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Issue 9 
 
Whether the Areas of Change (AoC) are a sound vehicle for the delivery of 
regeneration and change 
 
The regeneration opportunities linked to the AoC cannot be described as 
realistic and capable of delivery within the plan period.  The Borough 
Council has too often allowed its wishes to run ahead of commercial realities, 
and submitted proposals that are little more than optimistic wish lists.  The 
Council should prepare less ambitious schemes, which impose fewer charges 
on the developer, and which are therefore more likely to be commercially 
viable. These alternative schemes are particularly relevant to the town centre 
sites, such as the Grafton and Union Place South. 
 
Housing is expected to provide the more profitable element in these schemes. 
The AoC would be competing with windfall sites for the demand for urban 
developments. The outcome of this competition can be influenced by the 
Council’s policies towards the development of previously residential land. Its 
present policies encourage such development, and would render more 
difficult the development of the AoCs. If it imposed strict controls over 
development on gardens, however, it could limit development on previously 
residential land, and more of the demand for urban housing could be 
directed towards the AoC.  But the developments that met this demand would 
not finance the many schemes outlined in the CS. 
 
The Council has shown little sign that it is being pro-active in driving 
forward regeneration in the AoC. A Council has limited opportunities to do 
so, but it has not used the powers it does possess to promote its aims. The 
Teville Gate site is an obvious location for a new bus station, but the Council 
did not require that a bus station should be included in this development. 
The bus station therefore remains at Marine Parade, more than fifty years after 
its move was first discussed.  
 
The Council has not given sufficient consideration to the viability of 
redevelopment within the AoC. Viability is not discussed in the CS, and the 
long list of social infrastructure schemes attached  to some policies, such as 
that for the Grafton, suggest that viability was not a consideration in the 
planners’ minds. These sites will not be redeveloped unless commercially 
profitable schemes are devised: the Council’s priority should therefore be to 
encourage the preparation of such schemes. Its requirement for social 
infrastructure should be tailored to meet the commercial possibilities.  
 



The infrastructure requirements needed to support regeneration could 
usefully be spelt out in the CS. But these requirements should be related to 
realistic, achievable, schemes, not the over-ambitious proposals in the CS. 
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Town centre car parking problems deserve more consideration. The 
Development Principles for those sites that now include a car park should 
state what alternative provision for car parking would be required within the 
new development, or how alternative car parking  space would be provided 
elsewhere. 
 
The site specific development principles under each AoC are unrealistic, and 
do not represent what could be achieved. At this stage, they cannot be 
precise, because the Council cannot know what is achievable until it has 
negotiated with developers. The Council can only set out general objectives, 
which recognise the need for commercial viability. 


