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3.  25/00400/FPM - MAXWELL ROAD, STEVENAGE, SG1 2EW 

To consider the demolition of existing buildings and erection of Class E discount food 
store with associated car parking, landscaping, engineering and drainage works. 
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Agenda Item 3



accordance with an up-to-date plan” as set out by the NPPF and assessed on a par with
town centre locations (paragraph 91). Thus, the Local Plan’s Site 10 (Graveley Road
Allocated Site) which the Report identifies as being ‘suitable and available’ to
accommodate the proposal, is preferable, rather than equal (as asserted by the Officer)
to the ‘out of centre’, application site (7.4.50-53).

With regard to Retail Impact the Report admits that a “…reduction in (town centre)
linked trips is expected. This would have a corresponding impact on town centre vitality
and viability which again carries limited weight against granting
permission” (8.7).  However, the Report then misinterprets the requirement to assess
cumulative impacts, i.e. where there is a committed or allocated (as here) proposal
(Policy TC11: New Convenience Retail Provision) in the local area. But no cumulative
impact assessment has been undertaken to include the Policy TC11 allocation. The
Officer relies on assertions made by retailers promoting alternative opportunities to
suggest that the Policy TC11 (Site 10 - Graveley Road) site is “not commercially
viable” (7.5.47). However, as an allocation it cannot be so simply rejected. The NPPF’s
paragraph 127 sets out the proper procedure to review such assertions. Furthermore, it
is inappropriate for the Report to rely on the proposition that “... should an application
for a food store be submitted on the site [by 2029], that application would need to be
accompanied by a retail impact assessment, which would allow for an assessment of
cumulative impacts on the vitality and viability of centres at that time” (7.5.48), i.e. ‘after
the horse has bolted’.  An effective cumulative impact assessment incorporating the
Policy TC 11 site has not therefore been undertaken. As a consequence of these
failings, the Report has not made any assessment of impact on the planned investment
in the Policy TC 11, Graveley Road allocation. The NPPG confirms that “failure to
undertake an impact test could in itself constitute a reason for refusing permission”
(paragraph 2b-017-20190722).

In terms of Visual Amenities, the Report confirms that the “...development would not
deliver all of the design principles sought by Policy EC5 (Active Frontages and
Gateways”, specifically being “...contrary to criteria (a) and (c)...” and in “…conflict with
criterion (d)” (7.8.7). It is also recorded that “…the proposal is contrary to Policy GD1
(High Quality Design) in certain respects...”.

On Heritage Assets it identifies that “The proposed store building would… be
detrimental to the setting of the listed building, thereby harming its significance”
(7.7.16). The harm is assessed as being “...less than substantial” (7.7.18). It finds
that “The proposed development would result in the FIRA building being demolished in
its entirety. The scale of harm would therefore be absolute, and the significance of the
building would be lost” (7.7.19). Heritage assets are assessed in the context of the
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. “Great weight” is to be
given to the asset’s conservation reflecting the statutory duty in the Act.

We therefore apply the above review of the Report to how the Conclusion seeks to
strike a ‘straightforward planning balance’.  We are concerned that the starting point has
not been to establish the key development plan policies against which other material
considerations could be weighed.  But the Officer has focused on what are described
as “a number of clear public benefits”. However, these are limited to the provision of
approximately 40 full-time equivalent jobs and meeting an identified need for
convenience retailing in the borough. On the former, the Officer’s Report has, however,
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