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Expertise to prepare this report

Dr John Byrom has visited the site and the town of Bright and has undertaken a visual assessment of the site, reviewed the plans and town mapping, and extensive Alpine Shire and Victorian State government planning regulations, the High Court of Australia’s relevant decisions and economic evidence.

Preamble

It should be noted that much of my professional experience relates to the UK retail planning landscape, but having said that, there is much in that body of knowledge, experience and research that has relevant resonance to the Australian retail conditions and environment, as well.  For instance, John Cummings, The President of the National Association of Retail Grocers of Australia (NARGA), a peak body representing the independent supermarket industry in Australia, draws similarities between the local competition conditions effects and my position below on independent supermarket support for local industries based on the contention of market share by dominant chains. In the UK, this concentration of market power is in the hands of five chains, in Australia two, but the total market share in both cases is approximately 80 per cent of the total supermarket spend and the effects on the communities similar.

The behaviour and effect, too, of the “chain” supermarket, especially in rural and semi-rural Australia has striking similarities  to the UK experience and community effects as outlined in the House of Commons High Street Report of which I was a contributing author – see below for excerpts and attached for the full document.

Also, the political, legal, cultural and socio-economic similarities between the two nations, which share a great deal of common heritage and history, all assist in reaching conclusions which incorporate, and are relevant to, the specific aspects and features of Bright.

Two key issues to review

The location of the proposed supermarket and the positioning of the car park within the proposed plans of the supermarket and specialty shop development in Gavan Street Bright are conducive to a shopper experience such that the shopper does not engage with other parts of the Bright CBD, in particular the Ireland Street shopping strip. The effect of this will be to reduce the shopper traffic in Ireland Street, undermine the retail activity and shopper expenditure there, the generally accepted core of the CBD, and so undermine the economic foundation upon which Ireland Street has been able to maintain its integrity as a functional retail area. As a result, the existing functionality of the core retail area of the Bright CBD will be impaired and the Shire’s own Retail Framework compromised.

The key research, of which I was a contributor (see below for full attribution), which underpins this view is referred to in a recent book by Clifford Guy.  Professor Guy is widely-regarded as the leading UK retail planning academic. The reference to Guy's book is as follows: 

Guy, C. (2007). Planning for Retail Development: A Critical Review of the British Experience. Routledge: London.

I have included below a relevant excerpt from that text, which is taken from pages 183-185, and have included my comments in bold at various points in the text. I do this in order to illustrate the role of linked shopping trips and their importance in maintaining vital and viable retail areas:

"The most extensive analysis of linked trips lies in an unpublished report carried out for Tesco by Bennison et al. (2000). This research, based on telephone surveys of 33 areas surrounding proposed Tesco stores, showed that, as in other surveys, linked trips were more likely to occur in the case of town centre stores, smaller stores and for non-car users.   When other shopping carried out in the same store was ignored, it appears that no more than 8 per cent of visits to out-of-centre stores involved a linked trip, compared with a maximum of 12 per cent for edge-of-centre stores [the Coles Bright proposed development would be classed as edge-of-centre], 9 per cent for stores in district centres and 22 per cent for stores in town centres. The authors note however hat town centre stores tend to be smaller than those in other locations, hence a 'store size' effect partially explains the differences in rates of linked trips. 

[That is, put crudely, the bigger the store, the less likelihood of linked shopping.  Based on this extensive research of 33 Tesco sites, the linkage figures in Bright are likely to be just a single digit percentage.]

This exercise concluded that: 'The project has also shown . . . that in absolute terms, the volume of linked activities represented in particular by non-food purchases was relatively small given the overall number of trips recorded in the database: for example, only a quarter of all users of stores in or near town centres undertook a linked trip where a non-food purchase was recorded.   Even for smaller stores located in or near town centres, the spin-off benefits to other traders may not be very substantial, especially if most of these purchases are for smaller items such as newspapers. (Bennison et al, 2000: 46)

[What we were essentially reporting was that the propensity for shoppers to undertake linked trips was likely to be extremely limited, even when stores were small and were not located far from town centres.]

There is thus considerable difference between the high proportions of linked trips noted in the DETR [DETR was the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions, prior to central government reorganisation] supported research (CBHP, 1998), and in other studies supported by major food retailers.  Variation in the survey method used and in the wording of questions may account for much of this difference. 

The surveys also indicated considerable differences in the propensity of linked trips between one store or town centre and another. The DETR report concluded that: 

“The propensity to undertake linked trips depends on four interrelated factors:- the extent to which the store complements the town centre/district centre

[The Bright development does not complement the existing centre - on the grounds of scale, accessibility, aesthetics, etc.]

- the distance and physical linkages between the two

[The distance between the proposed development and the existing retail centre of Bright is 250 or so metres and has an incline of 1 metre according to civil engineers N. Malkin’s measurement in December 2007, which will combine to deter shoppers carrying bags between the two areas, especially with children, or pushing shopping trolleys and especially the elderly, whose numbers make up a significant demographic element in the community. The research suggests strongly that the notion of parking once in the proposed Coles car park and then driving around to Ireland Street precinct will not be a shopping pattern adopted by more than 90 per cent of shoppers. The issue here is not simply a matter of what at first pass seems a small matter of metres per se but the combination of factors set out above and elsewhere which clearly demonstrate an inhibition to traverse the distance from the Gavan Street proposed retailing on the edge of town to the CBD.]

- the relative size of the centre as compared with the town

[Another valid point given that the proposed development is on the large side for the community and hinterland it is looking to serve and will, in fact, as noted elsewhere, double the supermarket floor space in Bright.] 

- accessibility, parking and orientation of the store

[Again relevant points for concern that the proposed development threatens the retail fabric by the poor linkages it stimulates and the reduction, as a consequence of its operation, on the traffic between shops in Ireland Street the heart of the Bright CBD] (CBHP, 1998: 10)"

The reference to the underlying  report quoted in Guy  is as follows: Bennison, D., Byrom, J., Hogg, S., Pal, J. (2000). “Linked Shopping Trips: A Report for Tesco Stores Limited.” Manchester Metropolitan University: Manchester. 

The report was also referred to in a recent comment piece in the leading planning journal Environment and Planning A – see http://www.envplan.com/epa/editorials/a40249.pdf  (See pages 762-763).
Referring now to the Alpine Shire MSS and Planning Regulations in addition to the Framework. While the proposed development is located in the Bright CBD area and Gavan Street is considered as part of the CBD in terms of Framework, zoning and shopper perception, the CBD appears to constitute two zones which are poorly linked. Gavan Street in general terms seems to cater for tourist and recreational activities, whereas Ireland Street in general terms, performs the more significant necessary functions of a town centre, such as a supermarket, newsagency, pharmacy, butcher, the provision of sites for social interaction such as cafes, bakery and public library.  One of the criteria for an active and thriving town centre is the location within the town centre (and central to the town centre) of a supermarket or large food provision store – with such a store frequently acting as the “anchor”.

I also refer to issues which sever the linkage between the two areas mentioned above, creating as I say two different zones as perceived by a shopper, or indeed a tourist shopper. I can itemise these issues as follows:

1.  standing on any corner of the intersection of Gavan Street and Anderson Street a shopper cannot see Ireland Street;

2.  there is insufficient consistent retail presence in Anderson Street to lead a shopper or indeed a tourist towards Ireland Street;

3.  the distance and slope separating the precincts;

4.  the car park and plantings of the proposed development will purposefully create an additional spatial and visual barrier between the proposed Coles and the existing and planned future for the centre of retailing in the town. It should be added that the lack of interface of the proposed development with Gavan Street, the poor active street frontage proposed, the orientation of the supermarket to face the car park, and not the street, will also be detrimental to the retail sector generally. The design of the supermarket as it currently presents, facing on to its own car park, away from the active CBD sector, is a poor resolution of retail planning, which should take into account its environment, as opposed to “corralling” its shoppers and turning its back on the surrounds; as this design certainly does in Star Road, but also to Gavan Street to a significant degree.

5.  the “capture” of tourists and other shoppers approaching the CBD along Gavan Street is a logical result of, as well as a driver for, the viability of the proposed development.

I note that Urbis JHD, in support of a Safeway’s application in Geelong West in 2006, submitted to VCAT in their expert written evidence that the recommended rural and semi-rural Victoria required 352 sqm of supermarket retail floor space per 1000 residents. It would seem in this Hearing that the trade area is the subject of dispute, but on my confirmation with the Chamber of Commerce in Bright, I estimate that there is a heavy reliance (approximately 20% of total turnover will be required from tourist shopping) on tourism business to support the proposed new Coles development.

Another valid point in terms of the dislocation of the retailing in Bright by this proposed development is the orientation of traffic through the town along the Great Alpine Highway (Gavan Street), towards the high country, the heavy foliage along Anderson Street and the angle of this access street to the centre of the CBD conspire to obscure the retail element that is Ireland Street from the passing tourists, thus shutting out that Bright retail experience from them.  The likelihood of linked shopping trips being undertaken by tourists is arguably less than the research shows it is for residents.

The access through Barnard Street is also limited as it presents a streetscape with specialty or “accessory” type retailing, apart from the butcher which is not visible from Gavan Street. Past this point, the tourists are on their way out of town.

The net effect of these factors is likely to be a reduction in people visiting the Ireland Street shopping precinct which is designated by the Shire as the heart of the Bright CBD.

On a personal note, upon visiting Bright for the first time, I would have been unaware that the town centre was actually off to the right as one approaches along Gavan Street. The development will reinforce this, meaning a potential uplift for businesses along Gavan Street, but not for those in the Ireland Street CBD.

The reduction of foot traffic in the centre of the CBD suggests diminished turnover and profitability for the range of shops in Ireland Street and I note that the Chamber of Commerce survey of businesses for sale (and vacant premises), dated 15th March 2008, indicates that there are 19 retail premises for sale and/or vacant in Bright, some vacant like the “new” Camp Street shops and the premises near the corner of Barnard Street and Gavan Street which have been vacant for more than twelve months.  See attachment Appendix 2:”Bright Map and For Sale/Vacated Premises”.

The currency of this is that substantial, vacant units are a typical sign of retail decline. Further reinforcement of this would be expected were the Coles to open – despite the disputed proposition that more people may shop in Bright as a result of the establishment of Coles. Even if they do, they would be unlikely to undertake linked shopping trips from Coles to the Ireland Street or even Barnard Street outlets.

The preponderance of retailers in Ireland Street who are seeking to sell their businesses suggests the evidence of recent years of difficult trading due to fires, drought etc, as well as a recognition of the threat to their future business prospects by virtue of the relocating of the retail heart of the town to Gavan Street. This is likely to be especially so for the tourist dollar.

It should be noted that the view of the Chamber of Commerce, as expressed to my enquiries, was that most of the sales of business could be classified as distressed as a result of recent trading pressures and the prospect of the structural changes to the retail operation of the town could be considered a significant factor.

The concern for the Shire’s planning and future is that these shops could be unable to find buyers. If they also move towards being vacant, as indicated as possible by the three long-standing  empty premises which are apparent currently, then the attractiveness, the integration, the functionality of Ireland Street will be significantly impaired, and indeed threatened. The result is a “classic” secondary shopping area scenario, which as well as being unfortunate for those business proprietors and the community (see the Net Community Disbenefit discussion below), would run counter to the Shire’s wish (policy) to see Ireland Street as the Bright CBD. 

It is acknowledged that the introduction of the proposed development will reduce traffic to the anchor tenant of the CBD retail precinct, the independent supermarket, and in turn this reduction in footfall at that location will accelerate this situation and diminish the sustainability for the neighbouring retailers who share the centre of the CBD with it.

Net community disbenefit

The High Court of Australia decision in Gantidis v Kentucky Fried Chicken Pty Ltd (1979) 140 CLR 675 sets out a clear principle for testing and deciding planning matters on the basis of whether or not a proposed development will create a net community benefit, or conversely, a disbenefit.

The economic evidence, presented to this Tribunal, clearly shows an impact on the existing two supermarkets in Bright, the closing of the smaller Foodworks and a reduction of turnover at the Supa IGA, although I note that the amount by which this will be diminished is disputed.

The point I make is the flow-on factor from the reduced turnover at the independent IGA branded store is a significant one for the Tribunal’s review and examination as a test regarding the “Gantidis” principle from the High Court.

This argument is not couched in terms of the case should turn on the effect of fair competition between supermarkets.

Rather, it is transparently about gauging the negative effect of the new proposed supermarket on the community in which it seeks to insert itself.

Most importantly, to be able to work through these considerations is the recognition of a number of pertinent factors regarding these two business models of supermarket operation (compared and contrasted between the “chain” and independent supermarket, most particularly in rural and semi-rural Australia and in this case, Bright) which allow us to reach a conclusion about whether there is a net community benefit or disbenefit.

The House of Commons All Party Small Shops Group’s review of High Street retailing provided much evidence that especially in rural areas, the intrusion of a major chain was detrimental to the community through the destructive effects on the amenity of a thriving High Street as well as unfair supply chain supermarket processes - again another point echoed by NARGA President John Cummings in his recent address to the National Press Club in Canberra. (See Appendix 3: NARGA President John Cummings’s address to National Press Club, March 2008.)  

The entire House of Commons Report is attached to this evidence. (See Appendix 4: All Party Parliamentary Small Shops Group, 2006, “High Street Britain: 2015”, All Party Parliamentary Small Shops Group, London). 

I draw your attention especially to the following sections of the report which are of particular relevance to the Bright circumstances.

“High Street Britain: 2015”
Extracts from the report of the All Party Parliamentary Small Shops Group, a cross party committee of the House of Commons, dated February 2006; edited by Tactical Matters Limited.
“The retail sector relies on many other industries, such as agriculture and manufacturing. As such, in order to understand the retail sector, it is important to understand the whole supply chain.

For example, research on local food networks in East Suffolk illustrates complex trading links between a high number of local and regional businesses.  A survey revealed a dense network of interdependent producers, wholesalers and retailers, with 81 food shops, sourcing from around 295 local and regional producers. 

The loss of a few small shops results in the increasing vulnerability of the supply chain and wider business network.  This demonstrates that local shops and retail business networks form an important part of many local economies.

A Friends of the Earth study of local food schemes found that on average, just over 50% of business turnover was returned and invested back into the local economy.  The study included farm shops, farmers’ markets, box schemes and community supported agriculture. 

The size of the retail contribution to a local economy does not necessarily follow the same principles of scale economies found within the economy as a whole.  In other words, small retail businesses can contribute more to the local economy than large ones if they are purchasing from local suppliers, employing more staff per sale and if the shareholders or owners of the business are spending any profits in the local area.

The grocery sector has received intense scrutiny over the past few years. For example, the investigation by the Competition Commission, (“Supermarkets: A report on the supply of groceries from multiple stores in the United Kingdom, 2000”), revealed intense competition in the market, with two complex monopolies having formed.  The report included evidence of practices that are not in the consumers’ long-term interest. Examples cited include: predatory pricing (where aggressive pricing is aimed at putting smaller competitors out of business), below cost selling (where goods are sold below the cost of production); price flexing (where prices will differ from other regions) and adverse buying power. 

There are concerns regarding the activities of multiple grocers (or “chains” in Australian terms: my explanation), as their growth and their drive towards non-food sectors are believed to have had an adverse effect on both small and large businesses in other sub-sectors. 

Evidence presented to this Inquiry suggests that the long-term implications on local markets of large-format retail entry are usually negative.  

From reference studies investigating a variety of markets in America and Europe, despite evidence postulated to suggest that the positive effects of increased convenience, choice and lower prices for the ‘average’ consumer, growth in certain commercial sectors, and advantages for some local suppliers and some short-term job creation, the overall and long term effects are however, detrimental. 

The local as well as nearby communities suffer general retail and associated business decline, unemployment, changes in job quality, loss of revenue and thus lower resources for communities.

Any short term benefits for consumers are unsustainable, with the dramatic change expected in the supply chain limiting the availability of a range of products.

Local Economy

Without the widespread existence of local businesses, money will be drained from local economies. This will have a long term adverse affect on local and regional areas in the UK as there will be a discontinuation of local cash flows. Some studies show that 50% of turnover from local retailers is returned to the local economy. However large retailers may return as little 5% percent. 

Price

Consumers in the UK value and expect reasonably low prices. Multiples (chains), despite not actually offering the very low prices perceived by consumers because of the use of headline prices on known value items (KVIs), have maintained reasonably low prices for consumers. It is believed that the price of products will remain fairly low until consolidation reaches a saturation point and the attention of multiples turns to increasing value to shareholders by growth through margin. Prices are then likely to increase with fewer competitors in the market.

Choice  

Retailing has traditionally been a highly competitive business where consumer behaviour and preferences are, of course, crucial. However, consumers cannot exercise the choice not to shop at any stores if only one store format exists. Experience from other sectors illustrates that large organisations can alter consumer behaviour to their own economic advantage and the detriment of society. 

Consolidation at the retail level will be mirrored further up the supply chain. As larger retailers use efficient forms of category management, only producers of own label brands and producers of ‘mega brands’ are likely to have access to consumers. 

The survival of many other producers of diverse products is unlikely. For those producers that can survive, they will continue to operate within very tight margins, as they will be faced with little choice of customers and a great imbalance of power. The strain placed on the producers of groceries will be a cause for concern as cost cutting can often be a severe disadvantage to consumers.

Additionally, the homogenisation of supply will lead to few traditional or niche products being available to consumers. Essentially, the situation highlighted by the New Economics Foundation of ‘Clone Town Britain’ is likely to develop.  The range of suppliers is also likely to be diminished. This will reduce the scope of products offered, with many regional products being lost and the retail offer becoming increasingly standardised across the country.

Social contact will be reduced if small shops are lost. The importance of this cannot be underestimated for people in less populated regions, such as rural areas, and people who are less mobile, such as the elderly.  For example, it is estimated that around 30% of people over 65 do not see any friends at least once a week.  For many, the small shop forms their only point of regular social contact. Its loss, therefore, has a much wider social impact.
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Figure 2 – Community Collapse   Local businesses, in areas seen as potentially profitable, will be replaced by national or international businesses with a much more limited view of their community roles. These types of businesses do not tend to have a proactive role in activities that are not seen to be profit-making in the long term. In these areas there is unlikely to be any replacement to local businesses for communities

If the current trend continues, much greater levels of regulation will need to be enforced in the retail sector than has been previously thought necessary.   Once the potential for growth has become saturated, as small shops go out of business leaving the potential for shifts in market share at a minimal level, it is likely that growth will have to be derived through increased margins.   With fewer players in the market both suppliers and consumers could find themselves the subject of exploitation through monopolistic situations.   This will increase the level of burden on the competition authorities as the structure of the market will mean the retail sector is unable to regulate itself.

Damage will not be limited to small shops if current trends persist.   The inequalities will lead to adverse effects across the primary, secondary and tertiary sectors.   This is inevitable with producers, suppliers and other businesses seeing their customer base eroded. 

The wider business network will thus be affected with a negative impact on the economy.   

The biggest losers however, will be the consumers.   Restricted choice of store brands, restricted choice of available products, restricted choice of shopping locations, higher prices and reduced customer service are all strong possibilities in 2015.   Although some consumers today may be benefiting, this is entirely unsustainable and cannot continue.”

The situation in Bright

This position is relevant to Victoria - and Bright – due to the presence of similar consumer behaviour patterns and a similar pattern of historical retail development (i.e. a small shop landscape which has been subject to “waves” of retail development in the form of more large format retailing). With respect to Bright, it is my understanding that a Coles supermarket business would purchase centrally and ship all goods into the area from a centralized warehouse or warehouses.

In contrast to this, the Bright IGA, and this is especially true of rural and semi-rural independent supermarkets, purchase substantial quantities of goods locally, produced locally and from local firms.

I attached such a list of goods from the Bright IGA and remove the dollar values (although provide a total) to preserve commercial confidentiality of the product providers. (See Appendix 5: Bright local suppliers to Bright IGA Supermarket.)

The main product groups are meat including chicken, dairy, bakery, wine, fruit and vegetables

It should be noted that the local businesses also include a range of service providers including transport, maintenance, etc.

All these local goods and services providers spend significantly in their community and so a multiplier effect operates radiating out from the local purchases by the independent supermarket, to its goods and services providers, to their expenditure and employment throughout the community in a host of other commercial activities, such as banking, insurance, transport (car and farm vehicle finance and insurance, petrol and maintenance, spare parts etc), leisure and so forth.

The total of the Bright IGA local purchases is reportedly $2,923,066 PA. The net positive effect this has on the local trade area in terms of the LGP (Local Gross Product) could be $8,769,198PA. (The multiplier effect being calculated at 3, although some academics rate the multiplier effect as high as 5).

The value of the local businesses supporting each other is another more complex aspect of the radiation of supply chain networks spreading through the community not included in this analysis.  The dynamics of the multiplier effect are not simply one way from the independent supermarket back down the supply chain.   For instance, my on-the-ground research in Bright revealed a case of a supplier to the independent supermarket generating income of $70,000 pa from the sales to the independent supermarket relationship and in turn the business purchased raw materials used in production valued at $30,000pa from the independent supermarket. 

In the Bright business community, there exists a set of intricate and even reciprocal commercial relationships, a mutual dependence, which contribute significantly to the sustainability of the whole which will be threatened and jeopardised by the loss of trade volumes at the independent supermarket and surrounding retailers in the Ireland Street CBD retail core.

The business quoted above (located in Ireland Street) is an example of this commercial reciprocity, trades profitably now but is apparently up for sale in the wake of the Council’s decision to approve a development application for the proposed supermarket development in Gavan Street.   The owners of this shop recognise the negative effect of the resultant change in traffic generation to Ireland Street as a result of this Council decision and now seek to exit the business as soon as possible for commercial reasons.

So when the economic experts comment on the effect on the turnover of the independent supermarket as a result of proposed competition by another (chain) supermarket (which as a result of its business model will not be “buying locally”) then a case can be made for considering the net community disbenefit to the community of the negative effect on the sales of local produce through the independent supermarket at the epi-centre of this process and the multiplied economic and social well-being effect radiated throughout the Bright community.

The economic effect spreads throughout the local economy to banking, insurance, building, maintenance. The intricate web of economic co-dependence will be severed by the proposed new development’s “ship-in, ship-out” characterisation.

I saw first hand the retail policy of promotion of locally produced goods in store and up and down the retail precinct, to encourage the purchase of such goods.  Such promotion can be seen (Appendix 6: Bright “Buy Local” promotion in the retail precinct, in-store and POS) featuring a selection of in store promotion on product, in general display and outside the point of purchase for instance in the next door pharmacist.

I note from other activities by independent grocers that this local retail campaigning is prominent in rural NSW too, such as at Ritchies in Griffith, (Appendix 7: Griffith, NSW – “Buy Local” in-store promotion) and Ballina.

Exploring the trickle down effect of the disrupted “buy local” process further, interviews with leading suppliers to the independent supermarket in Bright show that while the value of the purchases by the Bright IGA may vary as a percentage of the total income of the supplier, from 5 per cent to 50 per cent, each supplier was of the opinion that the trading relationship was irreplaceable with other customers.

Should the Bright IGA have its trading figures reduced by 20 per cent as a result of the proposed development, as has been suggested, the flow-on through to these suppliers, because they are mostly staples, e.g. bread, milk, meat, water etc will be of the same order.

Similarly, if the alternative position that the negative effect on turn-over at the independent supermarket in Bright will be at least 30 per cent is accepted, it is reasonable to conclude that the reduction in these same suppliers’ revenue will also be of the order of 30 per cent.

Maintaining the multiplier effect of the negative local impact by the introduction of the proposed development on the community, the reduction in community “local product” therefore ranges between $1,753,839 pa (at the 20% threshold of impact) to $2,630,759pa (at 30 percent).

These figures are indicative and subject to an array of influences, however it has been generally accepted in this Hearing that there will be a flow-on effect and these figures give it an actual dimension.

Developing this theme, the issue of employment should also be factored in.  Not only would the two supermarkets shed staff (Foodworks in its entirety and up to 30 percent of the Bright IGA), but the suppliers as well have foreshadowed job losses - if they survive as a businesses at all. The job losses at 20 percent may be 40 people, and at 30 per cent, 50 people. 

The PriceWaterhouseCoopers research document of 2007 (refer “The Economic Contribution of Small and medium Sized Grocery Retailers to the Australian Economy, with a particular focus on Western Australia”) into the benefits of independent supermarkets focuses mainly on Western Australian but offers lessons which are nationally applicable. These include the conclusions that independent grocers employ more people per square metre of retail floor space than the “chains” and that the jobs in the independent grocers are more likely to be of a more long-term and senior nature than those in chain supermarkets. Bald employment generation figure claims about how they benefit the community need to be nuanced with the resultant job losses caused by the new proposed development to reach a net position. Moreover, the loss of higher quality jobs and the part-time replacements that are frequently experienced should to be recognised and considered.

Taking the process further, if the negative effect on the Bright IGA is 30 percent of turnover, and the poor linkages demonstrated above are actualised, there is a significant likelihood of long-term reduction in footfall in the CBD and even further impairment of the retailing in Ireland Street.  There will be a tipping point in the run-down of the core precinct where the anchor tenant moves into an unprofitable state and at this stage, there would be an untenable impact on the local economy with the full weight of the $8,769,198 PA taken out of the local economy.

No evidence has been proffered concerning at what point the reduction of turnover at the independent supermarket moves it into threatened financial territory and whether that percentage loss of revenue for the tipping point is 22 per cent turnover, 32 per cent turnover etc. The prospect of Ireland Street’s anchor tenant closing is more potent that previously thought due to the poor expectation of linked shopping, and this evidence of the level of reduced impact of foot traffic not being factored into the economists’ evaluations.

The net community disbenefit also involves the aspects of community involvement of business in the social welfare and fabric of the local community. There are various points to raise here:

The Bright IGA contributes approximately $60,000 pa to the community through its involvement in charity and other good works.

The Chamber of Commerce contributes approximately $40,000 a year in supporting community welfare activities, as well as the all important insurance and support for the range of tourist activities (without which the tourist activities would not be able to be staged and the tourist dollar income to the local community would diminish).  Both these items are threatened by the proposed development as its community involvement is largely centrally driven and not localised.  The Chamber of Commerce expects to suffer membership reduction as a result of the development and its ability to maintain its financial underpinning of social welfare programmes as well as tourist activities(for example, the only map of the area for tourists is produced not by the Shire but by the Chamber) to be reduced as a direct consequence.

In conclusion, the poor prospects for shopping linkages are evidenced having surveyed comparable appropriately-sized and located supermarkets, and are supported with respect to the development’s “edge-of-town” location. It is further proposed, by reference in part to the House of Commons report, that the proposed development will have a diametrically-opposed policy outcome for the Bright CBD, as espoused in the Alpine Shire’s Retail Framework.

Further, the negative effect on the local community as a result of the proposed development will have a substantial disbenefit, ranging from $1,700,000 each year (not including inflation)
and in more likelihood, may be greater than $2,600,000 each year.

I recommend that these two key aspects and their effects are examined separately and in concert.
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