has been made to create a high quality or inclusive design which relates in any way to the proposed site or to Saffron Walden.  As the Applicant’s Landscape Assessment makes clear, the Applicant has done no more than make a few minor modifications to its Kings Lynn store and then proposed to dump it on Saffron Walden.  The design doesn’t satisfy policy EC10.2.c;

e. Far from the claims made by the Applicant in paragraph 2.35-2.38, the Application would utilise land specifically identified as key employment land which would no longer be available to the district.  The development will provide neither economic nor regeneration benefits.     By sucking turnover away from the town centre and into the Applicant store, the Application can only impact negatively on the economy of the area.  We note the objections made in paragraph 66 of the December FoE Submission, and in particular the adverse economic effect large supermarkets have on local areas, because of their efficiency, their low staff to turnover ratios, their low wages and their lack of local procurement.  Studies show that only 7% or less of a supermarket’s turnover is returned to a local area, compared to up to 50% for a local shop.  The vast majority of the Applicant store’s additional turnover will be drawn from existing stores in Saffron Walden and the surrounding area; given the location of the store, the lack of retail need and the nature of the catchment area, it is just not credible that they will be a significant economic influx into the area because of the extension - retailing is generally a “zero sum game”.  As the store sucks more cash away from the local area, its effect can only be negative on the local economy.  In relation to para 2.36, the retail studies show that there are low levels of leakage from the Saffron Walden area and that it is not credible that material amounts of turnover will be drawn back to Saffron Walden, particularly given the low place in the retail hierarchy that the Applicant’s comparison offering will comprise.  The Applicant’s Retail Assessment, and the FoE December Submission show that virtually all of the goods proposed to be offered are of a type already offered by smaller shops located in the town centre. As local stores are forced to close if trade is drawn away from them choice will in fact be reduced and social exclusion increased, as local residents will have to make their way to an out of town centre store rather than shopping in the town centre.   Equally, the government research shows that out of town supermarkets do not lead to linked trips or provide any benefits for neighbouring towns The Application therefore also fails both of the EC10.2d and e considerations.  Further, to suggest that the Co-op and QD might have been attracted to Saffron Walden because of the prospect of an out of town Sainsbury’s is utterly ludicrous!  There is no evidence whatsoever to support this suggestion;
f. In relation to the employment claims made in paragraphs 2.36-2.38, it is also worth noting that studies show that supermarkets employ fewer staff per unit of turnover, and that most of the jobs they provide are part time and at or close to minimum wage.  Because they do not use local services their effect is to suck wealth and therefore jobs away from an area.  As the retail studies show – and the Savills Appraisal confirms - that it is improbable that significant extra trade will be drawn into the Saffron Walden area, any new jobs created in the Applicant store will be at the expense of existing jobs, as turnover moves from an existing store to the Applicant store – supermarkets don’t create anything but rather allow residents to spend their money, which is then sucked away from the local economy.  There are numerous studies showing this, including those referred to in the FoE December Submission.  The overall effect therefore is to provide fewer net jobs and also to provide lower quality and more poorly paid jobs.  It is estimated that supermarket turnover is in the order of £250,000 per full time equivalent shop worker.  It is clear that the Application will lead to an adverse impact on local employment for the purposes of Policy EC10.2e.

17. In relation to the statements made by the Applicant in paragraphs 2.39-2.44, these are only true if one assumes that there is a substantial retail need and that any perceived retail need can only be met through huge supermarkets which are so large that they can only be situated out of town centre.  Given the current state of trading in Saffron Walden, and the pressures retailers are under, it seems to us that there is adequate space in Saffron Walden to supply any actual need. As we have said above, the Applicant’s theoretical need figures are completely unbelievable, and are completely unconnected with what is actually happening in Saffron Walden.  

18. In relation to the impact assessment set out in paragraphs 2.46-2.62 we note the comments set out above, and that the impact assessment fails to comply with the requirements of the Guidance.  We also endorse the comments made in paragraphs 37-66 of the FoE December Submission and paragraphs 6-13 of the FoE January Submission.  We note that no attempt has been made by the Applicant to comply with the Guidance, or to measure its impact assessment against the Guidance.  We also note the findings of the Savills Appraisal into convenience goods impact (and also note that this covers only direct impact and not indirect impact caused by the hugely reduced town centre footfall), and reiterate our comments made in the SWTC submission of April 2010 in relation to the Savills Appraisal and the findings contained in the SWTC Retail Study.  We believe that if correct figures are used for need and likely comparison goods turnover of the Applicant store, and if the indirect effect of reduced town centre footfall caused by the convenience goods diversion is taken into account, then it is clear that the Application would have a significant adverse impact on Saffron Walden and district.
19. In relation to the specific paragraphs of the Impact Assessment:

a. There appears to be no truth in the statements made in paragraph 2.48.  There is not increasing retailer demand and indeed increasing numbers of shops are going out of business or barely hanging on.  No national multiples have moved into town for years.  Our understanding is that retail rents and commercial yields are decreasing rather than the contrary – certainly the Applicants have produced no evidence which is even vaguely up to date to support their claims.  See also the FoE December Submissions;
b. In paragraph 2.50, the Applicant forgets to mention that the Savills Appraisal specifically concludes that the Application would have a significant adverse effect on the vitality of Saffron Walden, The statements made in paragraph 2.51 are unbelievable, and fly in the face of all past experience of out of town supermarkets.  As shoppers are drawn out of town, they no longer bother to go into town, and just use the out of town supermarket as a one-stop shop – the Applicant store would inevitably have a huge impact on the town centre stores;

c. Shoppers from out of town come to Saffron Walden because it still has a reasonable range of independent shops.  Many people we spoke to when campaigning highlighted the fact that their own towns had been blighted by out of town supermarkets destroying their local shops, which was why they now came to Saffron Walden.  If the Applicant store were to be built, Saffron Walden would undergo the same experience and no doubt many of the 17% identified would stop coming to Saffron Walden, further exacerbating the adverse impact of the development;

d. The conclusion in paragraph 2.53 is just patent rubbish.  There is absolutely no evidence to show the existence of linked shopping between out of town supermarkets and nearby town centres;

e. Paragraphs 2.55-2.57 completely misrepresent the findings of the Savills Appraisal, which specifically concluded that the Applicant store would have a significant adverse effect on town centre vitality.  The Savills trade diversion figures are inevitably higher than the ones Indigo claimed because the latter were so completely unrealistic.  Even then, Savills made no allowance for indirect impact and we believe hugely underestimated comparison goods impact.  Further, no one has done any sensitivity testing of any kind to see what the real impact could be if these estimates turn out to understate the impact of the development.  The statements in paragraph 2.57 are again patent rubbish, contradicted by past experience and by the findings of the CC Report;
f. It is also worth noting the expert findings that for a local shop a 10% reduction in turnover is likely to lead to a 30% reduction in net income after fixed overheads, enough to turn a going concern into a loss making enterprise.  While we believe that the Savills Appraisal understates the effect the Application would have on town centre convenience stores, even the reduction they project is likely to drive them out of business;

g. We disagree entirely with the Applicant’s claim in paragraph 3.27.  Given the size of the Application, the nature of the goods to be sold, the existing provision of such goods locally already and the fragile state of retail businesses in Saffron Walden, we cannot see how the Application can fail to have a significant adverse impact on the Saffron Walden town centre.  The only way the Applicant can pretend so is by hugely overstating likely need and completely misstating the likely turnover of the Applicant store.  We refer to paragraphs 24-27 of the SWTC submission of 29 April 2010 in relation to the Savills Appraisal in particular, and to the SWTC Retail Study and the realistic likely comparison goods impact of the Applicant store on Saffron Walden town centre;

h. More generally, the Applicant has made no effort at all to try to comply with the Guidance and its requirements in relation to impact assessments, and it seems clear to us that neither the original Retail Assessment nor the Supplementary Retail Assessment comply with the requirements of the Guidance.  We do not believe therefore that the Applicant has submitted a valid impact assessment as required by PPS4, policy EC16.  Part C above sets out our analysis of the Guidance and the Applicant’s non-compliance with it.

20. We also note that no attempt has been made by the Applicant to make any sort of impact assessment in relation to the Thaxted town centre, which is likely also to fall within the Applicant store’s catchment area.
21. We disagree entirely with the conclusions asserted by the Applicant in paragraphs 2.63-2.69:

a. (para 2.63/2.64) it seems to us that there is clear evidence that the proposal would have a significant adverse impact on Saffron Walden and surrounding area;

b. the statements made in para 2.65 are complete nonsense:

i. the Applicant store would have a significant adverse climate change and air quality effect;

ii. it absolutely will have a significant adverse impact on accessibility – how could moving a large part of Saffron Walden’s turnover from in-town to 2km out of town not have a significant adverse impact?
iii. For the reasons set out above, the Application would have an overall negative effect on employment;

iv. The Application will utilise valuable employment land which is designated to be fully safeguarded, and with a design that is anything but bespoke and high quality;

c. Similarly the statements made in paragraphs 2.66 and 2.67 – the Application can’t fail to have a significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Saffron Walden.  The Savills Appraisal clearly states this in relation to convenience goods, even accepting the Applicant’s own figures and projections, and we believe that it is equally true in relation to comparison goods;

d. For the reasons set out above, the Applicant’s conclusion in paragraph 2.69 is clearly completely incorrect.  It would be hard to think of an application which more obviously offends the key requirements of PPS4.

22. We do not comment specifically on the Applicant’s statements in Part 3, save to say that the cumulative impact of both the Tesco and the Sainsbury’s applications would be even more appalling than either taken separately.  We have set out above and in our other submissions our estimates of the likely turnovers of each of the new Sainsbury’s store and the Tesco extension, both in comparison goods and convenience goods.  If both were built, there is no reason not to assume that the cumulative effect would be much the same as adding these two estimates together, which would clearly have a devastating effect on Saffron Walden town centre.

23. In relation to Part 4, we refer to the SWTC submission of 29 April in relation to the Savills Appraisal and our comments above, and also comment as follows:

a. (para 4.5) the Guidance makes it clear that in considering impact it is necessary to make a proper assessment of “need” – paragraphs 4.5 and 4.10 are therefore untrue for all practical purposes;

b. we disagree with the Applicant’s statement in paragraph 4.7 – as we say above, if proper statistics and projections are used, there is no need for additional comparison goods floorspace;

c. (paragraph 4.8).  For all the reasons given above and in the SWTC Retail Study, it is clear that there is no significant overtrading and that there is no “clawback” or “leakage” issue.  The Applicant repeatedly uses leakage figures driven mainly by the amount of trade going from the Stansted Mountfichet area to Bishops Stortford to try to justify a need for the store – as the FoE Submissions and the Savills Appraisal make clear, this is completely misconceived.  It is also wrong to say that the Saffron Walden Tesco store is “dominant” or to ignore Waitrose, as the Savills Appraisal agrees;

d. the statement in para 4.9 flies in the face of all the evidence, including that produced by FoE, SWTC, Savills and the Competition Commission.

24. We have not commented specifically on paragraphs 4.13-4.25, as all of the statements made are the same ones we have dealt with above.
25. In relation to the statements made in Part 5:

a. The Supplementary Retail Assessment does not constitute a proper impact assessment for all the reasons given above, most particularly a complete failure to address the provisions of the Guidance;

b. There is clear evidence that the Application would have a significant adverse impact on Saffron Walden;

c. The Application would provide limited positive benefits and substantial negative effects, and overall would have a clear negative net effect on Saffron Walden and district;

d. There is nothing remotely “sustainable” about the Application, and it should be treated unfavourably;

e. The Application is in direct contravention of PPS4 and its key objectives and provisions and should therefore be rejected.

26. We have not commented on the statements made by the Applicant in Appendix 2 as these comments are covered in the FoE Submissions and the SWTC Retail Study in particular.  The Applicant merely repeats the same arguments made in its original Retail Assessment, which are completely contradicted by the Competition Commission findings, the Savills Appraisal and all empirical evidence of supermarket catchment areas of which we are aware.  For the reasons given in the previous submissions, we believe that the Applicant’s statements are completely fallacious.

Save Walden Town Centre
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