SAVE WALDEN TOWN CENTRE
UDC OFFICERS’ REPORTS ON TESCO / SAINSBURY’S

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL ISSUES
1. We set out below a brief summary of our reasons why we believe that, in accordance with planning law and policy, both the Tesco and Sainsbury’s planning applications should be rejected.
2. Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 Act requires the applications be decided in accordance with the Local Plan unless “material considerations dictate otherwise”.
3. Section 8 of the Local Plan deals with retail developments.  Within it, policy RS1 requires that all retail developments need to be accessible to all to ensure social inclusion. The officers’ reports in this context refer only to disabled access, but it is clear from chapter 8 that this policy refers to location.  Paragraph 8.1 states the main objectives of the retail policies are to promote the vitality and viability of Saffron Walden and to focus retail development in locations that maximise non-car transport. Paragraph 8.2 makes it clear that large stores/extensions will not be allowed because of an absence of suitable sites within central locations.  It also notes that Government and regional policy is that retail uses should be located in town centres.   
4. Section 3 of the Local Plan sets out UDC’s General Planning Policies and Section 9 sets out its policy on transport.  Local Plan Policy GEN1 says that development will only be permitted if it encourages movement other than by means of a car, and paragraph 3.5 sets out UDC’s general objectives on access “to locate high trip generating activity in areas well served by public transport; to increase the proportion of journeys made by rail and bus, on foot and by cycle; to reduce the number and length of motor vehicle trips by the location of development;”.  Paragraph 9.4 notes that the Local Plan policies aim to locate new sites to encourage modes of transport other than the car.  Currently 92% of Tesco shoppers drive compared to around 75% of Waitrose – any out of centre development will therefore encourage more car use.  Sainsbury’s of course would be even worse than Tesco.
5. Local Plan Policies E2, SW5 and SW6 and paragraph 4.11 classify much of the proposed Sainsbury’s site as a key employment site to be safeguarded from any change of use (which includes change of use to retail premises).
6. The main national planning policy is PPS1, which has a broad requirement to encourage sustainable development.  PPS1 specifically requires planning authorities to seek to provide improved access for all to mass facilities such as shops, “by ensuring that new development is located where everyone can access services or facilities on foot, bicycle or public transport rather than having to rely on access by car”.  These requirements are repeated in the Key Planning Objectives to the Planning and Climate Change Supplement to PPS1.
7. The policy requirement is not just a transport or environmental issue.  PPS1 acknowledges the damage caused to the economic and social fabric of towns by out of centre development by requiring that retail development is focussed in existing centres, “to promote their vitality and viability, social inclusion and more sustainable patterns of development”.
8. PPG13 on transport repeatedly reiterates these policy requirements.  To quote just one example, retail development “should not be designed and located on the assumption that the car will represent the only realistic means of access for the vast majority of people”.  
9. PPS4, which relates specifically to retail development, reiterates all these points: growth should be sustainable, it should “promote the vitality and viability of town centres as important centres for communities” by focussing main town centre uses such as retail in existing town centres and it should “deliver more sustainable patterns of development, reduce the need to travel, especially by car and respond to climate change”.  
10. Virtually none of these key planning policies are even mentioned in the officers’ reports, let alone is a departure from them justified.  Each development would breach all of them.
11. The experts’ reports show that Saffron Walden retains a very high proportion of food sales and a high proportion of non-food sales.  Neither is likely to increase significantly, and all Government reports show that supermarket catchment areas are essentially local.  The vast majority of the new developments’ sales will therefore come from existing town centre provision.

12. According to the reports, food sales in Saffron Walden are some £44m pa, of which £15m is Waitrose, some £2m other town centre stores and £27m Tesco.  If it traded at only average levels, the Tesco extension would have a food turnover of another £5.2m, 30% of total town centre sales.  Sainsbury’s food turnover would be £28m, 63% of total Saffron Walden sales.  The trade diversion from either would be material.
13. According to the reports, total Saffron Walden non-food turnover is £35m.  The Tesco extension would have a “benchmark” non-food turnover of £9m, and the Sainsbury’s £8m, each roughly 25% of total current town centre trade.  Even if as little as 50% of this came from town, it would have a major impact.
14. There is no prospect of any non-Internet growth in retail sales in the next few years – any new development will therefore come from trade diversion not from new growth. 
15. Tesco will increase Radwinter Road traffic by 10%; Sainsbury’s will increase traffic on Peaslands Road / Borough Lane by 70%.  Both will therefore lead to a major increase in air pollution, which is not reflected in the supermarkets’ AQ models.
16. It would be almost impossible to think of a development which conflicts with more express planning policies, national and local, than the proposed Sainsbury’s development.  The Tesco development is clearly not as bad in planning policy terms, but still breaches all of the relevant Local Plan provisions and many of the national planning policies. The planning officers’ report provides one very limited ground  for rejecting Sainsbury’s; any rejection should be widely based, on breach of all the policies referred to above as well as impact on Waitrose and the rest of the town and significant increases in traffic and air pollution.  We believe that Tesco should be rejected on the same grounds. For the reasons given above, we also do not believe that either report provides a reasonable basis upon which to make a decision.
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