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Digar Sir,

REDEVELOPMENT OF GREGORY TRANSPORT SITE

The report of the Case Oilicer (reference A into the ahove applcatiom his just been
recerviad, amd m viow ol 18s eontet presenis svine opmmons (b need w e clullerga.
This document appears not to be impartsal, i1 preserns naters of apinion and
eslmales 15 [acls, and tbe logic used 15 neither precise nor complele. Local residenls’

concems and objections are summarssed withoul comment, while the apphicant's
respenaes 1o relevant poim s, meing sreane assessmictts and models and selective nas

ol grilema. are apparendly aooeptad at foe velue. Fxamples will be given loter.

The comclusion slales tal “the development of this store al this Iocation will help
marrtnin an crmplovment nse withie the hodv of Ameshory town™ The
racommendation states thal the propesal 15 in eompliznos with adopted local plin

pelivy. The romnamde of hese twe pargraphs ane conserned will: generabsations
regarding landscaping and cosmetic improvements,

The s pown of the conclusion concems emplovanent. Coosaltaton with the
Plenning Departmem sevea |3 thar it appeard to depend on whether there is B change of
use or 1t is the subjest o1 development plin. ard there is no cleur and simple amswer.
This wfonmation is iwl easily available in tie pubdie domawn, Bowever, m Aol 2003
1% wians slated hal "the sl Secoelary of Slale dogs pol rogard regeneratlion or
employment ereatian ns nspeata of reteil need for the pumases of 1ests in PPOA and
the Caborn stalermeml”, In any euse, the jobs previoasly ol Gregory™s Tnmspord bave
bewen iwoves] funther up Loodon Bowd, so pone heve been lost, and theve are many
more jobs being created at Solstice Park and elsewhere. Thus, the mam armument of
the conclusgon 1s probé oly incores,, whabdating the recommmend s lioa.

Tha RPS submvizsion ho: o mumber of aclective statemenis favouring ils oese (as i3
vrily maluzad (o prosenl Dw besl case Lor 1ls elanl). However, one would expeel e



planning department to cxamine the arguments rigorously, os wos done in Rel B. For
axomple:

L

e

L L]

The satchment ares used iz unrealistic: Ref B. para 7 grves examples: why
would residerts of Urchfont doive over 15 miles w0 Amesbury, when they ean
vigil & stmilar store at Devizes S miles away ? The ecochisicn: ' Clearly, the
catchme Area is 2 nocsense” Similarly, the population data is suspect (pra
a)

RelB. par 18, regarding retm] unpact, “means tsal the resuling figare wclls ns
Litle, if anything, of the actual effect of the proposal.”

I'aras 19-21 go on to lusther diseussion, and sonelude that 1t 15 not realistioally
posaible to datennine the extent of the effeet on competing owlets.

. The eaveats expressed make il clear thut Rel'B only concems stratepie retail

cons:derations, anc lack of referenee to local matters, nnd any other maliers in
the RPS renorl do nol necessarily imply acceplanee. Rel [ 1s not s Dlank
chegue.

Refc, para 3.14 states thore are no DIY petail warchouses withm the natural
catchiment aren: se¢ obove, This may be strictly true. but ignores Logan’s
Store. Para 3.20 savs, “Tocus 18 gonwnely & bulky goods retader, and i 15
widely acoepted that gonds sald from 1LY stores are not suitable for sale
within town centres, and DIV retailing almest exclusively lakes place in oat-
ofcontre locations”, So the saquential test wag just for cosmetic purposes.
However, the smguments used e he sequential test aeallimimating: most of
th: sites cxamined ac asscssed as nnsitable besase of lack of car parking,
the nature of the goods. and that they are within the [Tousing Plan Boundary
{as 15 thas sils).

It statcs that cxasting teatFe vse from the site can be deducted from the Trafhe
Msseasment. Uregory s transport still generates traffiz, thiz e wmored

“The town emviconmenl & generally of a hagh quality”. True 40 years ngo, but
what are thev ugirg as a vardstiek? Amesbury had character, sadly no maore.
The original proposal had provisien for 97 car parking spaces al the fronl, with
20 ail the venr T over Dow al peak perods. The justification was thal “car
parking is essentia. in the sale of DIY goods™. The amended plan of 18 May
shows that the pumber has been reduced to 64 at the front and 16 at the rear. [
| I'/ were requrec. where are the overflow cars goimg Lo patk oow'

There are seversl other araas of ventention, such as traffic assassment modals,
clew-back from other retail stores, hours of delivery ete, that appeared (o be
aceeptad without any rigerous serutiny.

The wse ol cans mew nexls w be addressed. PPG 0.2 tequires retail development m
locations which maximise the opportumity {o use means of transport other than the car.
Hewever, a3 deseribed abave, cars are casential for bulky goods. 'y gelimg on a bus
or bieyele, or walking, carmying o bag ol sompost or several cans of paint, let alene
cven bulkier goods, Ref U states that “location of on-site parking is fundamemal 1o
DIY balky gonds retail warehousing”, Commeon sense and expenience show that ears
will bz used m these mstanees. PPG 6.3 3 recopnises that retil warehouses have
particalar requirements fo be taken mic account

Many obyectors have suggestec that a morc smtable site would be Solstice Dusmess
Park, cut of centre. and with arple space. This hos been brushed aside with the
argumen| What Tetal developrent s not permitted. There are repartedly some retail



sites proposed (o petrel station and last Jood oullels). There 15 an omas on planmers 1o
be flexible in their appreash; is it a0t possible to use some flexibility here? (The
Focus store at Devizes i3 out-of- town),

Therz are many other iseues raised in the letters from objeciors, with no conmmen:
froom the Case Offcer, yel the review of the applicim| 's case seems o be aursery. Fo
exarnple, e sequenbial lesl exarnines 13 sites wallin (e housing boundary and finds
thew ansutable (woswrprisingly, sce above), and then a figore of 350 metres, within
which no suitable site exists, is produced to preclude any other siles. Advace [fom
S Forward Plarming gonfinss that ne such statutocy limit exists: where does this
figure come from? The 1gsue of speeding i= dismigsed with the stalement thal
“realipmnent may possibly reduce the figure of 7% exceeding the enforcement lmit™.
The actial mte is 40% ahove the legal speed limit. Repmbing parkmg, <il1s
consilered hat with Liese conditions the proposal = unhikely to have a significant
cffect oo cxisting traTic Aow...”; what aboat the reduced munber of parking spaces?
There are other anoma’ies. The erginal application was for a non-food Tetenl
development: the documents from the SDC Mennmg Department reler (o the ereetien
ol'a "noo-feed warchouse™, disguising, the change of nse- wiy? Comments were
restreted to lond nze only: 2gain. why?

The SDC Adopted Lozal Plan (6/2000), G 1{iv) requires that “effective nse s made
arf Tand i wilsan arcas, particalarly on previonsly developed sites™. This agrees with
Ciovernment policy. as stated by the Deputy Prime Minister, to redevelop brown-licld
sites for heusing (in proforence Lo developmg new siles; hus site should have been
developed before approval was given to the Persimmen development of 350 houses)

PPG6 lavs down 2 requirement to “susiain and enhance the vitality snd viability of
Wown centres™. The applhcact’s anabyzis of altemnative sies includes that of Christ the
King recreational ground; thes is rejacted (Ref C) becanse "in any event 11 18
questiomable wheiher 11 1 gernmely edge: of cenins gven te lenpth of walk o the
tetail centie”. (Carryiag the bag of compost?). Compare thal distance Lo thal of the
proposed site. (Mher siles a1e rejectod booause they are wathin the Housing Pohicy
Bemndary: 20 13 the London Hoad site.

Recoml changes inuse have been from commercial/industrial {Oak Cafe and Cooper’s
Coal Merchants), to residential making the area more pleasans, in secordance with Lhe
SDC local plan. Thes proposed change ol use goes agams! Uese procoden)s

Any lraffic inanagement surveys carried out recently ace nol releveml becanse of the
disturbance cavsad by the A303 road improvenicut at Folly Bottom

Lhere 15 a {eelng loea ly that the planning process is skewed in favour of the
applicant, becanse the cbjectors have ro right of appeal, wheress the appheant has,
and there is apprehension that the Alice in Weaderland scenario of “Verdict i, tral
afterward™ is about 1o happen 1 om sure thal this does nol relTect the albiiude aid
rrofessiomal ethos of the planmmng stalT, bul you will appresate that the concerns
ratsed by the Case OfTicer's report do not fully allay such fears. T trust that the
Ulanming, Cornmuttee mecting on 24" June will take cognizance of these pomls.



Funzlly, this week's Amesbury Journal p1ves notice of the examinstion in public of
rroposed altaations (o the Wilishire stuetare plsn, starting cn 22 Juge for shomt
twer weeks. The documient will ser oul stratagic policics 16 gurde development wmd
ensure that hemes, shoss, oflive asd smplovment areas arc bailt in the most suitable
-ocations m the perind up to 2016, The revised plan is W be adopied in carly 2005, If
tor oo other reason this epplicsnion should (terefore be rojecied until the puhlication
vl the new strategic plan.
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