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

PRINCIPAL ISSUES
A.  GENERAL / NOTE OF RELEVANT POLICIES
1. Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 Act states that "If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise”.
2. For this purpose, the principal document is the Uttlesford Local Plan.
3. Section 8 of the Local Plan sets out UDC’s policy on retail development, as follows:

a. paragraph 8.1 states that the main objectives of the retail policies include to sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of Saffron Walden as a principal shopping centre and to focus retail developments in locations that maximise the opportunities to use means of transport other than the private car;

b. paragraph 8.2 states that it is intended to enable development appropriate to the character of the main centres.  The Plan allows for extensions and new small units which might meet the need for new retail floorspace, but not in large stores because of an absence of suitable sites within centres or in edge of centre locations.  It notes that Government and county structure plan policy is that retail uses should be located in town centres;
c. paragraph 8.3 provides for easy access regardless of disability;

d. Policy RS1 provides that all retail proposals where there is public access need to be accessible to all to ensure social inclusion.

4. Section 3 of the Local Plan sets out UDC’s General Planning Policies and Section 9 sets out its policy on transport.  Of particular relevance to the two applications are:

a. Local Plan Policy GEN1 which says that development will only be permitted if it encourages movement other than by means of a car;

b. paragraph 3.5 which sets out UDC’s general objectives on access “The objectives in this Plan are 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;”
c. paragraph 9.4 which notes that the Local Plan policies aim to locate new sites to encourage modes of transport other than the car.

5. Local Plan Policies E2 and SW5 and SW6 and paragraph 4.11 provides that certain key employment areas, which include parts of the proposed Sainsbury’s site, will be safeguarded from 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 also specifically requires that planning policies should encourage patterns of development which reduce the need to travel by private car.  Finally, 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”.
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. The Planning and Climate Change Supplement to PPS1 sets out Key Planning Objectives which require that spatial strategies deliver patterns of growth that help secure the fullest possible use of public transport, cycling and walking and which overall reduce the need to travel, especially by car, and secure new development that provide resilience to climate change and in ways that are consistent with social cohesion and inclusion.  Where development plans have not been updated to reflect these policies, planning authorities should ensure that proposed developments are consistent with these policies; where proposals are inconsistent consideration should be given to whether they should be refused. 
9. PPG13 on transport again and again reiterates these policy requirements.  To quote just one example, PPS13 specifically says that 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”.  
10. 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”.  
11. In particular, PPS4 paragraph 10 sets out the Government’s key objectives, which are that planning should:

a. Build prosperous communities;

b. Deliver more sustainable patterns of development and reduce the need to travel, especially by car;

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

d. 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).
12. PPS4 requires that an assessment is made of the impact of proposed developments on the town centre’s vitality and viability and on the town centre trade and turnover and the accessibility of the proposal by a choice of means of transport and the effect on local traffic levels and congestion.  PPS4 specifically requires that out of centre applications should be refused if there is clear evidence that they would lead to significant adverse impacts in terms of any single one of these policies, and otherwise should be assessed on a balance of advantages and disadvantages.  We believe that there would be a clear adverse impact on Saffron Walden from either development.
13. Accompanying PPS4 is a 100 page Practice Guidance document on need, impact and the sequential approach.  Some of its principal provisions include requirements:
a. to identify any deficiency in existing retail provision;

b. to treat allegations of existing “overtrading” with care; they should be corroborated  with evidence of congestion not just by reference to benchmarks;
c. to adopt a cautious approach to considering the location and likely long term consequences of out of centre supermarkets, and for authorities to take positive steps to strengthen town centres;

d. to consider the effect of developments on retail diversity and that this is particularly relevant in historic market towns;

e. in important historic centres and those with a special character, such as Saffron Walden, a cautious approach to potential adverse impacts is taken;

f. that sensitivity testing is used in assessing potential impacts;

g. that assessments should be made of demand for the specific types of goods to be sold;

h. that any assumptions that new development will only achieve a retailer’s benchmark turnover should be treated with care, as new developments are likely to have a higher than average turnover;

i. that caution should be used to ensure that growth estimates are realistic.  Where capacity assessments are highly dependent on expenditure growth, as in the current applications, it may be appropriate to test the consequences of the growth not arising.
B.  PLANNING OFFICERS REPORT ON TESCO
14. The Report has no consideration of - and doesn’t even mention – paragraphs 8.1 & 8.2 of the Local Plan, which set out the basis for retail development in Uttlesford.  We do not how any report on proposed retail development in Saffron Walden can fail to have a detailed consideration of those provisions of the Local Plan which relate specifically to retail development. Instead, the officers report does not even mention their existence.
15. Not only that, but pages 6 and 7 of the Report give great prominence to the retail policies suggested in the draft LDF, but fail to mention the early stage the LDF is in, the considerable general opposition to these proposals, that a draft LDF has not even yet been sent to the Secretary of State and the fact that therefore little or no weight can be placed on it. It is normal practice to make this clear in UDC officers reports – we do not understand why it has not been here.  Even the summary of the draft LDF is misleading - the Report also fails to mention that the criticisms of the LDF include opposition from EERA on the basis that the LDF fails to set out a proper retail hierarchy, and opposition from many other groups, not just some retailers.
16. The Report mentions PPS1 only in the context of “Scale Layout and Design” (p.13) and a brief review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (p 19).  Otherwise there is no discussion of the key principles of PPS1 outlined above or any discussion as to the Application’s non-compliance with these principles; indeed the principles are not even mentioned.  There is also no mention of the UDC’s energy efficiency surveyor’s comments that the Application is in breach of sustainability principles, and therefore in breach of the core requirement to secure “sustainable growth”.  There is also no discussion of the reasons for departing from the PPS1 policy requirements. 
17. There is not even any mention in the Report of the Climate Change Supplement to PPS1 let alone any discussion of the development in light of its Key Planning Objectives, or any reason given for departing from those objectives.
18. The Report contains only a brief mention of the core aims of PPG13 to ensure that development is not car-dependent (p.15), but no analysis of them, and a brief mention in the review of the Regional Spatial Strategy, although it does include a page of analysis on the car parking spaces to be provided and the proposed staff Travel Plan (p.16).  The core principle of PPG13 set out above is not even mentioned, and there is absolutely no discussion of the reasons for departing from the PPG13 policy requirements. 
19. The Report notes in passing the requirement of PPS4 to encourage “sustainable” development, but has no discussion of sustainability, or any justification for promoting non-sustainable development of the sort proposed.  There is also no mention of the Sustainability Officer’s comments that the development is not sustainable.
20. There is no consideration of the other key objectives or provisions of PPS4 referred to above.
21. In their “impact assessment”, Tesco use long term historic average growth rates to claim that there is future need for the development by 2012, by assuming that the average retail expenditure growth in the period 2008-2012 will follow long term growth trends (in fact the numbers they use are substantially higher than these).  The Experian growth rates for this period, which are those used throughout the retail industry, however show that these long term assumptions are completely inapplicable for this period given current economic circumstances.  The Office for National Statistics monthly figures show that retail sales volumes are declining not growing, and the Experian growth forecasts to 2012 show virtually no future growth, and that what little growth there may be will be absorbed by the ongoing increase in the market share of internet sales.  Our retail report, using the Experian annual growth rates and local population growth rates for 2008-2012, shows that there is effectively no growth in either convenience or comparison goods capacity.  None of this is mentioned in the Report.
22. The Report has a long discussion of the long term growth rates used (p.10) but has no mention of the effect of the short term growth rates or the effect that using them would have on the capacity assessment.  The Report dismisses the use of short term growth rates because of Saffron Walden’s particular “socio-economic” factors, but contains no quantitative justification for doing so, and nor have we seen any quantitative justification for doing so in any reports prepared for the Council.  PPS4 requires that any such assumptions should be transparent and properly justified. Nowhere else in the Report or in any studies prepared for the Council do they adjust for local factors, and no assessments that we have seen from other councils take this approach.  Not only that, but the ONS Family Spending Report (30 November 2010) actually shows that since 2007 spending has been falling amongst the upper half of income groups, whilst rising at a similar rate amongst the lower half of income groups – see Table 3.2; the ONS figures therefore demonstrate that in fact Uttlesford growth rates since 2007 should be lower than the national average, not higher.   It is also not true to say that Experian recommend using long term growth rates for this purpose.  The sole purpose of these forecasts is to calculate the likely change in retail expenditure from the Saffron Walden area for the period to 2012 to see if there will be sufficient turnover to accommodate the extension without a material impact on Saffron Walden; for this purpose only the short term forecasts are relevant. Given that the Tesco forecasts cover the period 2008 – 2012, the years 2008 and 2009 can be easily checked to see if growth has accorded with Tesco’s allegations.  No such study has been made by UDC.  If the Tesco forecasts were true, we would have seen a significant increase in retail expenditure in Saffron Walden in the last 3 years – there is no evidence of this, either statistical or empirical.
23. The calculations in the Report are also wrong.  The Report says that it has used long term annual growth rates for comparison goods expenditure of around 1.9 – 2.5%; despite this, it just repeats Tesco’s own figures, and Tesco say that they are actually using a 4.6% growth rate.  However, if one looks at Tesco’s forecast expenditure increase figures for 2009 – 2012 (from £140.58mpa to £176.87mpa – see page 12 of the Report), which are quoted verbatim in the Report, they represent an annual increase of 7.9%!  Stripping out around 0.75% per annum for population increase gives an annual sales volume increase of in excess of 7%.  These figures are on a constant price basis so they also ignore inflation, which itself is currently running at above the level of incomes growth.   Not only are these figures completely wrong, but we pointed out these inconsistencies in our original submissions almost a year ago, and they have been completely ignored by the UDC planning department.
24. As part of its justification for accepting the Tesco figures, the Report (p.10) refers to new housing at the Bell Language School increasing local population, but omits to mention that this has already been taken into account in the expenditure growth projections.  In our experts report, Save Walden Town Centre have used the population growth rates provided by UDC, which predict an increase of 1,200 in Saffron Walden district population in 2008-2012 – even taking this level of population growth into account there is predicted to be no material increase in non-internet retail expenditure.
25. In assessing the likely impact of the Tesco extension, the Report completely ignores all of the requirements of the PPS4 Practice Guidance.  It does not mention they exist nor apparently apply them.  There is no cautionary approach, no mention of the requirement that developments predicated solely on future expenditure growth should be treated with caution nor any sensitivity testing.
26. The Report accepts Tesco’s claim that the turnover of the extension would be £3.1m of comparison goods and £4.3m of convenience goods.  Using average Tesco benchmark figures, the figures would be £8.5m and £5.2m respectively.  In fact, given that the extension is a new development, the socio-economic factors of Saffron Walden that UDC rely on elsewhere and the fact that the Tesco store would now be transformed into a “one-stop” shop, one would expect the turnover of the store generated as a result of the extension to be considerably higher that these average figures.  No mention is made of this.
27. The Report mentions the dispute between UDC and Save Walden Town Centre over whether or not a 50% reduction should be applied to the proposed extension space.  We have spoken to retail planners about this – they have confirmed this is totally wrong as a general proposition.  Very large stores making extensions (particularly where they introduce few new ranges of goods or add mezzanine levels to the stores) will trade significantly below average rates but smaller stores making extensions of the type proposed would be expected to trade at above average sales densities.  We have repeatedly asked for any evidence that Tesco can produce to demonstrate their claim, but have repeatedly been told there is none, although the Report refers to a Tesco report.  The only “evidence” UDC have referred us to relates to a large store which was enormously overtrading and already had a full comparison goods offering and which was making an extension which would not make any change to the range of goods sold; it is therefore completely different from the current development. Not only that, but the point was not even debated as no one objected to that application.  Given the affluence and nature of Saffron Walden, and the proposed transformation of Tesco into a “one-stop shop”, one would expect the extension and refurbishment to increase turnover to much higher average sales density levels.
28. The Report makes no reference to current levels of retail turnover in Saffron Walden and current market shares.  According to Tesco’s submission, total Saffron Walden convenience goods turnover in 2008 was £44m.  The Savills report for UDC concludes that the convenience goods turnover of Waitrose is around £15 – 15.5m, leaving a total of £29m at most for the other town centre convenience goods shops and for Tesco.  According to the average convenience goods sales densities supplied by Tesco to UDC, the existing Tesco should have a “benchmark” turnover of £27.2m.  In fact, a store of its size in a market town like Saffron Walden should have a much higher than benchmark turnover. We believe that the existing town centre convenience turnover is significantly more than £1.8m on the basis of the submissions, but have no certainty.  As far as we are aware, Tesco have not provided their actual turnover figures to UDC.  This analysis appears to show that the existing Tesco store is trading well below any expected turnover figure, but later the Tesco Retail Assessment says that their own analysis cannot be believed as in fact the store is trading above benchmark levels.  Even if it was only trading at average Tesco sales density levels, it would have 62% of Saffron Walden convenience expenditure already.  No mention of any of this is made in the Report and no consideration is given to it. If the Tesco extension traded at only average levels, its benchmark turnover of £5.2m would represent some 30% of the total existing town centre convenience goods turnover (and ignoring the uplift to be expected), which is a huge transfer of trade from the town centre.  Savills estimate that around 85% of the convenience goods turnover of the extension would come from the town centre, which would equate to £4.4m, or over 25% of estimated total current town centre convenience goods turnover.  As the short term projections show no material increase in expenditure, and as there is no question that Saffron Walden can increase its already high convenience goods retention rate, all of this would be drawn from the town centre.  This would both have a material impact on the town and would represent a draw from town centre to out of town centre, in conflict with all of the PPS1 and PPS4 sustainability requirements.  As well as the direct impact on Waitrose and the other town centre convenience stores, there would be a corresponding reduction in town centre footfall.
29. The Report also makes no reference to current levels of comparison goods turnover in Saffron Walden. According to Tesco’s retail assessment, total comparison goods expenditure in 2008 was £46m; after deducting DIY turnover and the existing benchmark Tesco comparison goods turnover, this leaves £35m of total town centre non-food turnover (in fact town centre turnover is less, as this includes all of the other Saffron Walden shops non just the town-centre shops, and eg carpet shops).  Based only on the benchmark turnover of the Tesco extension, its comparison goods sales would be around £9m, equivalent to more than 25% of the existing town centre non-food turnover.  Savills say – without any evidence – that only 50% of this would be diverted from the town but even 50% of £9m represents more than 13% of total town centre turnover.  Again, as our projections show no material increase in comparison goods expenditure, all of this would be drawn from the town centre.
30. The Report contains no consideration of the specific types of goods to be sold by Tesco and the existing town centre provision, as required by the PPS4 Practice Guidance, and therefore no consideration of the actual impact on those shops selling goods which Tesco proposes to compete with.
31. The Report has no discussion of any of the points raise in either of the Roger Tym reports which we commissioned, and does not even point out any of the salient issues quantified in them.  
32. PPS4 Policy EC14.7 requires that any assumptions in impact assessments should be “transparent and clearly justified, realistic and internally consistent”.  Many of the Tesco assumptions as to turnover, retail expenditure and trade diversion fail this requirement, but the Report is silent on the requirement and the failure.
33. We believe therefore that the statements of likely impact are completely wrong, and that the impact assessment disregards the key cautionary principles of the PPS4 Guidance.  We also believe that the Report gives no reasonable basis for the Development Control Committee to make a proper consideration of the issues.
34. The Report repeats Tesco’s claims that it will create 150 jobs.  As we have pointed out to UDC, based on an average supermarket turnover of around £250,000 per store job, if Tesco’s turnover claims were true, their new £7m of turnover would create 28 full-time equivalent jobs.  We believe that it would destroy considerably more. We do not believe therefore that the Report properly addresses PPS4 Policy EC10.2(e), as no attempt has been made to investigate the Tesco employment claims or the effect of the development on local employment.  As we say, they are wholly unbelievable in light of the proposed turnover figures unless each new employee worked only one day per week.  If this is the case, this must be material and should be stated.

35. PPS4 Policy EC10.2(a) requires an assessment of the development’s lifetime effect on carbon dioxide emissions.  This has not been done, and there is no assessment anywhere of traffic-related CO2 emissions.
36. In relation to transport and access (pp. 15-18):

a. the Report has no discussion or justification of the reasons for departing from the requirements of PPG13. Section 4 has only a very brief mention even of the requirements of PPG13, and absolutely no mention of the core requirement of PPG13;

b. there is no mention or consideration of the increased traffic numbers, save for the ECC Highway’s recommendation.  ECC have confirmed to us that they are solely concerned with highway capacity, and that it is not their responsibility to consider any other issues of extra traffic such as increases which do not breach notional road capacity or lack of sustainability.  It is the responsibility of the UDC planning department, but they do not even consider the issue, let alone come to a reasoned decision to depart from the PPG13 policy;
c. PPS4 Policy EC10.2(b) requires that the application be judged on the basis of accessibility by a choice of transport and the effect on local traffic levels and congestion.  Whilst this requirement is mentioned, no assessment has been done.  There is no mention of the fact that accessibility will almost exclusively be by car or the findings of the Savill’s report showing how car-dependent Tesco is.  There is also no mention anywhere in the report of the effect on local traffic levels (ie a 7 – 10% increase in Radwinter Road traffic);

d. there is not even a mention of the Local Plan GEN1 policy that development will only be permitted if it encourages movement by means other than driving a car – the development clearly won’t;

e. similarly there is no mention of Local Plan paragraph 3.5, that one of the objectives of the Local Plan is to reduce the number and length of motor vehicle journeys, let alone any justification for departing from it; 

f. in the context of the requirements of GEN1 and PPG13 it should be noted that the Savills Cumulative Impact Assessment (at p.28) notes that 24% of Waitrose shoppers walk, whilst only 2% of Tesco shoppers walk (and 93% of Tesco shoppers drive).  Again, there is no mention of this in the Report.  It is clear from these figures that Tesco is designed and located on the assumption that the car will represent the only realistic means of access for the vast majority of people, and the application is therefore contrary to PPG13, GEN1 and additionally PPS1 and the Climate Change Supplement to PPS1.  Again there is no discussion whatsoever of this in the Report;
g. the Report (at p.15) says that Saffron Walden is a rural market town and therefore that public transport is limited and also says that the site is located within an area that offers the opportunity of access by means of walking and cycling to try to justify the Tesco claims on access.  However, the Report fails to mention that in reality virtually no one cycles and that the Savill’s Cumulative Impact Assessment shows that only 2% of Tesco shoppers walk, and therefore that the site doesn’t offer a realistic chance of non-car access.  Whilst the Saffron Walden district is relatively rural, more than 50% of its catchment population lives in Saffron Walden and can therefore walk into the town centre, whilst virtually no one walks to Tesco – again, the Report is silent on this.
37. In relation to air quality:

a. Save Walden Town Centre have raised numerous concerns relating to the air quality assessment prepared by Tesco, and the assumptions on which they are based.  Traffic speeds are completely unrealistic (eg assumed average speeds of 28mph along East Street and Radwinter Road) and the proportion of HGVs (which produce most pollution) is vastly lower than in, say, the Friends School application, which is based on actual measured flows. None of these concerns have been reflected in the Summary of Representations received.  As far as we are aware, none of these concerns have been investigated or raised with Tesco, and no justification for the assumptions has been asked for or given.  ECC prepared a detailed count of Saffron Walden traffic movements over an extended period in March 2010, which would readily show whether the Tesco assumptions are potentially correct or not; as far as we are aware, UDC have not seen this, or even asked for the base figures to compare with Tesco’s claims;

b. p.18 of the Report states that ECC’s Highway’s Department “consider that there is not sufficient grounds to warrant an objection to this proposal on air quality grounds”.  Howver, air quality is not part of ECC’s responsibility; they don’t look at air quality at all and there is nothing to support this statement in ECC Highway’s report to UDC;  this statement is both untrue and misleading;

c. in relation to the actual air quality predictions, there is no mention that Environmental Health disagree with the Tesco AQ assessment, and particularly the predicted effects on AQMA no3, which the Environmental Health officer believes will be significant, or that they have raised concerns with the planning officer over the model inputs. There is no mention of the fact that the Tesco model produces base figures which are totally different from those physically measured by UDC let alone of the concerns about the predicted outputs if the extension were built.  

C.  SAINSBURY’S
38. As with the Tesco Report, the Sainsbury’s Report fails to consider the core principles of PPS1, PPS4 and PPG13 and fails to mention those sections of the Local Plan which apply to retail development.  Exactly the same comments apply as to the Tesco Report (see paragraphs 14 – 20 above).
39. As with the Tesco Report, extensive reference is made in the Sainsbury’s Report to the draft LDF, and as with the Tesco Report, the draft LDF has minimal relevance and the summary of it is highly misleading.  No reference is made to the relevant paragraphs of the Local Plan. 

40. There is a brief reference that the site is subject to Policies SW5 and SW6, but absolutely no consideration of those policies or any reasons or justification for departing from them.

41. The points made above in paragraphs 21-33 in relation to the Tesco Report in relation to the lack of market growth and need, and therefore likely impact, apply equally to the Sainsbury’s Report.

42. The Sainsbury’s Report gives extensive coverage (pp 36-40) to Sainsbury’s claims that they would attract shoppers from the whole of Uttlesford and very little coverage to the evidence that shows this is impossible.  In quantitative terms, the Tesco Retail Assessment estimates that the total existing convenience turnover of Saffron Walden is £44m; by comparison, Sainsbury’s estimate that their development would have a convenience turnover of £27.9m, or 63% of the total existing convenience goods turnover.  No mention of this is made in the Sainsbury’s Report.  No mention is made of the Competition Commission findings that Sainsbury’s stores have a major competitive effect on Waitrose, and the greatest impact of any of the supermarket chains.  Although the Sainsbury’s Report concludes that the proposal would have an unacceptable effect on Waitrose, we believe that it substantially underestimates the effect on Waitrose and that it grossly underestimates the direct effect on the other town centre convenience stores.  
43. No assessment has been made of the effect on Saffron Walden of the loss of footfall associated with the direct reduction in turnover of Waitrose and the other town centre convenience stores, merely a passing reference to the loss of linked trips.  The Sainsbury’s Retail Assessment claims that, by reference to average Sainsbury’s sales densities, the store would have a comparison goods turnover of £4.5m (p.42 of the Sainsbury’s Report); however the Verdict evidence provided to UDC by Tesco shows that the Sainsbury’s benchmark comparison goods turnover would be £8m – for Saffron Walden, it would be considerably more.  No mention is made of this.  Even £4.5m represents a direct loss of 13% of total Saffron Walden town centre comparison goods turnover, which is material –  again, no mention is made of this in the Report.
44. In relation to traffic and transport, the points made above in paragraphs 35 & 36 in relation to the Tesco Report apply.  
45. As with the Tesco Report, the Sainsbury’s Report doesn’t even consider the key provisions of PPG13, the Climate Change Supplement to PPS1, or the relevant provisions of the Local Plan policies GEN1 and paragraph 3.5 let alone mention that the Sainsbury’s development is directly contrary to all of them or attempt to justify departing from them.  In addition:

a. there is no mention at all of the hugely increased traffic numbers that would be generated by the development.  The Sainsbury’s Traffic and Air Quality Assessments predict that there would be a 70% increase in traffic along the Peaslands Road / Mount Pleasant Road / Borough Lane corridor, and yet this is not even mentioned;

b. the Sainsbury’s Report even claims (at p.45) that the proposed site “offers the opportunity of some access by means of walking and cycling”. Whilst it is technically possible to walk to the Sainsbury’s site it is completely ridiculous that any material number of customers will either walk or cycle.  Sainsbury’s own figures, reflected in the Savills Cumulative Impact Appraisal show the percentage of people walking to Tesco to be extremely low, and the Tesco is around 1km closer to population centres than Sainsbury’s;  

c. as the Sainsbury’s site is some 1km from even the nearest edge of town, even the diversion of shoppers who would otherwise drive Tesco is in direct conflict with the transport aims of the Local Plan in GEN1 and paragraph 3.5;

d. instead of any serious analysis of the transport effects of the proposed development the Sainsbury’s Report merely repeats verbatim from the bottom of p.49 to the top of p.51 the claims made by Sainsbury’s, and mentions none of the reasons why these claims are untrue;
e. as with the Tesco Report, the Sainsbury’s Report mentions that ECC have not objected to the development on traffic grounds but again fails to mention the extremely limited role ECC have;

f. the Sainsbury’s Report gives prominence to a comment from the Sustainable Uttlesford Transport Group that the store would encourage linked trips by bus into town, but omits to mention the Government evidence that linked trips do not happen in practice (let alone by bus!);

g. we do not see how any planning officer could possibly reach the conclusion on p.51 that the development could accord with ULP Policy GEN1 or PPS23.

46. In relation to Air Quality, the comments made in paragraph 37 above in relation to the Tesco Report apply.  In particular: 
a. Save Walden Town Centre have raised numerous concerns relating to the air quality assessment prepared by Sainsbury’s, and the assumptions on which they are based.  As with the Tesco Air Quality Assessment, traffic speeds are completely unrealistic (eg assumed average speeds of 25mph along the lower end of Debden Road).  The Friends School AQ Assessment was prepared by the same consultants as the Sainsbury’s AQ Assessment and on exactly the same development scenarios and was based on actual traffic flows. Despite this, the Sainsbury’s AQ Assessment assumes that average emissions per vehicle are only 45% of those used by Friends School and that, in the two years from 2010 to the proposed store opening, emission per vehicle will drop by another 25%. None of these concerns have been reflected in the Summary of Representations received or mentioned in the Sainsbury’s Report.  As far as we are aware, none of these concerns have been investigated or raised with Sainsbury’s, and no justification for the assumptions has been asked for or given.  As we say above, ECC prepared a detailed traffic count in March 2010, which would readily show whether the Sainsbury’s assumptions are potentially correct or not; as far as we are aware, UDC have not seen this, or even asked for the base figures to compare with Sainsbury’s claims;

b. in relation to the actual air quality predictions, there is again no mention of the fact that the Sainsbury’s model produces base figures which are totally different from those physically measured by UDC let alone of the concerns about the predicted outputs if the store were built;
c. the Sainsbury’s AQ Assessment predicts an average 70% increase in traffic along the Borough Lane / Peaslands Road route and a 50% increase in traffic at the junction with Debden Road, and yet predicts only a 10% increase in pollution at the worst affected areas.  Even these are identified in the Sainsbury’s Report (p.49) as “large rises”, and for the reasons given above we believe that they substantially understate the likely real rises.  There is no mention that the preliminary monitoring at the Debden Road junction indicates pollution levels of 37.4microg, only just below the 40mg absolute limit values.  The only proposed junction improvements at the Debden Road junction are to install traffic lights; given the considerable doubt as to whether traffic lights do or do not improve traffic flows, we cannot see how they can possibly represent adequate mitigation for a 50% increase in the traffic flows through the junction.
D.  CONCLUSION
47. 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 as set above still breaches all of the relevant Local Plan provisions and many of the national planning policies. We believe that neither planning officers report provides a balanced view of the planning policies applicable to the developments, the reasons for rejecting the developments or the facts applicable to them, or a reasonable basis to consider the applications.

48. The planning officers’ report provides one very limited ground for rejecting Sainsbury’s. It is clear that the Sainsbury’s application breaches numerous local and national policies, including those relating to impact on the neighbouring town centre, sustainability, transport, air pollution and climate change and protection of key employment sites. The rejection of Sainsbury’s application should be widely based, on breach of all the policies referred to above not just the impact on Waitrose and the rest of the town.  

49. We believe that Tesco should be rejected on the same grounds as Sainsbury’s. 

Save Walden Town Centre

3 December 2010
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