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Additional Information Report 
 
This report sets out additional information in relation to the planning application for consideration 
at the Planning Committee on 9 September 2021 that was received after the Agenda was 
published. 
 

S17/2155 
 
Proposal: Outline planning permission for the erection of a Designer Outlet Centre of up to 20,479 
sqm (GEA) of floorspace comprising retail units (A1), restaurants and cafes (A3), and storage. 
Additional large goods retail (5,574 sqm GEA), garden centre (5,521 sqm GEA) and external display 
area for garden centre (1,393 sqm), tourist information and visitor centre, training academy, leisure 
unit and offices. Demolition of existing garden centre and sales area and existing warehouse. 
Improvements to existing Downtown Grantham store elevations. Reconfigured car parking and 
provision of new multi-storey car park. Increased coach parking. Access improvements, drainage 
works, hard and soft landscaping and all ancillary works. All matters reserved with the exception of 
access. 
 
Site Address: Downtown Garden Centre, Old Great North Road, Great Gonerby, Lincolnshire  
 
Summary of Information Received: Three further representations have been received as follows: 
 

1. Further representation from Taylor Wessing LLP dated 1 September 2021 comprising: 
 Taylor Wessing LLP objection letter 
 NTR Planning objection letter 
 Experian GOAD report for Grantham dated 2 March 2021 

 
2. Further representation from NTR Planning comprising: 

 Briefing note 1 - GDOV is a material consideration 
 Briefing note 2 – Reasons for refusal 

 
3. Further representation from Taylor Wessing LLP dated 7 September 2021 comprising: 

 Taylor Wessing LLP representation on committee report 
 Enclosure 1 – Ken Gunn report 
 Enclosure 2 – Boundary Mill – Brand Summary and Analysis 
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The representations are appended (Appendix A) in full to this report, and the points raised can be 
summarised as follows: 
 

1. Disaggregation needs to be considered for the purposes of the sequential test 
2. There are further potential sites that need to be considered for the purposes of the sequential 

test – one example is given at Fernwood Business Park 
3. The GDOV (Rioja/ Buckminster) site is sequentially preferable to the Downtown site 
4. The town centre health assessments are outdated 
5. The applicant relies on the pandemic to justify inadequate and inaccurate health and retail 

impact assessments 
6. The vacancy rates in the retail impact assessment for Grantham are not accurate and this is 

supported by NTR Planning’s assessment carried out in January 2021 (which included a visit)  
7. The vacancy rates in the retail impact assessment for Newark are not accurate and this is 

supported by figures from NSDC and the NTR Planning ‘on-foot’ assessment 
8. The NTR Planning assessment is a more up-to-date assessment of town centre health and 

retail impact 
9. Grantham and Newark town centres are in poor health 
10. The RIA update is over a year old and no longer provides a sound basis for decision making 
11. Granting permission for the DGDO would result in significant adverse impacts on the health 

of Grantham and Newark centres 
12.  The design year within the RIA update is not achievable 
13.  The RIA update does not use the most up-to-date data for special forms of trading  
14. The proposed scheme is 25% larger than necessary due to the accepted trading interactions 

between the GDOV and DGDO 
15. The impact of the proposal on the £25m Town’s Fund award for Newark needs to be 

assessed 
16. The Future High Streets Fund application is evidence that Grantham town centre is in poor 

health 
17. The benefits of the GDOV are recognised in the Local Plan 
18. Grantham cannot accommodate two Tier 1 DOVs 
19. Consenting the Downtown application would put the delivery of The Grantham Designer 

Outlet Village and the benefits referred to in the Local Plan at risk. 
20. Given that only one of the schemes will succeed, the Downtown application only offers an 

estimated net increase of 14 full-time equivalent jobs, many of which will not benefit the local 
community.  

21. There is a risk of a net loss of jobs as existing town centre retail becomes unsustainable. 
22. The proposed planning conditions and obligations on the Downtown application will not 

secure a Tier 1 Outlet Centre 
23. Permitting a Designer Outlet Village that will fail is not sustainable development 
24. The Officer's Report fails to properly consider the GDOV as a material consideration as set 

out in the Legal Opinion by William Hicks QC and Stephen Whale dated 23 December 2020 
and casts aspersions on the professional independence of Leading and Junior Counsel who 
authored that Opinion 

25. The Officer's Report, rather than grappling with the substance of the objections raised, implies 
that weight has been attributed to our client's perceived commercial motivations. 

26. The Officer's Report fails to consider a number of representations that have been submitted 
by and/or on behalf of our client and Rioja. 
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Officer evaluation: 

1 Sequential Test 
 

1.1 The officer assessment of the application of the sequential test is covered in sections 8.2 – 
8.5 of the main committee report. This includes consideration of the appropriateness of 
disaggregation (splitting the proposal into separate elements) for the purposes of the 
sequential test (8.3.6 – 8.3.13) in relation to the submitted proposal. Disaggregation is not 
explicitly part of local or national policy in relation to the sequential test. The relevant test to 
apply is whether or not reasonable flexibility has been applied on issues of format and 
scale. Part of that judgment is the extent to which there are functional or meaningful links 
between the different components of the development. The various functional links between 
the component parts of the development are set-out in the main report and these would be 
controlled by condition and/ or planning obligation. Despite objection in this respect, these 
conditions and/ or obligations would ensure the development could only function in the 
same way in which it has been assessed. Further, disaggregation is not the only 
consideration on whether a reasonable degree of flexibility has been applied. It is noted the 
applicant considered smaller sites compared to the application site in identifying sites for 
the sequential test. The applicant also considered the potential to reduce the footprint of 
proposed buildings using mezzanine floorspace, reducing the size of the proposed 
replacement garden centre (approximately 34% smaller than the existing garden centre), 
making use of first floor trading within the garden centre and @Home store and providing a 
multi-storey car park to ensure the most efficient use of land. The Council’s retail consultant 
considers and officers agree that the parameters set out within the RIA update represent a 
significant degree of flexibility and a reasonable basis on which to assess the suitability of 
sequentially preferable sites.  
 

1.2 In summary, and as considered in the main committee report, officers consider that the 
applicant has demonstrated significant flexibility on issues of format and scale and that 
disaggregation of the proposal for the purposes of the sequential test is not considered to be 
appropriate or necessary in this instance. 
 

1.3 The Taylor Wessing LLP letter dated 1 September at 2.4c states “the floorspace applied for 
the designer outlet component is greater than what is needed (surmised from Stantec and 
the applicant's view that the DGDO will only operate at 75% of its capacity), and accordingly 
flexibility should allow smaller sites to be considered.” A scenario whereby both schemes are 
constructed and trade at 75 percent due to trading interactions between the two outlet centres 
is afforded greatest weight for the purposes of assessing impact, as a realistic worst case 
scenario. It does not follow that this would mean only 75% of floorspace or land is necessary 
and in any case the applicant considered sites smaller sites compared to the application site 
in identifying sites for the sequential test. 

 
1.4 The representation states that further sites are available that should have been considered 

as part of the sequential test and one example is provided, Fernwood Business Park. This 
site is discussed at section 8.4.5 of the main report and is located approximately 4.5km to the 
south of Newark Town Centre off the A1. The site occupies an ‘out of centre’ location and is 
not considered to be sequentially preferable to the application site in terms of accessibility 
and connectivity to the nearest town centre. 
 

1.5 Consideration between the consented GDOV (Rioja/ Buckminster) King31 site and the 
Downtown site in terms of the sequential test is provided at section 8.4.2 of the main report. 
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Both sites have similar status in sequential terms as out of centre sites. It is acknowledged 
that progress has been made on the southern relief road with completion due by the end of 
2023. Significant housing development is also planned to the east of the King31 site by way 
of two large, allocated sites, however neither of those sites has currently obtained planning 
permission. Conversely, the existing Downtown site is an established retail site with existing 
transport links and a regular bus service to and from both Grantham and Newark town 
centres. As such, it is considered that the King31 site remains no more sequentially preferable 
than the application site, in terms of its accessibility and connectivity to the town centre. 
 

1.6 In summary, officers remain of the view that the sequential test set out in paragraphs 87 and 
88 of the NPPF and required by Local Plan Policy GR4 has been passed. 

 
2 Retail Impact 

 
2.1 Health of centres 
 

2.1.1 The officer consideration of town centre health is covered in sections 8.7.4 – 8.7.9 of 
the main committee report. This includes consideration of the applicant’s RIA update, 
the assessments made in the “Planning Appraisal” by NTR Planning and the updated 
representation from NSDC. In addition, two site visits to both Grantham and Newark-
on-Trent town centres were also carried out by Council officers in July 2021 in order 
to assess the submitted material in context and form a view on the health of these 
town centres.  

 
2.1.2 That consideration draws on an advisory list of factors contained within Planning 

Practice Guidance (PPG). It is important to note there are range of factors that 
influence the judgement on the health of a town centre and these go beyond the 
number of vacant shops. Whilst the ability to accurately assess shop vacancies during 
restrictive periods of the lockdown is disputed, there are undoubtably factors within the 
PPG list including footfall and the evening/ night-time economy that would have 
presented difficulties in making accurate assessments both during the pandemic and 
in this post pandemic recovery period. 

 
2.1.3 Reference is made to identified weaknesses in a SWOT analysis (dated March 2020) 

included as part of the Grantham bid and that the award of Future High Streets 
Funding is evidence that Grantham is in poor health. The aim of the Future High 
Streets Fund is to renew and reshape town centres and high streets in a way that 
drives growth, improves experience and ensures future sustainability. The SWOT 
analysis also identifies strengths about Grantham including the historic environment, 
improved shopfronts to independent retailers along Westgate and the cultural quarter, 
including the new Savoy Cinema.  

 
2.1.4 Following an assessment of all that material and the recent site visits to Newark and 

Grantham, and for the purposes of assessing impact and decision making, officers 
remain of the view that the applicant’s updated RIA provides a reasonable assessment 
on the health of the affected town centres and are in agreement with the conclusions 
that are reached. 

 
2.2 Impact on Planned Investment 

 
2.2.1 The officer consideration of the impact of the proposal on planned town centre 

investment is covered in section 8.8 of the main committee report. That includes 

6



 

 
 

consideration of the potential impacts of the proposal on the £25m Town’s Fund Award 
for Newark. Many of the projects earmarked for that award are outside of the town 
centre. Officers do not consider the projects within the town centre including the 
repurposing of the former Marks and Spencer building for residential and other uses 
and Newark Cultural Heart (a cultural programme to increase footfall to the centre) 
would be adversely impacted by the proposed development. Officers remain of the 
view that the proposal would not result in any significant adverse impact on planned 
investment in the catchment area of the proposal.  
 

2.3  Impact on town centres 
 
2.3.1 Planning Practice Guidance advises the purpose of a Retail Impact Assessment is to 

consider the impact over time for out of centre and edge of centre proposals on town 
centre vitality/viability and investment. Impact needs to assessed in relation to all town 
centres that may be affected, and not necessarily just those closest to the proposal. It 
goes on to advise that impact should be assessed on a like-for-like basis in respect of 
that particular sector (e.g. it may not be appropriate to compare the impact of an out 
of centre DIY store with small scale town-centre stores as they would normally not 
compete directly). Retail uses tend to compete with their most comparable competitive 
facilities and that conditions may be attached to appropriately control the impact of a 
particular use. It further advises that the impact test should be undertaken in a 
proportionate and locally appropriate way and then sets out a number of steps for 
applying the impact test. Those include establishing the state of existing centres and 
current shopping patterns; determining an appropriate timeframe for assessing 
impact; consideration of a ‘no development’ scenario; an assessment of the proposals 
turnover and trade draw; consideration of a range of plausible scenarios; setting out 
likely impact along with any associated assumptions or reasoning, including in respect 
of quantitative and qualitative issues and then making proportionate conclusions. The 
guidance also advises the design year should represent the year when the proposal 
has achieved a ‘mature’ trading pattern and is conventionally taken as the second full 
calendar year of trading after the opening of each phase of a new retail development. 
 

2.3.2 The objections that have been received assert that the age of the RIA Update no 
longer provides a sound basis for decision making. Specific criticisms are made that 
the design year of 2025 is not achievable and that the update does not use the most 
up-to-date data for predicting special forms of trading (largely e-commerce). The 
officer report considers retail impact in section 8.6 of the main committee report, 
following independent advice on retail planning matters from Stantec. It is clear from 
above that making an assessment of likely impact on affected centres involves a 
number of quantitative and qualitative factors, assumptions and considerations and 
that a retail impact assessment is not a precise science and it’s scope is a matter of 
judgement for the Local Planning Authority. Further and as already noted there have 
been difficulties in making assumptions and using data collected over the last two 
years as a result of the pandemic and this will continue in the immediate post-
pandemic recovery period as longer term shopping patterns and habits are 
understood.  

 
2.3.3 Officers have considered the objections made, including the “Planning Appraisal” 

submitted by NTR Planning which provides an update retail impact assessment dated 
April 2021 and uses a design year of 2027 and updated special forms of trading data. 
Following consideration of all submitted material and drawing on independent advice 
from Stantec, officers remain of the view that the applicant’s RIA update is suitably 
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robust and that the proposal would be unlikely to result in any significant adverse 
impact on the vitality and viability of any affected centre. 

 
3 Socio-economic considerations 

 
3.1 The objections received in relation to retail impact all consider a position whereby both 

Designer Outlet schemes comes forward. However, Briefing Note 2 – reasons for refusal 
states “Given that only one of the schemes will succeed, the Downtown application only offers 
an estimated net increase of 14 full-time equivalent jobs, many of which will not benefit the 
local community. We further note that the applicant envisages only operating at 75% capacity, 
meaning that fewer jobs will be offered.” This appears to accept the likelihood of only one 
scheme coming forward, but also conflates two scenarios that are considered in the main 
committee report in terms of the socio-economic benefits that would result from the proposal. 
The first scenario is that only one scheme comes forward, and the report considers this at 
8.11.11. In the event that only one scheme comes forward the net socio-economic benefits; 
including job creation, increased visitor footfall and potential for linked trips, town centre 
improvements, and increased tourism, of either scenario are considered to be broadly 
comparable. i.e. it is acknowledged that there is reference to the Rioja DOV in the Local Plan, 
although it does not have express policy support, however the potential benefits associated 
with that scheme would be replaced by the Downtown DOC should it succeed. Alternatively, 
should the Rioja DOV scheme succeed, the benefits as acknowledged in the Local Plan 
would be realised. The assessment of the proposal concludes that there would be no 
significant adverse impact on any affected town centres and there are conditions and 
planning obligations to protect existing centres. As such, there is no evidence to suggest 
granting permission for this proposal would result in a net loss of jobs as a result of impacts 
on the town centre. This proposal would contribute towards creating a strong, stable and 
more diverse economy and is considered to be broadly in compliance with the principles of 
sustainable development set-out by Policy SD1. . 
 

3.2 Should both schemes come forward, the reduction in trade density (modelled at 75% for the 
purposes of the retail impact assessment) would mean it would be unlikely that the full 
benefits of both schemes would be realised, however it is unlikely this relationship would be 
linear and is therefore difficult to accurately quantify. That said, in the event of both 
schemes coming forward, the cumulative benefits including job creation and increased 
visitor footfall and tourism would be significant and greater than the singular benefits of 
either scheme.  
 

3.3 Concern is also raised that consenting the Downtown application would put the delivery of 
The Grantham Designer Outlet Village and the benefits referred to in the Local Plan at risk 
due to the effect of granting two permissions in terms of uncertainty, investor confidence, 
and delay. There is no evidence that the concerns relating to investor confidence as a result 
of granting two permissions would impact on the delivery of either scheme. As noted at 
paragraph 8.9.18 of the main report both the consented Rioja DOV and the development 
the subject of this application would require significant investment to be constructed and 
brought into operation and investors will be aware of the planning restrictions placed on 
both schemes. It is the Council’s retail consultant’s opinion that in reality only one of the 
schemes is ever likely to be built and let and that it will be the most commercially viable of 
the two proposals which is ultimately developed. This commercial reality is even more 
pertinent in the context of the post pandemic economic climate. 
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4 The proposal will not function as a Tier 1 Designer Outlet Centre 
 
4.1 A report dated 19 March 2020 by Ken Gunn Consulting was resubmitted with the 7 

September objection that has been previously considered by officers. The report sets-out that 
in order to achieve Tier 1 status, a designer outlet centre should be occupied by 60% of 
brands to serve the Luxury, Premium and Middle Upper price points and that this could not 
be achieved at Grantham in addition to the consented Rioja DOV. Officers have considered 
this point in the main committee report at paragraph 8.7.14 and 8.9.15 – 8.9.22. Drawing on 
the expertise of the Council's appointed specialist retail consultants Stantec officers consider 
that the proposed restrictive conditions and S106 obligations referred to in the officer’s report 
would ensure that the scheme remains a Tier 1 destination. Additional drafting was proposed 
by Taylor Wessing (on behalf of Rioja) that sought to have the effect of requiring the DOC to 
be occupied by a specified number of higher end brands. On this point Stantec advised that 
they did not consider that the proposed additional control would be necessary or reasonable 
and officers agree with this. 
 

5 Conclusion 
 

 
5.1 All material planning considerations from representations have been considered in the 

assessment of the application. Officers agree that the motivation of objectors is not a 
material planning consideration and no weight should be afforded on that basis. In 
considering all of the additional information submitted post publication of the main 
committee report, officers remain of the view that the proposal would be in compliance with 
the development plan when considered as a whole and there are no material 
considerations of sufficient weight that indicate otherwise. The recommendation remains to 
grant outline planning permission subject to the planning conditions listed in the main 
committee report and the completion of a Section 106 Agreement to secure the 
requirements set out in section 8.38 of the main report within a period not exceeding six 
months from the date of this meeting.  

5.2 In the event that the Section 106 Agreement has not been completed within this period and 
the Head of Planning, after consultation with the Chairman or Vice-Chairman of the 
Planning Committee, considers that there are no extenuating circumstances which would 
justify an extension (or further extension) of time, the Head of Planning be authorised to 
refuse the application on the basis that the necessary infrastructure or community 
contributions essential to make the development acceptable have not been forthcoming. 

 

 
Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 
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Phil Jordan 
Case Officer 
South Kesteven District Council 
St Peters Hill 
Grantham 
Lincolnshire 
NG31 6PZ 
 
 
BY EMAIL  

Taylor Wessing LLP 

5 New Street Square 

London EC4A 3TW 

 

Tel +44 (0)20 7300 7000 

Fax +44 (0)20 7300 7100 

DX 41 London 

www.taylorwessing.com 

 

 

 

 

Date Our reference Your reference 

1 September 2021 UASW/UJTB/THE172.U2 S17/2155 

 
 

 
Dear Mr Jordan 
 
Application S17/2155 – RIA Update and advice from Stantec 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 We write further to our FOI/EIR request dated 7 July 2021 and your response dated 4 
August 2021. Save where otherwise defined or the context otherwise requires, we adopt 
the definitions used in our previous correspondence with you on this matter. 

1.2 Thank you for the documents disclosed. By way of reminder, these should be placed on 
DGDO page on SKDC's website in accordance with its Statement of Community 
Involvement, as well as being appended to the committee report. At present, we do not 
propose to respond to each of the documents raised, including the letters from Fisher 
German dated 4 February 2021, save where relevant to the matters addressed below. 
We do note that the responses from Fisher German do not allay our fears as to the 
consequences for Grantham and Newark if the DGDO is granted, and our comments 
made previously still stand. 

1.3 We focus in this letter on the inadequacy of the RIA Update, and our concerns with the 
advice provided to SKDC by Stantec on 28 May 2021 referred to as the "Stantec Retail 
Advice" and "Stantec Objection Advice" (together, the "Stantec Advice") per the 
headings of the files disclosed to us. We enclose a letter sent to us by Mark Tombs of 
NTR Planning (the "NTR Letter") which also addresses the Stantec Advice and refer to 
that where relevant.  

1.4 We note that you have separately written to us to advise that the application is due to be 
considered by committee on 9 September 2021. For the reasons set out in this letter, and 
in the past, we do not consider that a sound decision on the application can be made, 
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based on the current application documents, unless that decision is a refusal. We would 
therefore urge SKDC to remove this application from the 9 September agenda so that the 
manifest errors can be properly dealt with.  

2. Sequential Test 

2.1 The Stantec Objection Advice states "In relation to disaggregation, Dundee, Rushden 
Lakes, Scotch Corner, Tollgate and Aldergate are well-known for being key 
judgments/appeal decisions when considering the interpretation of the sequential test. 
There has been no Secretary of State decision, post Dundee, where the Secretary of 
State has endorsed disaggregation. Clearly, disaggregation or sub-division of a proposal 
is not part of the sequential test." 

2.2 We agree that disaggregation is not always required by the sequential test, but the very 
cases cited by Stantec make it clear that disaggregation will still be appropriate in certain 
circumstances. This is clearly explained by the Inspector in Tollgate1 who at 12.3.10 
states: 

"The extent of flexibility should not be constrained by policy or guidance, and there is 
nothing in the PPG that suggests that subdivision is not to be considered. Indeed, 
subdivision was considered in the Dundee case itself. There will be cases where 
subdivision is not appropriate, both Rushden Lakes and Scotch Corner conclude that 
disaggregation is not required to demonstrate flexibility. In Scotch Corner the proposal 
was a Designer Outlet Centre whose business model required units of a certain scale, 
and which is tightly controlled by conditions to be different from ordinary Town Centre 
development. In Rushden Lakes there was a strong development plan justification for a 
critical mass of units. 

In this case there is no evidence that the proposed format is necessary or fundamental to 
the proposal. Whilst the proposal is in outline, not a single retailer has been identified, 
and the size and location within the site has not been established and there is no defined 
timescale or phasing. It is difficult to conceive of a more open ended proposal. The 
parameters established by plans show a greater level of gross floor space than 
permission has been sought for. Most importantly the Appellants have themselves 
disaggregated the appeal site with three distinct zones. DZ1 and DZ3 are some distance 
apart. In these circumstances disaggregation within the sequential test would be 
justified." 

2.3 The Secretary of State in its decision on Tollgate did not dispute the Inspector's view on 
disaggregation, and the above is consistent with the Legal Opinion by William Hicks QC 
and Stephen Whale submitted to SKDC in December 2020, which identifies further cases 
where disaggregation has been considered appropriate.  

2.4 By reference to the above quoted passages, we remind SKDC that we are not 
suggesting that the designer outlet element itself is split into constituent parts – the 
rationale as to why this comprises one part is similar to that of Scotch Corner. However, 
in all other respects the DGDO application is far more similar to the application in 
Tollgate, which the Inspector confirmed would be appropriate for disaggregation: 

(a) the proposal is in outline, and not a single retailer has been identified; 

 
1 APP/A1530/W/16/3147039 
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(b) there is no defined timetable or phasing – a 30-month build programme is 
referred to, but there is no commitment as to when that build programme will 
commence, nor any obligations that require adherence to it; 

(c) the floorspace applied for the designer outlet component is greater than what is 
needed (surmised from Stantec and the applicant's view that the DGDO will only 
operate at 75% of its capacity), and accordingly flexibility should allow smaller 
sites to be considered; and 

(d) the site is comprised of different zones: the designer outlet, the garden centre, 
the big box retail unit and the offices. As previously expressed, there is no need 
for the applicant's head offices to be sited at the DGDO. Further, the designer 
outlet part can be disaggregated from the big box retail and garden centre, in 
addition to the office floorspace. If the DGDO is to operate as a Tier 1 DOV then 
its proposed location near to the existing mid-market discounted offer at 
Boundary Mill is to its detriment and there is no functional link.  

2.5 Accordingly, and as per our previous representations on this matter, disaggregation 
within the sequential test would be justified, and given that Stantec's advice contradicts 
the very cases which it purports to rely upon, we would urge SKDC and Stantec to 
reconsider. 

2.6 In respect of the identification of potential alternative sites – we note Mr Tombs' 
comments in the NTR Letter that he has been able to identify further potential sites very 
quickly for the whole development. If the scheme is disaggregated it is likely that further 
sites may be identified and those must be properly assessed.  

3. Town centre health and the impact of the pandemic on ability to carry out health 
assessments 

3.1 The applicant has sought to rely on the pandemic to justify inadequate and inaccurate 
health and retail impact assessments. Stantec has accepted this approach. This is a 
mistake for the following reasons. 

(a) In the Stantec Retail Advice, Stantec states that "the applicant has been unable 
to visit these centres in person due to prolonged lockdown periods during the 
pandemic." Whilst the applicant cites this reason, it is not true. Non-essential 
shops re-opened in England on 15 June 2020 and the RIA Update was not 
submitted until August 2020.  

(b) Consequently, as regards the applicant's health checks, Stantec's statement (in 
the Stantec Objection Advice) that it is "difficult to tell whether units are vacant 
during a pandemic or are just temporarily closed due to government instructions" 
is not applicable. When the applicant was preparing the RIA Update, shops would 
have been open, allowing accurate on-foot assessments of vacancy rates to be 
carried out. 

(c) In relation to the NTR Report, in the NTR Letter Mr Tombs confirms that he was 
able to distinguish between vacant and temporarily closed units during his town 
centre health assessments in January 2021. Mr Tombs confirmed that he "did not 
count those units which had clearly, in [his] professional opinion, recently closed 
as a result of lockdown, only those longer-term premises which generally had 'to 
let' boards attached to them or had internal fittings removed and exterior signage 
removed." 
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(d) Further, in NSDC's July 2021 Objection (the "NSDC Objection"), it has confirmed 
that the vacancy rate for Newark Town Centre given in the RIA Update is not 
accurate – within the Primary Shopping Frontage the vacancy rate as at 31 
March 2020 had risen from 8.07% the year before to 17.39%, before the impact 
of the pandemic would have been felt. The specification of the Primary Shopping 
Frontage is important as the applicant has claimed that the majority of vacancies 
are located on secondary shopping streets. NSDC's data would have been 
available to the applicant from NSDC had they requested it. 

3.2 In its Objection Advice, Stantec states that "It is very difficult to accurately determine town 
centre health during a pandemic and multiple lockdown periods." We have some 
sympathy with this but do not consider that it serves as justification for continued reliance 
on the RIA Update which we have shown to be objectively inaccurate. The NTR Report 
provides health checks and retail impact assessments drawn from correspondence with 
officers at NSDC (in respect of Newark), on-foot vacancy checks (in respect of Newark 
and Grantham) and data that was up-to-date at the point at which the NTR Report was 
submitted. Its findings are supported by NSDC and the findings are clearly a more 
reliable indicator of town centre health than the RIA Update. Indeed, NSDC agrees that 
"the health of Newark Town Centre has declined significantly." 

3.3 We note that in the Stantec Retail Advice Stantec states that "If Council officers agree 
with the applicant regarding the health of centres within the primary catchment area, then 
we are of the opinion that the cumulative percentage impacts identified by the applicant 
are unlikely to lead to a significant adverse impact on centres within the catchment area 
of the proposed development."  We note that this implies that if SKDC does not agree 
with those health assessments, Stantec's view may be that the cumulative percentage 
impacts may lead to a significant adverse impact on those town centres. 

3.4 We agree with Mr Tombs' view in the NTR Letter that SKDC cannot rely on the 
applicant's health checks. This is not a case, as Stantec suggests (in its Objection 
Advice), of an applicant focusing on the strengths and an objector on the weaknesses. 
NTR have provided data-backed evidence that Newark and Grantham town centres are 
in poor health. The Experian GOAD data appended to the NTR Letter identifies a 
vacancy rate of 20.29% in Grantham as at March 2021, in stark contrast to the rate of 
13.40% used by the applicant in the RIA Update.  

3.5 Further, we agree with Mr Tombs' comments in the NTR Letter that the weaknesses 
identified in the SWOT analysis of Grantham put together to seek funding from the Future 
High Streets Fund are evidence of SKDC's assessment that the centre is suffering the 
effects of poor health. A decision by SKDC to grant the DGDO could have dire 
consequences for Grantham and Newark, and for the DGDO itself and the GDOV as they 
fight for success. It is therefore imperative that SKDC takes all measures reasonably 
necessary to satisfy itself that the impact of the DGDO on Grantham and Newark has 
been adequately assessed.  

3.6 Even if it had been accurate, the RIA Update is now a year old and no longer a sound 
basis for a decision to be made upon. If SKDC is not prepared to rely on the more recent 
and robust NTR Report, we consider that either the applicant or SKDC must commission 
new health checks and retail impact assessments. Shops have now been open in 
England since 12 April, and all restrictions were lifted on 19 July. Accordingly, there are 
no constraints on the applicant's ability to carry out in-person health checks and Stantec's 
concerns that "impact assessments are difficult forecasts to make in the middle of a 
pandemic" would no longer apply.  
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3.7 We consider that it would be irrational for SKDC to reach a decision in reliance on the 
RIA Update, and perverse for SKDC to reach a conclusion that Newark is performing well 
when NSDC officers have confirmed the opposite. 

4. Inputs into the Impact Assessment 

4.1 Design year forecasts 

4.2 In the Stantec Objection Advice, Stantec states that "the design year is a matter of 
judgment. The applicant has forecast a design year and NTR Planning disagrees with the 
design year." 

4.3 With respect, the design year is not purely "a matter of judgment". It is clear from the 
Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 2b-018-20190722, cited by 
the applicant) that "the design year for impact testing will need to be selected to 
represent the year when the proposal has achieved a 'mature' trading pattern. This is 
conventionally taken as the second full calendar year of trading after the opening of each 
phase of a new retail development, but it may take longer for some developments to 
become established." It is therefore clear that the second clear calendar year of trading 
after the opening of the DGDO is the earliest possible design year forecast. Indeed, our 
client has been advised by outlet experts that a Tier 1 DOV will take longer to be 
established, and accordingly a later design year would be prudent. 

4.4 We have however worked with the earliest possible design year of 2027. This is based 
on the following very optimistic timetable: 

Pre-commencement/development stage Timeline 

Grant of planning permission  Assume 9 September 
2021 

Submission of reserved matters applications and pre-
commencement conditions 

11 October 2021 

8-week determination period 6 December 2021 

Assume 2 weeks to prepare documents to discharge pre-
commencement conditions to the reserved matters 
approval 

20 December 2021 

8-week determination period 14 February 2022 

Assume development commences immediately upon 
approval of final conditions and meets 30-month timetable 

Completion 14 August 
2024 

Tenant fit out, commencement of tenancies and pre-
opening staff training 

Opening 14 January 2025 

Second full calendar year of trading 2027 

 

4.5 A design year of 2025 is impossible. Even if the DGDO opened on the day construction 
completed, the second full calendar year of trading would be 2026. Such a scenario is 
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entirely unrealistic, hence our reasoned view that the earliest possible design year 
forecast is 2027. 

4.6 If SKDC accepts the design-year forecast of 2025, it will be departing from national 
planning policy. We consider that a decision to do so would be irrational and 
unreasonable, particularly in light of our repeated efforts to demonstrate why a design 
year of 2025 is inaccurate.  

4.7 Special forms of trading ("SFT") and market share 

4.8 Stantec does not engage with the SFT figures used in the NTR Report. Stantec states 
that NTR used more recent SFT figures, but fails to then apply those figures or make any 
recommendations for its application. As detailed in the NTR Letter, the most up-to-date 
data must be relied upon to determine the application, and moreover Experian's Retail 
Planner Briefing Notes are industry standard, past versions of which have been relied 
upon by Stantec and the applicant. We would expect any reasonable conclusion by 
Stantec to advise SKDC to rely on those up-to-date figures. 

4.9 We recognise that the impact of lockdowns has necessarily led to a drastic change in 
shopping habits, and the long-term impacts of that on town centre bricks and mortar 
market share are not yet known. However, we disagree with any suggestion that the 
solution therefore is to fail to take the impact of the pandemic into account. It is widely 
accepted that some longer-term trends are beginning to emerge. Indeed, Stantec in its 
Shropshire Town Centres Study and its Oldham Retail & Leisure Study, both prepared in 
September 2020 and approved by Bernard Greep, the author of the Stantec Advice, 
states: "The short-term impacts of the global pandemic are already being felt with a 
number of national multiple retailers restructuring or entering administration … The long-
term impacts of the global pandemic on consumer spending and behaviour is far more 
difficult to predict. However, some patterns are beginning to emerge which may impact 
the future of retail and leisure in the UK. Understandably there has been a significant 
increase in online retailing, especially in the convenience goods sector…2" 

4.10 Further, both studies state that "Returning to pre-COVID-19 levels of vitality and viability 
will [therefore] be enormously challenging for town centres3", and the Shropshire study 
assesses that the pandemic is "highly likely to lead to the accelerated decline of retailing 
in traditional town centres4." There is nothing in the text to suggest that conclusion is 
specific to Shropshire.  

4.11 It is therefore unclear why Stantec has not advised that the impact of the pandemic 
needs to be factored in. The sensible approach must be to take the latest data, review 
the trends, review any recovery since shops re-opened and consider the likely mid-to-
long-term trends based on that data, and advice from market experts, and factor in how 
the application may impact those trends. This would appear consistent with the advice 
Stantec has given to Shropshire and Oldham.  

4.12 We consider it to be irrational to ignore the latest data, the impact of the pandemic, and 
the passage of time since the pandemic began.  

 
2 At 4.5.4-5 in the Oldham study, and 2.5.4-5 in the Shropshire study. 
3 At 4.1.2 in the Oldham study and 2.1.2 in the Shropshire study. 
4 At 6.2.5. 
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4.13 Trade draw and reduced turnover  

4.14 We note that Stantec assesses that "a cumulative impact scenario whereby both 
designer outlet centres trade at 25% below benchmark levels, is, in our view, realistic." In 
its letter of 4 February 2021, Fisher German states that it is nonetheless confident that 
"the proposed development would remain viable and competitive, notwithstanding any 
commercial competition between operators and across two schemes." As previously 
expressed, we consider it absurd that the applicant is seeking to bring forward a scheme 
that it accepts is doomed to run at 75% of its capacity. However, as it is doing so, we 
repeat the point that the impact of this on the DGDO must be factored into the retail, 
environmental and socio-economic impact assessments. It is not sustainable to grant a 
scheme that is 25% larger than necessary. 

4.15 We note that the applicant is again seeking to position the DGDO as a means to protect 
jobs at Downtown – contrary to Fisher German's claim, this is not a point that "has been 
missed by this firm". Due to the numerous defects in the proposal and application that we 
have repeatedly drawn out over the last three years, we do not consider that the DGDO 
will serve to preserve jobs at Downtown. Rather, it will exacerbate the issues Downtown 
is already facing. There are other and more effective ways in which Downtown and 
Oldrids could seek to future-proof their business and preserve jobs at Downtown, without 
harming nearby town centres, and it is not the role of a planning authority to serve the 
objectives of a business's recovery plan. 

Impact on planned investment 

4.16 Stantec's view is that the application proposals will not have a significant impact on the 
planned FHSF investment in Grantham Town Centre. Stantec also states that "we are 
not aware of any other existing, committed or planned public and private investment in 
the centres within the study area which have the potential to be affected by the 
application proposals." 

4.17 Whilst not expressly referred to in our letter of 16 April 2021, it was reported in March 
2021 that Newark Town Centre is to receive £25 million in funding as part of the 
Government's Towns Fund Initiative – this is referred to in the NSDC Objection. The 
priority projects identified in Newark include the creation of new town-centre commercial 
and office space, plans to drive and measure any additional footfall and local spend 
through repurposing public buildings and spaces, and aspirations to transform Newark 
into a '20-minute town' "giving people the ability to meet most of their everyday needs 
within a 20-minute walk, cycle or local public transport trip from their home." Authorising a 
development that will contribute significantly to a continued decline in Newark town 
centre clearly undermines that public investment.  

4.18 We assume Stantec's failure to consider this must have been an oversight, and would 
urge SKDC to work with Stantec to ensure that all existing, committed or planned public 
or private investment within the centres covered by the RIA have been recognised, and 
the impact of the DGDO on such investment properly assessed.  

5. Conclusion 

5.1 For the reasons detailed above, and those set out in our previous correspondence, we 
consider that the application remains deeply flawed. We have demonstrated that the 
applicant relies on outdated and incorrect data which leads to false conclusions as to the 
cumulative impact and health of town centres. With NTR, we have provided SKDC and 
Stantec with reasoned and up-to-date assessments which are supported by NSDC and 
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consistent with the recent Experian report. We do not consider that there is a rational 
basis on which those assessments can be ignored or disputed, nor a basis that the RIA 
Update can be relied upon when determining the application. 

5.2 Further, Stantec's conclusion that disaggregation is no longer part of the sequential test 
is incorrect. The application is clearly one for which disaggregation is appropriate and the 
sequential test should be re-applied accordingly. 

5.3 We consider that the contents of the NTR Report and the NSDC Objection provide a 
sufficient basis for SKDC to reject the application. To be satisfied that the application will 
not have a significant adverse impact on Grantham and Newark, it must either 
commission its own retail impact assessment or require the applicant to do so, relying on 
the most up-to-date and accurate data available. 

5.4 As always, should you or SKDC require any further information in relation to the matters 
raised in this letter or our previous representations, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
We urgently request confirmation as to whether further retail impact evidence will be 
required from the applicant or commissioned by SKDC, and the application removed from 
the 9 September agenda.  

Yours sincerely, 

Taylor Wessing LLP 
*Sent electronically on behalf of Taylor Wessing LLP 

Enc. 

The NTR Letter 
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Our Ref: 3446/JB1/MCT 
 
1 September2021 
 
Joanna Bassett  
Associate 
Taylor Wessing LLP  
5 New Street Square 
London  
EC4A 3TW   
 
Dear Joanna 
 
Re: Stantec Letters of 28th May 2021 (Downtown) 
 
Introduction 
Thank you for sharing Stantec's retail planning advice letters (both dated 28th May 2021). The 
two letters consider many of the same topic areas.  This letter seeks to respond to the points 
raised under each of the letters’ relevant headings.  I understand you intend to append it to your 
letter to the case officer, Phil Jordan.   
 
This letter, along with the NTR Planning Appraisal of April 2021 that I prepared, demonstrate 
that: 
 

1. the fact that SKDC has sought monies via the Future High Streets Fund is evidence that 
Grantham town centre is in poor health; 

2. SKDC simply cannot rely on the applicant’s out of date health checks, household surveys 
and assumptions about Special Forms of Trading (SFT), and that the RIA is inaccurate and 
misleading, downplaying the true impact of the proposal; 

3. the health of Grantham town centre has declined further since I undertook a health check 
in January 2021 in support of the Planning Appraisal; and   

4. the sequential test is out of date and has not been undertaken in accordance with 
policy/case law.  

 
I append to this letter the latest Experian GOAD Category Report, which is based on survey work 
undertaken by Experian in March 2021. 
 
Future High Streets Fund 
It will be difficult for SKDC to make a judgement on the cumulative retail impact on the planned 
investments that form part of the future High Street fund when it is relying on the applicant’s 
out of date and unrealistic health checks and retail impact assumptions. What is key here is that 
SKDC would not have needed to apply for Future High Street Fund monies if Grantham town 
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centre was a healthy centre not in need of such government intervention.  The weaknesses 
identified in the SWOT analysis are evidence of SKDC's view that the centre is suffering the effects 
of poor health.  I do not understand why a local authority would wish to compound identified 
weaknesses by supporting an out of town retail development which will bring significant adverse 
harm. 
 
Sequential assessment 
You have covered the points of disaggregation in your letter, and the points that you make are 
valid and not repeated here.  What is relevant is the fact that Stantec's letter identifies those 
sequential sites considered by the applicant which were set out in the committee report of 
February 2019. It is interesting to note that the applicant's more recent retail impact assessment 
update work does not consider any additional sites, only those same sites that I identified and 
analysed in May 2017 as part of the sequential site assessment in support of GDOV.  
 
It is important that SKDC asks the applicant how it undertook its sequential site assessment, and 
provide evidence as to how this has been undertaken. I have, for example, in a few minutes’ time 
today identified sites online which are available and could theoretically accommodate the 
proposals.  For example, a site of up to 50 acres at Fernwood Business Park in Newark is available 
and is referenced as being suitable for retail1. 
 
Impact on centres 
Stantec confirms that it has not been instructed to undertake health check assessments.  It 
therefore appears SKDC might be content to rely on the material submitted by the applicants.  
This is now four years old (updated using Google Street View).  The applicant’s material cannot 
possibly be relied upon due to its age and the fact that it has been carried out as a desk-based 
exercise.  
 
Even if it weren't for the pandemic, the passage of time will mean that many of the conclusions 
drawn against indices of health will have changed. You will be aware that I undertook my own 
health checks in January of this year and it was quite clear that the town centre had declined 
considerably since I undertook my survey work in support of GDOV in June 2017.  
 
Stantec form the view that the cumulative percentage impacts on centres within the catchment 
area are unlikely to lead to a significant adverse impact if the Council is to rely on the applicant’s 
health check assessments.  Notwithstanding the fact that the applicant has downplayed and 
made inaccurate judgments on retail impact, SKDC cannot rely on the applicant’s health checks 
to make judgments as to whether the proposal would be significantly adverse. All of the work 
needs to be updated either by the Council or the applicant and consultees given the opportunity 
to review the findings. 
 

 
1https://propertylink.estatesgazette.com/property-details/6418761-fernwood-business-park-newark-
nottinghamshire-ng24-3fd 
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Stantec advises that it is difficult to make assessments of centre health during a pandemic. This 
is not the case at all. It was quite clear which units were closed as a result of lockdown and those 
which had been closed down for a longer period. I did not count those units which had clearly, 
in my professional opinion, recently closed as a result of lockdown, only those longer-term 
premises which generally had ‘to let’ boards attached to them or had internal fittings removed 
and exterior signage removed.  Indeed many ‘locked down’ premises had notices displayed 
explaining that they were temporarily closed due to lockdown, often thanking customers for 
their continued custom and setting out that they looked forward to welcoming them back soon 
(etc).  
 
To give weight to the data presented in Table 7 of the Planning Appraisal, which set out the 
changes in town centre representation and vacancy rates over time, we have purchased the 
latest Experian GOAD data for Grantham town centre2.  This relies on a survey undertaken 
(during the pandemic) in March 2021.  This data was available to Stantec and SKDC prior to 
Stantec’s letters being issued.   
 
As can be seen, the vacancy rate has risen since we undertook our health check assessment of 
Grantham town centre in January.  Our evidence to-date, which is supported by Experian GOAD’s 
findings, is incontrovertible in supporting my view that Grantham town centre is in poor health.   
 

Surveyor GOAD NTR 
Planning 

Downtown 
RIA 

Update3 

NTR 
Planning 

GOAD 

Date of survey 09.06.2015 12.06.2017 June 2018 12.01.2021 02.03.2021 

Comparison outlets 130 141 132 112 109 

Percentage of outlets (%) 27.20 31.61 28.09 24.62 22.57 

National average at time (%) 31.87 31.87 29.70 28.03 27.20 

Convenience outlets 31 26 30 37 34 

Percentage of outlets (%) 6.49 5.83 6.38 8.13 7.04 

National average at time (%) 8.65 8.65 9.22 9.14 9.15 

Retail Service outlets 78 59 74 80 93 

Percentage of outlets (%) 16.32 13.23 15.74 17.58 19.25 

National average at time (%) 14.01 14.01 14.92 15.44 15.63 

Leisure Service outlets 108 106 103 92 99 

Percentage of outlets (%) 22.59 23.77 21.91 20.22 20.50 

National average at time (%) 23.44 23.44 24.37 18.09 24.52 

Financial & Business outlets 70 62 68 48 50 

Percentage of outlets (%) 12.76 13.90 14.47 10.55 10.35 

National average at time (%) 11.12 10.62 9.98 9.42 9.19 

Vacant outlets 61 52 63 86 98 

Percentage of outlets (%) 12.76 11.66 13.40 18.90 20.29 

 
2 It should be noted that we have not purchased data for Newark Town Centre from Experian GOAD as this relies on 
survey work undertaken in July 2020 (thus pre-dating our own survey work from 2021).  
 
3 Derived from RIA Update, Appendix F (GOAD plus use of Google Street View) 

21



 

  

 

 
Page 4 

National average at time (%) 11.12 11.12 11.57 13.26 14.09 

Total outlets 478 446 470 455 483 

 

 
 
Letting the market decide 
Stantec say that ‘We do not consider that there is any reason why the Council should change its 
view on ‘letting the market decide’.’  The development plan’s recognition of the consented 
Grantham Designer Outlet Village is a very good reason - see paragraphs 2.72 and 3.24 of the 
Local Plan.  ‘Letting the market decide’ would therefore cut across the plan’s recognition of the 
positive economic impact that GDOV will bring.   I set out this recognition in the Planning 
Appraisal, however Stantec do not respond to this point. 
 
Special forms of trading (SFT)/Market shares 
Stantec say that ‘impact assessments are difficult forecasts to make in the middle of a pandemic’ 
in and that our impact assessment made use of more recent special forms of trading projections 
because our ‘objection was made after the new data were released'.  We would suggest that 
SKDC should query this conclusion made by its retail advisors.   
 
Clearly the SKDC’s decision-making must rely on the most up to date data and evidence available 
to it at the time.  Experian Retail Planner Briefing Notes, which set out forecast changes in SFT, 
are the industry standard.  Indeed, Stantec rely on them in the Retail & Leisure Study Update 
2020 it has prepared for Mansfield District Council.  Paragraph 8.1.2 of that study states: ‘This 
study brings the Council’s retail and leisure capacity forecasts in line with current empirical 
forecasts for per capita expenditure, expenditure growth rates and special forms of trading which 
are provided by Experian for the comparison, convenience and leisure sectors.’   
 
I set out why the applicant’s identified market shares cannot be relied on at paragraph 6.7 of the 
Planning Appraisal.  Even if you strip away the possible effects of the pandemic on shopping 
patterns, the fact that SFT will have increased and that Grantham town centre’s health has 
declined further since the applicant’s survey work  (including the household survey) was carried 
out, the data is simply out of date based on trends at both the national level and at the local 
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level.  At the local level, for example, the number of comparison outlets has decreased over time, 
which will have resulted in changes in consumer choice.  The surveys are obsolete and simply 
cannot be relied upon in the decision-making process. 
 
Simplistic citing of previous inspectors’ decisions 
Grantham town centre’s health has worsened since the issue of the Planning Appraisal in March.  
It is standard to cite other case law and percentage impact figures as these provide a good 
barometer of whether there will be a significant adverse impact when considered against centre 
health (and how the centre can respond to trade draw etc).  There are references to the Scotch 
Corner decision throughout the Cribbs Causeway decision (21 in total).  The Council should give 
weight to these decisions and the SOS/Inspector findings therein, especially when considering 
the poor health of Grantham.   
 
Stantec state that ‘It is too simplistic to cite previous Inspectors’ decisions and state that just 
because a decision maker reached a conclusion in relation to the impact test elsewhere, that the 
same conclusion should be reached twice.’   We would argue that what is too simplistic here is 
for SKDC to rely on out of date health checks and unrealistic and out of date RIA data sources 
and misleading assumptions.  SKDC and Stantec should remind themselves that, unlike 
Grantham, the SOS in the Cribbs Causeway decision identified that ‘Bristol city centre overall is a 
vital and viable shopping centre’4, whereas Grantham town centre clearly is not. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
Mark Tombs MRTPI 
Director 
NTR Planning 
mark.tombs@ntrplanning.co.uk 
 
Enc. 
 
 

 

 
4 Paragraph 30 
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GETTING THE MOST FROM YOUR  
GOAD CATEGORY REPORT 

Each shopping centre has its own unique mix of multiple outlets, 
independent shops, convenience and comparison stores, food outlets 
and vacant premises. 

Understanding the retail composition of a centre and its effect on local 
consumers is crucial to the success of any business. By studying the 
information in the report, you will be able to examine site quality, 
evaluate threats opportunities, and assess the vitality and viability of the 
centre. However, you will only achieve this if you are aware of the 
various implications of the data that you see. This guide is designed to 
help you interpret the information you see on the Goad Category Report. 

1. The Local Area 
When evaluating the quality of a site, it is often beneficial to compare it 
with other local shopping centres. Category Reports are available for the 
majority of retail centre that we map. 

2. The Indexing System 
A simple indexing system appears throughout the report. This illustrates 
the difference between a percentage figure for the centre and the UK 
average. An index of 100 represents an exact match, anything less than 
100 indicates a below average count for the centre, and a figure over 
100 represents an above average count.   

For example, if restaurants accounted for 10% of a centre's outlets and 
the UK average was also 10%, the index would be 100. If however, the 
UK average was 8%, the index would be 125. 

The index is an effective gap analysis tool and can be used to identify 
areas that are under and over represented within a centre. A retail 
category that is heavily under represented could indicate poor local 
demand. On the other hand, it could show that there is an untapped 
market waiting to be serviced. Either way, it provides a strong indication 
that the site will need to be examined further.  

3. Floor Space 
The floor space figures shown on the report are derived from the 
relevant Goad Plan, but only show the footprint floorspace, and the site 
area without the building lines. They should not therefore be read as a 
definitive report of floor space, but do provide a useful means of 

comparison between centres, as all outlets are measured in a 
consistent manner.  

4. Vacant Outlets 
Comparing the number of vacant outlets with the GB average 
provides a useful insight into the current economic status of a 
centre. For example, a high index generally represents under-
development or decay, while a low index shows a strong retail 
presence.  

5. Multiple Outlets/Major Retailers 
A multiple retailer is defined as being part of a network of nine 
or more outlets. The presence of multiple outlets can greatly 
enhance the appeal of a centre to local consumers. The strong 
branding and comprehensive product mix of retailers such as 
Marks & Spencer, Boots and HMV are often sufficient in itself to 
attract consumers to a centre. 30 national multiples have been 
identified as Major Retailers, (i.e. those retailers most likely to 
improve the consumer appeal of a centre).  

The presence of multiple outlets and major retailers can have a 
significant impact on neighbouring outlets. While other retailers 
will undoubtedly benefit from increased pedestrian traffic, (and 
therefore increased sales opportunities), multiples provide 
fierce competition for rivals in their retail categories. 

Also available from Experian: 

The Goad Centre Report 
This defines the retail extent and composition of a centre; 
showing the number of premises in over 27 retail categories 
and detailing the space allocation across each of them. A 
comparison of these figures with the national average illustrates 
under or over representation by category, allowing you to 
assess the degree of competition or opportunity within the 
centre. 

The Goad Distribution Report 
Goad Distribution Reports provides a top-level analysis of the 
total retail mix and composition of a centre. It shows the 
number of premises in 16 categories and details the space 
allocation across each of them.

Retail Planner 
Retail Planner is a service for retail planners, property consultants and 
retailers, providing comprehensive, up-to-date information for retail 
planning related decisions. Specifically we provide data for three 
different types of expenditure: Comparison, Convenience and Leisure. 
Each category is broken down into the European standard COICOP 
(Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose) classification. 
Data is available at output area and postal sector levels. We can also 
provide data for predefined areas such as Local Authority District 
Boundaries. 

Goad Paper Plans 
These provide a bird's eye view of over 1,250 UK retail centres.  The 
name, retail category, floor space and exact location of all outlets and 
vacant premises is recorded and mapped.  Key location factors such as 
pedestrian zones, road crossings, bus stops and car parks are also 
featured.  There are also over 800 retail park plans available 

Goad Digital Plans 
Digital plans are available online through our Goad Network system. 
This enables the user to View, Interrogate Edit & Print plans to their own 
requirements. For a demonstration logon to  
http://www.goadnetwork.co.uk/demologin.asp

Tailored Plans and Extracts 
We are able to provide tailored plans and extracts which highlight the 
information most relevant to your enquiry. 

The Retail Address Database 
An extensive database covering the addresses of 360,000 retail outlets 
across the UK, this is a highly effective tool for site evaluation and 
competitor analysis. 

For further details on these products or if you 

have any queries regarding your Goad Category 

Report, please contact Experian on: Tel: 0845 601 

6011 

Fax: 0115 968 5003 E-mail: 

goad.sales@uk.experian.com

(C) Experian 2007 Navteq 2006 Page 2   13/07/2021
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Nearest Centres and Major Retailers

Sleaford 18.34

Bingham 21.30

Newark On Trent 21.46

Melton Mowbray 23.10

Bourne 23.83

Major Retailers Present

Department Stores Clothing
Debenhams 0 Burton 0

House of Fraser 0 Dorothy Perkins 0

John Lewis 0 H & M 0

Marks & Spencer 0 Monsoon Accessorize 0

New Look 0

Next 1

Mixed Goods Retailers Primark 0

Argos 0 River Island 0

Boots the Chemist 2 Topman 0

T K Maxx 0 Topshop 0

W H Smith 1

Wilkinson 1 Other Retailers

Carphone Warehouse 0

Supermarkets Clarks 1

Sainsburys 1 Clintons 0

Tesco 0 EE 1

Waitrose 0 H M V 0

O2 1

Superdrug 1

Vodafone 1

Waterstones 0

Multiple Counts & Floorspace by Sector

Counts Outlets Area % Base % Index

Comparison 40 41.24 41.25 100

Convenience 10 10.31 12.10 85

Retail Service 12 12.37 9.97 124

Leisure Services 13 13.40 22.80 59

Financial & Business Services 22 22.68 13.88 163

Total Multiple Outlets 97

Floorspace Sq Ft Outlets Area % Base % Index

Comparison 142,300 29.29 45.28 65

Convenience 225,500 46.41 25.80 180

Retail Service 13,400 2.76 3.71 74

Leisure Services 45,800 9.43 17.57 54

Financial & Business Services 58,900 12.12 7.64 159

Total Multiple Floorspace 485,900

Nearest Location Distance KM

Grantham
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Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Base: All UK Centres

Sector Classification

Comparison Outlets Area % Base % Index

Antique Shops 1 0.21 0.36 58

Art & Art Dealers 1 0.21 0.62 33

Booksellers 1 0.21 0.48 44

Carpets & Flooring 3 0.62 0.53 118

Catalogue Showrooms 0 0.00 0.11 0

Charity Shops 12 2.48 2.52 99

Chemist & Drugstores 4 0.83 1.06 78

Childrens & Infants Wear 1 0.21 0.31 67

Clothing General 1 0.21 1.56 13

Crafts, Gifts, China & Glass 3 0.62 1.52 41

Cycles & Accessories 2 0.41 0.23 184

Department & Variety Stores 2 0.41 0.40 105

DIY & Home Improvement 1 0.21 0.63 33

Electrical & Other Durable Goods 3 0.62 0.88 70

Florists 2 0.41 0.57 73

Footwear 3 0.62 0.79 78

Furniture Fitted 0 0.00 0.39 0

Furniture General 4 0.83 0.70 118

Gardens & Equipment 1 0.21 0.05 404

Greeting Cards 1 0.21 0.60 35

Hardware & Household Goods 6 1.24 1.26 99

Jewellery, Watches & Silver 9 1.86 1.43 131

Ladies & Mens Wear & Acc. 3 0.62 1.48 42

Ladies Wear & Accessories 5 1.04 1.38 75

Leather & Travel Goods 0 0.00 0.10 0

Mens Wear & Accessories 0 0.00 0.56 0

Music & Musical Instruments 0 0.00 0.10 0

Music & Video Recordings 1 0.21 0.18 113

Newsagents & Stationers 3 0.62 0.51 123

Office Supplies 1 0.21 0.01 1,679

Other Comparison Goods 7 1.45 0.96 150

Photographic & Optical 0 0.00 0.09 0

Secondhand Goods, Books, etc. 5 1.04 0.30 346

Sports, Camping & Leisure Goods 1 0.21 0.63 33

Telephones & Accessories 7 1.45 1.34 109

Textiles & Soft Furnishings 2 0.41 0.54 76

Toiletries, Cosmetics & Beauty Products 3 0.62 1.01 62

Toys, Games & Hobbies 8 1.66 0.68 245

Vehicle & Motorcycle Sales 2 0.41 0.24 172

Vehicle Accessories 0 0.00 0.12 0

Totals 109 22.57 27.20 83

Outlet Counts Grantham
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Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Convenience Outlets Area % Base % Index

Bakers & Confectioners 4 0.83 1.71 48

Butchers 2 0.41 0.59 71

CTN 3 0.62 1.20 52

Convenience Stores 8 1.66 1.80 92

Fishmongers 0 0.00 0.11 0

Frozen Foods 2 0.41 0.29 142

Greengrocers 0 0.00 0.24 0

Grocers & Delicatessens 2 0.41 1.00 42

Health Foods 3 0.62 0.47 131

Markets 0 0.00 0.15 0

Off Licences 3 0.62 0.39 161

Shoe Repairs Etc 3 0.62 0.40 153

Supermarkets 4 0.83 0.81 103

Total Convenience 34 7.04 9.15 77

Retail Service Outlets Area % Base % Index

Clothing & Fancy Dress Hire 1 0.21 0.05 402

Dry Cleaners & Launderettes 2 0.41 0.68 61

Filling Stations 2 0.41 0.23 183

Health & Beauty 63 13.04 10.41 125

Opticians 5 1.04 1.28 81

Other Retail Services 5 1.04 0.65 159

Photo Processing 1 0.21 0.14 149

Photo Studio 0 0.00 0.12 0

Post Offices 1 0.21 0.49 42

Repairs, Alterations & Restoration 2 0.41 0.30 140

Travel Agents 3 0.62 0.66 95

TV, Cable & Video Rental 0 0.00 0.07 0

Vehicle Rental 0 0.00 0.05 0

Vehicle Repairs & Services 8 1.66 0.50 332

Video Tape Rental 0 0.00 0.01 0

Totals 93 19.25 15.63 123

Other Retail Outlets Area % Base % Index

Other Retail Outlets 0 0.00 0.07 0

GranthamOutlet Counts
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Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Leisure Services Outlets Area % Base % Index

Bars & Wine Bars 11 2.28 2.04 112

Bingo & Amusements 0 0.00 0.42 0

Cafes 19 3.93 4.79 82

Casinos & Betting Offices 3 0.62 1.08 57

Cinemas, Theatres & Concert Halls 2 0.41 0.29 144

Clubs 3 0.62 0.57 109

Disco, Dance & Nightclubs 0 0.00 0.18 0

Fast Food & Take Away 21 4.35 5.88 74

Hotels & Guest Houses 3 0.62 0.86 72

Public Houses 12 2.48 2.62 95

Restaurants 19 3.93 4.70 84

Sports & Leisure Facilities 6 1.24 1.09 113

Totals 99 20.50 24.52 84

Financial & Business Services

Building Societies 2 0.41 0.39 106

Building Supplies & Services 2 0.41 0.48 86

Business Goods & Services 0 0.00 0.03 0

Employment & Careers 3 0.62 0.38 162

Financial Services 15 3.11 1.34 232

Legal Services 5 1.04 1.09 95

Other Business Services 2 0.41 0.37 113

Printing & Copying 1 0.21 0.26 79

Property Services 12 2.48 3.15 79

Retail Banks 8 1.66 1.70 97

Totals 50 10.35 9.19 113

Vacant Outlets

Vacant Retail & Service Outlets 98 20.29 14.09 144

Total Number of Outlets 483

GranthamOutlet Counts
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Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Sector Classification

Comparison Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Antique Shops 3,400 0.30 0.19 154

Art & Art Dealers 500 0.04 0.37 12

Booksellers 3,400 0.30 0.43 69

Carpets & Flooring 2,600 0.23 0.50 46

Catalogue Showrooms 0 0.00 0.33 0

Charity Shops 22,700 1.99 1.84 109

Chemist & Drugstores 15,100 1.33 1.47 90

Childrens & Infants Wear 200 0.02 0.19 9

Clothing General 700 0.06 3.07 2

Crafts, Gifts, China & Glass 1,200 0.11 0.77 14

Cycles & Accessories 2,100 0.18 0.17 106

Department & Variety Stores 11,600 1.02 3.96 26

DIY & Home Improvement 4,600 0.40 0.95 42

Electrical & Other Durable Goods 2,200 0.19 0.67 29

Florists 4,000 0.35 0.20 172

Footwear 3,700 0.32 0.73 44

Furniture Fitted 0 0.00 0.34 0

Furniture General 12,300 1.08 1.18 91

Gardens & Equipment 11,200 0.98 0.06 1,540

Greeting Cards 1,500 0.13 0.42 31

Hardware & Household Goods 40,900 3.59 2.90 124

Jewellery, Watches & Silver 7,500 0.66 0.66 100

Ladies & Mens Wear & Acc. 13,500 1.19 2.16 55

Ladies Wear & Accessories 10,100 0.89 1.06 84

Leather & Travel Goods 0 0.00 0.06 0

Mens Wear & Accessories 0 0.00 0.43 0

Music & Musical Instruments 0 0.00 0.07 0

Music & Video Recordings 900 0.08 0.14 56

Newsagents & Stationers 6,900 0.61 0.55 110

Office Supplies 1,600 0.14 0.01 1,523

Other Comparison Goods 11,200 0.98 0.62 158

Photographic & Optical 0 0.00 0.04 0

Secondhand Goods, Books, etc. 4,700 0.41 0.15 267

Sports, Camping & Leisure Goods 5,400 0.47 1.02 47

Telephones & Accessories 7,600 0.67 0.60 111

Textiles & Soft Furnishings 1,800 0.16 0.42 38

Toiletries, Cosmetics & Beauty Products 5,900 0.52 0.97 54

Toys, Games & Hobbies 8,700 0.76 0.57 134

Vehicle & Motorcycle Sales 3,600 0.32 0.49 65

Vehicle Accessories 0 0.00 0.17 0

Totals 233,300 20.48 30.94 66

Floorspace Sq Ft Grantham

154

12

69

46

0

109

90

9

2

14

106

26

42

29

172

44

0

91

31

124

100

55

84

0

0

0

56

110

158

0

47

111

38

54

134

65

0

0 50 100 150 200 250

(C) Experian 2007 Navteq 2006 Page 7   13/07/2021

30



Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Convenience Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Bakers & Confectioners 2,300 0.20 0.84 24

Butchers 2,300 0.20 0.30 68

CTN 1,900 0.17 0.44 38

Convenience Stores 10,500 0.92 1.73 53

Fishmongers 0 0.00 0.05 0

Frozen Foods 9,400 0.83 0.84 98

Greengrocers 0 0.00 0.11 0

Grocers & Delicatessens 3,200 0.28 0.59 47

Health Foods 3,700 0.32 0.30 110

Markets 0 0.00 0.86 0

Off Licences 7,600 0.67 0.21 314

Shoe Repairs Etc 1,700 0.15 0.13 113

Supermarkets 208,500 18.30 8.98 204

Total Convenience 251,100 22.04 15.38 143

Retail Service Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Clothing & Fancy Dress Hire 2,900 0.25 0.03 965

Dry Cleaners & Launderettes 3,100 0.27 0.28 96

Filling Stations 1,500 0.13 0.12 110

Health & Beauty 59,500 5.22 3.98 131

Opticians 4,200 0.37 0.72 51

Other Retail Services 7,400 0.65 0.43 151

Photo Processing 800 0.07 0.06 117

Photo Studio 0 0.00 0.05 0

Post Offices 1,200 0.11 0.34 31

Repairs, Alterations & Restoration 1,600 0.14 0.10 142

Travel Agents 3,100 0.27 0.34 80

TV, Cable & Video Rental 0 0.00 0.01 0

Vehicle Rental 0 0.00 0.05 0

Vehicle Repairs & Services 35,900 3.15 0.68 466

Video Tape Rental 0 0.00 0.00 0

Totals 121,200 10.64 7.18 148

Other Retail Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Other Retail Outlets 0 0.00 0.04 0
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Centre: Survey Date: 02/03/2021

Leisure Services Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Bars & Wine Bars 27,100 2.38 2.19 109

Bingo & Amusements 0 0.00 0.87 0

Cafes 33,000 2.90 2.73 106

Casinos & Betting Offices 5,000 0.44 0.87 51

Cinemas, Theatres & Concert Halls 19,700 1.73 1.80 96

Clubs 13,200 1.16 1.01 115

Disco, Dance & Nightclubs 0 0.00 0.35 0

Fast Food & Take Away 24,600 2.16 2.92 74

Hotels & Guest Houses 16,200 1.42 2.48 57

Public Houses 46,100 4.05 3.47 117

Restaurants 35,900 3.15 4.07 78

Sports & Leisure Facilities 32,200 2.83 2.84 100

Totals 253,000 22.21 25.60 87

Financial & Business Services Floorspace Area % Base % Index

Building Societies 5,100 0.45 0.30 148

Building Supplies & Services 12,600 1.11 0.42 261

Business Goods & Services 0 0.00 0.01 0

Employment & Careers 3,700 0.32 0.21 152

Financial Services 22,100 1.94 0.75 259

Legal Services 10,300 0.90 0.79 115

Other Business Services 2,100 0.18 0.48 38

Printing & Copying 1,700 0.15 0.14 105

Property Services 21,400 1.88 1.67 113

Retail Banks 30,100 2.64 2.16 123

Totals 109,100 9.58 6.94 138

Vacant Outlets

Vacant Retail & Service Outlets 171,400 15.05 13.34 113

Total Floorspace 1,139,100

GranthamFloorspace Sq Ft

109

0

106

51

96

115

0

74

57

117

78

100

0 50 100 150 200 250

148

0

152

115

38

105

113

123

0 50 100 150 200 250

113

0 50 100 150 200 250

1

(C) Experian 2007 Navteq 2006 Page 9   13/07/2021

32



TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
 1. DEFINITIONS 
 “this agreement” means the terms and conditions hereunder and the correspondence 
between the parties attached hereto. 
“Experian” means Experian Group Limited. 
“the Client” means the person, firm or limited company to whom the Services are to be 
provided. 
“the Information” means any information (in whatsoever form) provided to the Client by 
Experian in connection with the Services. 
“the Media” means the records, tapes or other materials and documents by which the 
information is communicated to the Client. 
“the Services” means the services to be provided by Experian to the Client more particularly 
described in the correspondence between the parties attached hereto. 
 
2. CONTRACT TERMS 
 Subject to Clause 14 hereunder this Agreement shall be on the terms and conditions set out 
below to the exclusion of any other terms and conditions whether or not the same are 
endorsed upon, delivered with or referred to in any document delivered or sent by the client to 
Experian. 
 
3. PAYMENT OF CHARGES 
3.1 The charges for the Services (“the Charges”) shall be specified by Experian to the Client. 
3.2 The Client shall pay the Charges within 28 days of the date of Experian’s invoice thereof. 
3.3 Interest at an annual rate of 5% above Barclays Bank plc’s base rate from time to time 
shall accrue daily and be calculated on a daily basis on any sum overdue from the date of 
invoice until payment in full of the Charges. 
3.4 Unless expressly stated otherwise the Charges shall be exclusive of VAT (or any other 
duty chargeable in respect thereof) (which for the avoidance of doubt shall be payable by the 
Client in accordance with the terms and conditions hereof). 
 
4. PROVISION OF THE SERVICES 
4.1 Experian shall use all reasonable endeavours to ensure that the information is accurate in 
all material respects. 
4.2 Save as provided in sub-clause 4.1 above or otherwise expressly provided in this 
Agreement or to the extent that it is unlawful for any said representations and warranties to be 
excluded Experian makes no representations or warranties whether express or implied (by 
statute or otherwise) in connection with the Services or use thereof by the Client or otherwise 
in connection with this Agreement. 
4.3 The parties hereto agree that the time for the performance of Experian’s obligations in 
connection with the Services shall not be of the essence in this Agreement. 
 
5. LIMITATION OF LIABILITY 
 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement: 
5.1 Experian shall not be liable (whether in contract or in negligence (other than the liability in 
respect of death or personal injury arising out of the negligence of Experian its servants or 
agents) or other tort or otherwise) for any indirect or consequential loss of any kind 
whatsoever (including without limitation loss of profit or loss of business) suffered by the 
Client in connection with the Services. 
5.2 Without prejudice to the provisions of sub-clause 4.1 above Experian’s maximum 
aggregate liability hereunder (other than liability in respect of death or personal injury arising 
out of the negligence of Experian its servants or agents) whether for breach of this Agreement 
or otherwise and whether or not arising from the negligence of Experian or any other person 
involved directly or indirectly in the provision of the Services shall not exceed an amount 
equal to the Charges (exclusive of VAT) payable to Experian hereunder. 
 
6. COPYRIGHT 
 Property and the copyright (and all other intellectual property rights) in the Media and the 
Information (other than any information which has passed to Experian by the Client in 
connection with the Services or which has been obtained from any third party by Experian 
which copyright and all other intellectual property rights as appropriate shall remain vested in 
such third party) shall at all times remain vested in Experian. 

7. CONFIDENTIALITY 
7.1 The Client undertakes that it shall use the Information solely for the purpose of 
its own business and shall not (without the prior written consent of Experian) copy 
reproduce publish or transmit any part of the Information in any manner 
whatsoever and the media shall be returned to Experian upon demand. 
7.2 The Client undertakes with Experian that the Client shall permit access to the 
Information only to those of its authorised officers or employees who need to 
know or use the Information and that the Client shall procure that its offices and 
employees shall maintain in strictest confidence and not divulge communicate or 
permit access to any third party any confidential information relating to Experian. 
7.3 For the purpose of sub-clause 7.2 hereof the expression “confidential 
information” shall mean (as the context may require) 
7.3.1 the Information; and/or 
7.3.2 any information concerning Experian’s trade secrets or business dealings 
transactions or affairs which may come to the notice of the client; and/or 
7.3.3 any information and/or know how relating to the methods or techniques used 
by Experian in devising and developing the Services and any tapes documents or 
other materials comprising any part of such information and/or know how made 
available by Experian hereunder. 
7.4 The provisions of sub-clause 7.2 hereof shall not apply to any confidential 
information to the extent that: 
7.4.1 the Client is required to divulge the same by a Court tribunal or government 
authority with competent jurisdiction 
7.4.2 it has already come within the public domain 
7.4.3 it was already known to the Client prior to the date of disclosure by Experian 
(as evidence by written records) 
 
8. INDEMNITY 
 The Client shall indemnify and keep indemnified Experian from and against any 
and all liability loss claims demands costs or expenses of any kind whatsoever 
which shall at any time suffer or incur and which arise out of or in connection with 
the services provided that this indemnity shall not apply to the extent that any 
such liability arises of the default of Experian. 
 
9. DATA PROTECTION ACT 1984 
 The Client undertakes that at all times they shall comply fully with the provisions 
of the Data Protection Act 1984 and any subsequent amendments thereto or re-
enactments thereof. 
 
10. TERMINATION 
10.1 Experian shall be entitled to terminate this Agreement immediately by written 
notice to the Client if: 
10.1.1 The Client is guilty of any material breach of the provisions of this 
Agreement and such breach if capable of remedy is not remedied within twenty 
one working days of written notice having been given to remedy such breach. 
 
10.1.2 The Client has had a bankruptcy order made against it or has made an 
arrangement or composition with its creditors or (being a body corporate) has had 
convened a meeting of creditors (whether formal or informal) or has entered into 
liquidation (whether voluntary or compulsory) except a solvent voluntary 
liquidation for the purpose only of reconstruction or amalgamation or has a 
receiver manager administrator or administrative receiver appointed of its 
undertaking or any part thereof or a resolution has been passed or a petition 
presented to any Court for the winding-up of the Client or for the granting of an 
administration order in respect of the Client or any proceedings have been 
commenced relating to the insolvency of the Client. 
 
10.2 The termination of this Agreement shall be without prejudice to the rights of 
Experian accrued prior to such termination. 
 

11. FORCE MAJEURE 
 Notwithstanding anything herein contained neither party shall be under any liability to the 
other in respect of any failure to perform or delay in performing any of the obligations 
hereunder which is due to any cause of whatsoever nature beyond its reasonable control and 
no such failure or delay shall be deemed for any purposes to be a breach of this Agreement. 
 
12. ASSIGNMENT 
 The rights granted to the Client hereunder are personal to it and the Client shall not assign or 
grant any rights in respect of or otherwise deal in the same. 
 
13. WAIVER 
 Failure by either party to enforce any of the provisions of this Agreement shall not operate as 
a waiver of any of its rights hereunder or operate so as to bar the exercise or enforcement 
thereof at any time or times. 
 
14. VARIATIONS 
 This Agreement constitutes the whole of the terms agreed between the parties hereto in 
respect of the subject matter hereof and supersedes all previous negotiations, understandings 
or representations and shall be capable of being varied only by an instrument in writing 
signed by a duly authorised representative of each of the parties hereto. 
 
15. NOTICE 
 Any notice to be given hereunder by either party to the other may be given by first class mail 
addressed to the party of the address herein specified or such other address as such party 
may from time to time nominate for the purpose hereof or by telex or telefax and shall be 
deemed to have been served. 
15.1 if given by mail seventy-two hours after the same shall have been despatched and 
15.2 if given by telex or telefax one hour after transmission (if transmitted during normal 
business hours) and twelve hours after transmission (if transmitted outside normal business 
hours). 
 
16. SEVERANCE 
 This Agreement is severable in that if any provision hereof is determined to be illegal or 
unenforceable by any Court or competent jurisdiction such provision shall be deemed to have 
been deleted without affecting the remaining provisions of this Agreement. 
 
17. LAW 
 This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with English Law and the 
parties hereto agree that the English Courts shall have exclusive jurisdiction. 
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Briefing Note 1: 
Downtown 
application 
Impact on Grantham Town 
Centre  
1 September 2021 

This Briefing Note covers two important considerations in the determination of 
the Downtown Designer Outlet application: 

• SKDC Local Plan and the Grantham Designer Outlet Village as a material 
consideration and the 

• impact of the Downtown Designer Outlet on Grantham town centre 

SKDC Local Plan and The Grantham Designer Outlet 
Village as a material consideration 

1. Since the resolution to grant permission for the Downtown application in 
February 2019, SKDC's new Local Plan has been adopted. That Local Plan 
envisages one Tier 1 DOV coming forward at Grantham: the The Grantham 
Designer Outlet Village at Tollemache Road North, not the Downtown scheme. It 
is accepted that Grantham cannot accommodate two Tier 1 DOVs. 

2. The Grantham Designer Outlet Village is acknowledged as an opportunity to kick 
start a step change in the local economy.  

3. Advice from Leading Counsel is that "it must be necessary in considering the 
(Downtown application) to compare the advantages and disadvantages of the 
two alternatives" and that comparison should include "the likely effect on the 
benefits referred to in the development plan, and the objectives of the 
development plan, and the sequential test.” 

4. Consenting the Downtown application would put the delivery of the The 
Grantham Designer Outlet Village and the benefits referred to in the Local Plan 
at risk. The only way the benefits could be realised in full is if the Downtown 
application fails – which defeats the object of granting the Downtown 
application. 

Impact of the Downtown scheme on Grantham 
5. Since February 2019 there has also been a significant decline in the health of 

Grantham Town Centre, by January 2021 the vacancy rate has risen to 18.9% of 
town centre units, which 3.9% above the national average.  There has also been a 
decline in the number of comparison (e.g. fashion) units in the Town Centre.  The 
vacancy rate had risen to 18.9% of town centre units and 20.29% by 2 March, 
which is 5.29% above the national average. 

FieldsendAssociates 	  	 	  1
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Briefing Note 1 | Impact on Grantham Town Centre

6. The data provided by Downtown is outdated. It: 

• relies on surveys conducted in 2017 to assess centre health, and ignores the 
more recent decline and the impact of the pandemic; 

• relies on unrealistic (and now impossible) assumptions as to when the 
Downtown scheme is capable of trading; 

• assumes both the Downtown scheme and The Grantham Designer Outlet 
Village will trade at unsustainably low levels; 

• downplays the amount of trade that will be derived from the primary 
catchment area (PCA); 

• excludes other committed development elsewhere; 

• does not take into account the Local Plan, or other authorities’ local plans; 
and fails to properly carry out the sequential test. 

7. NTR Planning carried out a full impact assessment in January 2021, relying on the 
latest data sources on growth and the rise in online shopping. 

8. Adopting different scenarios for the PCA and SCA trade draw, NTR predict the 
impact of the Downtown designer outlet application on Grantham to be 7.03% - 
9.79% and on Newark to be 11.72% - 14.94%. 

9. The figures given above are above the percentage impacts that were judged by 
the Secretary of State to be "significantly adverse" in the Scotch Corner and 
Cribbs Causeway cases, despite both the centres cited in those decisions being 
judged as being in good health.  

10. Both these Grantham and Newark are in poor health, and accordingly we 
consider that the impact would be "significantly adverse" even at the lower end 

of the scale. 

FieldsendAssociates 	  	 	  2
POLITICAL, COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Jeremy Fieldsend 
jeremy.fieldsend@fieldsendassociates.com 
Drafted by  
Taylor Wessing LLP and  
NTR Planning 
issued by  
Fieldsend Associates on behalf of  
Buckminster and  
Rioja Developments
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Briefing Note 2: 
Downtown 
application 
Suggested Reasons for Refusal 
1 September 2021 

When considering the Downtown application it is necessary in to 
compare it with the Grantham Designer Outlet Village (GDOV) 
both in terms of accordance with the development plan as a 

whole and in terms of other material considerations. Briefing Note 1 
focuses on the impact of the Downtown application on the town centres of 
Grantham (and Newark). The level of harm identified is assessed to be 
"significantly adverse" and accordingly under paragraph 91 of the NPPF 
the application should be refused.  

This Briefing Note 2 highlights further material considerations and 
outlines what further Reasons for Refusal might be: 
• The Downtown application fails the Sequential Test 
• Loss of Employment  
• The proposed restrictions on the Downtown application will not secure 

a Tier 1 Outlet Centre 
• The Downtown application does not contribute to sustainable 

development 
• The Downtown application is contrary to Paragraph 89 of the NPPF 

and jeopardises potential public and planned private investment 

2. Please note: Save in respect of the comments on the recent Use Class 
changes, these reasons are taken from leading planning lawyers Taylor 
Wessing’s letters to South Kesteven District Council dated 19 March 2020, 
23 December 2020 and 16 April 2021, and Newark and Sherwood District 
Council's objection dated 1 July 2021. This advice provides additional 
comprehensive detail to the reasons for refusal and the paragraph 
references are noted here for convenience.  

The Downtown application fails the Sequential Test 

(See Taylor Wessing March 2020 Objection paras 6.1 - 6.4, December 
2020 Objection para 4)  

3. Grantham Designer Outlet Village is considerably closer to Grantham 
town centre than Downtown, and now that the Grantham Southern Relief 
Road is close to completion, the link to the town centre is even stronger.  
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4. SKDC Officers Report on the Downtown application dated February 2019, 
at 8.7.7, states that: “The Downtown application is further from the town 
centre and travel distance by all means of transport are longer and take 
more time." This was prior to the progress of the Southern Relief Road. 
The NPPF states at paragraph 88 that: “When considering edge of centre 
and out of centre proposals, preference should be given to accessible 
sites which are well connected to the town centre.” 

5. Moreover, in the Plan Policies Map adopted since the application was last 
at Committee, Grantham Designer Outlet Village sits within GR-SE1, 
development there !considered of strategic employment importance 
given its relationship to the principle areas of growth and its accessibility 
via the strategic road network."##

6. The sequential test should be rerun with the Downtown proposals split 
into its component parts. This will identify sequentially preferable sites for 
office accommodation, leisure use and non-Designer Outlet Village retail 
that the applicant proposes as part of its proposed outlet and that appear 
to have no functional relationship with the outlet proposals. Para 2.72 of 
the Local Plan indicates Grantham needs to increase its supply of offices – 
implicitly not at Gonerby Moor. 

Loss of Employment 

(See Taylor Wessing April 2021 Objection para 2.5)  

7. The Downtown application quotes the creation of c.1,214 full-time 
equivalent jobs. That figure includes an estimated 182 full-time equivalent 
jobs for the office floorspace. Those offices are to be used as Oldrids' 
relocated head office, and will not benefit local residents.  

8. The consented Grantham Designer Outlet Village will already create 
1,050 - 1,200 full-time equivalent jobs. Given that only one of the 
schemes will succeed, the Downtown application only offers an estimated 
net increase of 14 full-time equivalent jobs, many of which will not benefit 
the local community.  We further note that the applicant envisages only 
operating at 75% capacity, meaning that fewer jobs will be offered.  

9. As the Downtown application will compete directly with the town centre, 
it risks leading to a net loss of jobs as existing town centre retail becomes 
unsustainable. If it is revitalised as a discount and regular price retail park, 
the impact on Grantham town centre will be exacerbated. 

The proposed restrictions on the Downtown 
application will not secure a Tier 1 Outlet Centre 

(See Taylor Wessing March Objection Part 4, December 2020 Objection 
para 6, NSDC Objection pg. 4 and 5) 

10. A critical mass of high-end retailers is needed to achieve Tier 1 status. 
Typically 60% of a Tier 1 Outlet Centre must be occupied by premium, 
luxury or upper middle bracket retailers. The Draft S106 does not require 
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a critical mass of high-end retailers and it would be possible to operate a 
Tier 3 or 4 Designer Outlet Centre at the Downtown outlet without 
breaching the Draft S106. This will cause severe damage to the town 
centre. Therefore achieving Tier One status, with its luxury brands, not 
found on the ‘high street’, is critical to the long term vitality and viability 
of Grantham town centre.  

The Downtown application does not contribute to 
sustainable development 

(See Taylor Wessing's March 2020 Objection para 4.1 - 4.6, December 
2020 Objection para 5.26) 

11. Contributing to sustainable development is described in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (the “NPPF”) as “the purpose of the planning 
system.” Permitting a Designer Outlet Village that will fail is contrary to 
this purpose. Clearly, a DOV that will fail will not be an effective use of 
land and will not promote economic, social, and environmental 
objectives.  

12. In the event that both the Downtown application and GDOV operate, the 
applicant assesses that there will be a reduction in sales at each outlet of 
25%. It is not sustainable to develop a scheme which doomed to trade at 
a maximum of 75% of its capacity. 

The Downtown application is contrary to Paragraph 89 
of the NPPF and jeopardises potential public and 
planned private investment 

(See Taylor Wessing March 2020 Objection para 8.1 - 8.3, April 2021 
Objection para 5, NSDC Objection) 

13. Paragraph 90 of the NPPF provides that for developments such as the 
Downtown application, the following must be assessed:  

(a) “the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned 
public and private investment in a centre or centres in the catchment 
area of the proposal; and  

(b) “the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, 
including local consumer choice and trade in the town centre and the 
wider retail catchment (as applicable to the scale and nature of the 
scheme)."  

14. The impact of town centre viability has been summarised in Briefing Note 
1 and is assessed in detail in the NTR Report which concludes that the 
impact on Grantham and Newark would be "significantly adverse”.  

15. Newark has been successful in its bid to receive £25m in funding as part 
of the Future High Streets Fund. Per NSDC's objection, the Town 
Investment Plan which supported the bid identified out-of-centre retailing 
competition as a challenge. The Downtown application would jeopardise 
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Newark's health further, undermining the potential success of the Fund 
and other planned investments for Newark.  

16. The Downtown application would jeopardise Grantham and Newark's 
health further, consequently impacting on and undermining the potential 
success of the Fund and other planned investments for Grantham and 
Newark. We consider that the impact on obtaining and realising the 
objectives of planned and committed investment would be "significantly 
adverse." Therefore the application should be refused in line with 
paragraph 91 NPPF for this reason too. 
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Date Our reference Your reference 

7 September 2021 UASW/UJTB/THE172.U2 S17/2155 

 
 

 
Dear Mr Jordan 
 
Application S17/2155 – Representations on the Officer Report to Committee dated 31 
August 2021 (the "Officer's Report") 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 We write further to our letter of 1 September 2021. Save where otherwise defined or the 
context otherwise requires, we adopt the definitions used in our previous correspondence 
with you on this matter. 

1.2 We, in consultation with our client, have now reviewed the Officer's Report and taken 
advice from Counsel, and wish to bring the following material concerns with that Report 
to your attention: 

(a) the Officer's Report fails to properly consider the GDOV as a material 
consideration as set out in the Opinion dated 23 December 2020 (the "Opinion"), 
and casts aspersions on the professional independence of Leading and Junior 
Counsel who authored that Opinion; 

(b) we do not consider that the conclusion that disaggregation is not required in the 
circumstances of this case is reasonable; 

(c) we do not consider the conclusion that the GDOV site and the Downtown are 
"similar" in terms of the sequential test is sound; 

(d) the adoption of a design-year of 2025, which is fundamentally incompatible with 
the applicant's build-programme, is irrational; 
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(e) the proposed planning conditions and obligations fail to secure a Tier 1 scheme, 
and our representations in this regard, including the provision of expert advice, 
have not been properly considered;  

(f) the Officer's Report, rather than grappling with the substance of the objections 
raised, implies that weight has been attributed to our client's perceived 
commercial motivations; and 

(g) the Officer's Report fails to consider a number of representations that have been 
submitted by and/or on behalf of our client and Rioja. 

1.3 We expand on each of these points below. 

2. Assessment of the GDOV as a material consideration 

2.1 There are two scenarios that are fundamental to the assessment of the DGDO. The first 
is a scenario where both the GDOV and the DGDO operate at Grantham, and the impact 
that will have on town centres within the PCA and SCA and public and private 
investment, etc.  

2.2 The second is a scenario where only one scheme is ultimately built, which officers and 
Stantec appear to rely on as a likely outcome.  

2.3 The Officer's Report applies the GDOV as a material consideration when considering the 
cumulative impact of the GDOV and DGDO only. The details of the comparison needed, 
to assess a scenario where only one scheme is built out, or where there is a sustained 
period of uncertainty arising from the grant of both schemes, are set out at paragraph 14 
of the Opinion. The Officer's Report does not grapple with that necessary assessment.  

2.4 Instead there is the bald statement at 8.9.25 that "there is no principle objection to the 
favourable determination of this application. That determination is essentially based upon 
a series of planning judgments, based on the development plan policies and other 
relevant material considerations, which are discussed within this report". This statement 
is essentially meaningless. Leading and Junior Counsel in the Opinion did not purport to 
carry out the planning judgment, instead they detailed matters which officers must 
consider when carrying out that planning judgment. Officers have failed to consider those 
matters. 

2.5 Moreover, officers state that "it is important to remember that there is a commercial 
motivation behind the competing representations, in particular some degree of caution 
has to be applied to the complaints of the operator of the consented scheme that a rival 
scheme cannot be controlled to operate in a similar way." 

2.6 We take issue with three points arising from this statement: 

(a) firstly, it casts aspersions on the professional independence of William Hicks QC 
and Stephen Whale, and implies that the Opinions have been written as they 
have been to suit our client's commercial motivation; 

(b) secondly, commercial motivations that may underlie an objection do not, per se, 
affect the merits of that objection; and 

(c) thirdly, our argument is not that the DGDO cannot be controlled to operate in a 
similar way to the GDOV. Rather, we have repeatedly detailed and explained the 
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controls that should be implemented to ensure the DGDO could only operate in a 
similar way to the GDOV. Officers have chosen to reject these controls without 
proper analysis (see paragraph 5 of this letter). 

3. The sequential test 

3.1 As detailed in the Opinion and our letter of 1 September, Stantec's advice that 
disaggregation is not part of the sequential test is not sound. Whether disaggregation is 
appropriate in the circumstances of the DGDO application is an assessment that must be 
carried out.  

3.2 The Officer Report correctly states, at 8.3.10 that part of the judgment to be made when 
applying the sequential test is "the extent to which there are functional or meaningful links 
between the different components of the development" (emphasis added). This is 
different to whether there are functional or meaningful links between the existing 
development and proposed components of the new development. Accordingly, we 
consider that the proposition that the proposed full-price and designer outlet centre retail 
applied for would be an "extension or evolution" of the current offer does not reasonably 
warrant a conclusion that there would be a functional relationship between these two 
elements. 

3.3 Officers will already be aware that we do not consider there to be a functional or 
meaningful link between the proposed office floorspace (save for the management suite) 
and the DGDO. There is no need for Oldrids to locate its head office at Downtown, and to 
date it has successfully operated without it being located there. The addition of the 
DGDO does not change that and including a condition that they are to be used in a way 
that is ancillary to and has a "functional link" to the DGDO does not itself create a 
functional link. An Oldrid head office, hosting staff that do not work at the DGDO, is 
definitively not "ancillary" to the DGDO 

3.4 Counsel has further advised that they are not persuaded that the proposed leisure unit 
would have a "functional relationship" with the DGDO.  

3.5 Accordingly, we do not consider that the conclusion that disaggregation is not required in 
the circumstances of this case is reasonable. 

3.6 Further, we do not agree that the GDOV is no more sequentially preferable than the 
Downtown site. As at February 2019, officers considered that "The Downtown application 
is further from the town centre and travel distance by all means of transport are longer 
and take more time." Transport links from the GDOV site since then have only improved, 
while those from Downtown have remained the same. The Southern Relief Road, which 
will further link the GDOV site to Grantham Town Centre, is due to complete by the end 
of 2023 and linked transport has been secured as a planning obligation to the GDOV 
consent.  

3.7 For the reasons detailed in past correspondence we consider that the GDOV site is now 
an edge-of-centre site and therefore sequentially preferable. However, even if it is out of 
centre the GDOV site remains, by officers' own admission, the most accessible and well-
connected site to the town centre. The existing transport links at Downtown cited in 
support of that site having already been assessed as taking more time than those at and 
being developed at the GDOV site.  
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4. Adopted design year of 2025 

4.1 In our April 2021 Objection, we detailed why a design year of 2025 was fundamentally 
incompatible with the applicant's own build programme and therefore national planning 
guidance. We repeated this in our letter of 1 September 2021, drawing out why Stantec's 
advice that a design year of 2025 was acceptable was not sound.  

4.2 Our view remains unchanged following advice from Counsel. 

5. Failure to secure a Tier 1 scheme 

5.1 The Officer's Report at times refers to concerns we have expressed as to the impact of 
the location of the proposed DGDO and how that location is incompatible with a Tier 1 
designer outlet, but does not at any point explain to members what the characteristics of 
a Tier 1 designer outlet are, beyond being one that hosts upscale brands. 

5.2 It is noticeably silent on the Ken Gunn Report, submitted to SKDC in March 2020. Ken 
Gunn is the UK's pre-eminent designer outlet consultant, whose experience embraces 
more than 200 outlet projects in 35 countries. In his Report, Mr Gunn clearly sets out the 
characteristics of a Tier 1 designer outlet, and the factors that need to be considered 
when assessing whether a site will be capable of hosting such an outlet.  

5.3 Those are factors that we consider material when carrying out the assessment set out at 
paragraph 14 of the Opinion, which we have referred to in paragraph 2 of this letter. They 
are also considerations that need to be properly understood by officers and members. 
We note that the Cratus Review carried out in 2020 identified that members would benefit 
from advance briefings on the important issues relating to major applications, but we 
have not seen any evidence that members have been briefed in relation to this 
application. Given the specialist nature of designer outlets, in particular Tier 1 designer 
outlets, and the complexity of the issues arising from the proposed co-location of two Tier 
1 designer outlets, this strikes us as remiss.   

5.4 Paragraphs 8.9.20 to 8.9.22 of the Officer's Report refer to the arguments we have put 
forward for a planning obligation requiring a critical mass of premium/luxury retailers to 
operate from the DGDO. The purpose of that would be to ensure that the DGDO only 
operates at a Tier 1 level. It is agreed that the DGDO must operate at a Tier 1 level as 
this is the basis on which the retail impact analysis has been carried out, and an outlet 
operating below Tier 1 would compete more directly with surrounding town centres. 

5.5 We take exception to the advice from Stantec that "no examples of operators or brands 
that would constitute 'mid-market' were provided, nor any means by which such a 
distinction could be made". The Officer Report further states that Stantec "only identified 
21 out of the 650 retailers that were considered to have a broader mid-market appeal" 
and therefore officers are satisfied that the Draft S106 provides sufficient control to 
ensure the proposed development achieves Tier 1 Status. 

5.6 To this, we note the following: 

(a) means by which a distinction between mid-market and luxury premium brands 
could be made were presented to officers: 

(i) the Ken Gunn Report details the expectations of luxury brands and we 
have repeatedly drawn these out in correspondence; 
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(ii) Mr Gunn identified a list of 38 premium/luxury brands from the "Permitted 
Retailers" list, and we presented these in a table for SKDC; 

(iii) Ken Gunn analysed the list of 650 Permitted Retailers (considerably more 
extensive than the list for the DGDO) and summarised that analysis in the 
Ken Gunn Report. In addition to the premium/luxury brands referred to 
above, Mr Gunn identified 75 brands within the list of Permitted Retailers 
that he considered to be the highest level of luxury brands which are 
already present at Bicester and which would be very unlikely to choose to 
operate more than one outlet store in the UK. He therefore did not include 
those brands in his proposed list of premium/luxury brands in order to 
ensure the proposed planning obligation referred only to premium/luxury 
brands which may reasonably be expected to operate from an outlet at 
Grantham, and was therefore achievable. If however officers consider 
that a list of 38 premium/luxury brands is too exclusive, we would be open 
to that list being expanded to include the 75 additional brands; 

(iv) a means of specifically distinguishing the mid-market brands on the list of 
Permitted Retailers was clearly apparent from the Ken Gunn Report. Mr 
Gunn refers to the database his company keeps of occupiers at every 
outlet centre in Europe, which is updated on an annual basis. Within the 
UK, it breaks those brands down into the luxury, premium and upper-
middle positioned brands. Officers could have approached Mr Gunn for 
advice on which brands within the Permitted Retailers list fell within each 
category, and how his company has made those distinctions; and 

(v) we referred SKDC to the section 106 agreement for the West Midlands 
Designer Outlet, which identifies a number of "Anchor Stores" and 
includes a list of 38 "Permitted Anchor Tenants" and a mechanism to 
expand that list;  

(b) we find it astounding that Stantec appear to consider that 629 of the retailers on 
the list of Permitted Retailers are premium/luxury brands, given they consider 
only 21 have a broader mid-market appeal; and 

(c) the DGDO is to comprise 107 stores. Mr Gunn has identified 314 stores on the 
Permitted Retailers list that are only present at Tier 3 and Tier 4 schemes in the 
UK. It is therefore peculiar to suggest that a scheme comprised exclusively of 
those stores at the DGDO could achieve Tier 1 status, when those other outlets 
have not. 

5.7 There are several other points raised in the Ken Gunn Report that have not been 
assessed by the officers and we would urge the officers to review that report and then 
apply their analysis in light of the expert evidence that has been presented to them. 

6. Weight attributed to perceived commercial motivations of objectors  

6.1 Throughout the consultation periods for this application we have, on behalf of our client, 
submitted reasoned and detailed representations objecting to the DGDO. Those 
objections are founded on material planning considerations relevant to the application. 
They have been informed by national and local planning policy, and by experienced 
planning consultants (NTR Planning), specialist designer outlet consultants not affiliated 
with either the DGDO or the GDOV (Ken Gunn Consulting), leading planning barristers 
(William Hicks QC and Stephen Whale) and this firm.   

44



6 
 
  
 
 
 

UKMATTERS:63042594.1 
 

 

6.2 We have already drawn out above our concerns with the weight officers appear to apply 
to 'commercial motivations' when referring to the Opinion. We have concerns that a 
similar approach has been taken by Stantec in advising SKDC that "it can be expected 
that the applicant would focus on the strengths of town centres and an objector would 
focus on the weaknesses". The NTR Report is the most up-to-date retail impact 
assessment that has been carried out, and the underlying data has been presented to 
SKDC. We take issue with the suggestion that NTR Planning has produced a biased 
report.  

6.3 We are well aware that the applicant's advisors have sought to paint our client's valid and 
material concerns as the soundings of a disgruntled competitor. To this we again note 
that the motivations of an objector are not relevant to the consideration of the planning 
arguments made by that objector. Our client's concern that the RIA Update relies on 
outdated data and therefore draws misleading conclusions is no less valid because our 
client is developing another designer outlet scheme. Further, our client is also a 
significant investor in Grantham town centre whose history is intertwined with that town. 
The protection and recovery of Grantham is therefore a matter close to our client's heart, 
regardless of their interest in the GDOV.   

7. Failure to consider or publicise representations 

7.1 Appendix D of the Officer's Report purports to include the "objections from Buckminster 
Estates, Rioja Developments and their advisors." However, it does not include any 
representations submitted before December 2020.  

7.2 In an email to you dated 7 January 2021 we asked you to advise us if you could not 
locate the correspondence referred to in our letters, and in our letter of 16 April 2021 we 
detailed our previous correspondence to ensure that you were fully briefed on our 
representations up to that date.  

7.3 In our letter dated 7 July 2021, we wrote to you regarding SKDC's duty under its 
Statement of Community Involvement to make consultation responses public. Following 
that letter, certain consultation responses were sent to us privately, but our 
representations were not placed on SKDC's website.  

7.4 Our representations remain unpublished, and are not included at Appendix D. Further, 
the Officer's Report is notably silent on several key issues raised in our representations, 
and the Ken Gunn Report in particular. This would suggest that not only have members 
been deprived of key information pertaining to the application, that key information has 
not been incorporated into your own assessment of the application. 

8. Conclusion 

8.1 Given the limited time given to us to review the Officer's Report and submit 
representations, we have not been able to fully assess the decision-making underlying 
the recommendation to grant. However, we have seen sufficient evidence to satisfy 
ourselves, and Counsel, that there are errors of law that may give rise to grounds for 
judicial review.  

8.2 The DGDO application has the potential to do untold damage to the future of Grantham 
and Newark town centres. We urge officers to cancel the planned committee meeting for 
9 September 2021, and instead to require the applicant to submit a realistic and up-to-
date retail impact assessment which would form a sound basis from which officers may 
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assess the scheme. Officers should then re-appraise the application, ensuring that all of 
the errors highlighted in this letter are properly dealt with.  

8.3 As always, should you or SKDC require any further information in relation to the matters 
raised in this letter or our previous representations, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
We urgently request confirmation as to whether further retail impact evidence will be 
required from the applicant or commissioned by SKDC, and the application removed from 
the 9 September agenda.  

Yours sincerely, 

Taylor Wessing LLP 
*Sent electronically on behalf of Taylor Wessing LLP 

Encs. 

The Ken Gunn Report 

Brands Analysis (as at March 2020) 
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Mrs Sylvia Bland 

South Kesteven District Council Planning Department 

St Peters Hill 

Grantham 

NG31 6PZ 

 

19 March 2020 

 

Dear Mrs Bland 

 

Downtown Grantham Designer Outlet 

I run an independent consultancy which continues an outlet industry specialism I first established at CACI in 

2000 and FSP in 2008.  My experience embraces more than 200 outlet projects in 35 countries, including half of 

the floorspace in the UK and since the formation of my current business last year, I have completed projects for 

Blackstone, Savills IM, Retail Outlet Shopping, Scotch Corner Richmond LLP and U+I Group PLC.  I am 

widely recognised as the leading authority on outlet centres and trends in Europe and have presented to 

conferences on the subject more than thirty times. 

In a submission provided to support Buckminster Estates’ Grantham Designer Outlet Village (GDOV) project in 

September 2018, FSP described the categorisation of UK outlet centres in terms of a hierarchy of five tiers.  This 

places Bicester Village at the top of the UK outlet hierarchy (in Tier 0), with poorer performing sites such as 

Affinity Devon in Tier 4.  The categorisation is my design and is widely used by the European outlet 

community.   

The terminology has also been adopted by the parties seeking to construct a new outlet centre at Grantham, for 

example, in the correspondence between Freeport Retail and South Kesteven District Council of 14 November 

2018.  However, while this tiering system is helpful in describing the ambition and positioning for a new outlet 

centre, I am concerned that the implications of the hierarchy in terms of capacity are being overlooked.  As a 

result, there is a clear and significant risk to the success of the proposed outlet projects in Grantham which 

threatens to undermine future prospects for Grantham town centre.  

UK Outlet Centres – Floorspace Provision per Thousand Residents within 60 minutes
1
 

 

                                                           
1
 Dark pink, grey and blue denote Tier 0-2 outlet floorspace per 1,000 residents within 60 minutes travel time at: 

Grantham;  across the UK as a whole; and for individual outlets in the UK. Light pink, grey and blue denotes the 

same for Tiers 3 and 4. 
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To illustrate my concerns, the chart above compares the provision of outlet floorspace per thousand residents 

within 60 minutes of Downtown Grantham Designer Outlet (DGDO) with established outlet centres and a 

national benchmark.  The tiering hierarchy has been used to distinguish floorspace provision across stronger 

performing and more upscale Tiers 0, 1 & 2 and weaker performing, more midscale Tiers 3 & 4, within 60 

minutes of each site.  

Typically, the UK has 9.9 sqm for every one thousand residents within 60 minutes.  Using the outlet hierarchy, 

this benchmark splits into 6.8 sqm of Tier 3 and 4 floorspace per thousand residents and 3.1 sqm of Tier 0, 1 and 

2 floorspace per thousand residents within 60 minutes. 

The chart shows that the majority of Tier 1 centres have provision ratios close to the UK average.  York 

Designer Outlet stands out with 17.6 sqm per thousand residents, however, c6.8 million tourists visit the city 

each year and the site has a clear competitive difference. 

If Boundary Mill is excluded on the grounds of being a discount department store rather than a designer outlet 

village, Grantham today has 3.7m residents and total outlet floorspace provision of 38,550 sqm within 60 

minutes.  This equates to 10.3 sqm per thousand residents which comprises 3.9 sqm of Tier 0, 1 and 2 floorspace 

and 6.5 sqm of Tier 3 and 4 floorspace.  Compared against the UK benchmark, Grantham is not particularly 

under served by outlet centres, although the chart shows that a number of established and successful outlet 

centres have greater provision.  These include Clarks Village, York Designer Outlet, Gloucester Quays and 

Swindon Designer Outlet, locations which either benefit from significant local tourist markets or have attracted 

substantial numbers of visitors from nearby town centres. 

A 25,000 sqm Tier 1 outlet centre constructed at GDOV would increase provision within 60 minutes to 63,551 

sqm.  This would be the 7
th

 most competitive market in the UK, just behind York Designer Outlet and ahead of 

The Lowry Outlet Mall, Cheshire Oaks and Affinity Talke.  Provision per thousand residents would be 17.0 sqm, 

split across 10.5 sqm of Tier 0, 1 and 2 floorspace and 6.5 sqm of Tier 3 and 4 floorspace.  This provision is 

similar to Clarks Village, York Designer Outlet, Gloucester Quays and Swindon Designer Outlet, indicating that 

a large outlet centre in Grantham will need to attract a wider market than standard outlet shoppers alone. 

Assuming there is also a second outlet centre at DGDO of 20,000 sqm, provision within 60 minutes would total 

83,550 sqm, equivalent to 22.3 sqm per thousand residents.  This is 27% greater than York Designer Outlet, the 

Tier 1 centre with the highest floorspace provision. As highlighted above, 6.8 million tourists visit York each 

year and 17.6 sqm per thousand residents serves that need.  Consumer demand in Grantham is not sufficient to 

justify 22.3 sqm of Tier 0-2 outlet floorspace within a 60-minute radius (the majority of which would be located 

within a ten minute drive of the other), which would be the effect of the two schemes. This would make it the 

second most competitive outlet catchment in the UK after Lakeside Village (Doncaster), which competes with 

York Designer Outlet, Junction 32 and East Midlands Designer Outlet.   

It might be suggested that one scheme could have a different (non-Tier 1) proposition.  Given that brands overlap 

the hierarchy, a Tier 2 or 3 outlet centre would struggle so close to a Tier 1 scheme and would need to place 

itself in direct competition with the local town centres to draw trade.  Where this situation has emerged 

elsewhere, schemes tend to incorporate a mix of retail, leisure and entertainment activities, have a strong 

representation of mid-scale high street retail and leisure brands and perform in Tiers 4 and 5. 

For example, the Whiteley Village failed in a leasing battle with Gunwharf Quays, closing after eleven years of 

poor trading in 2011.  The site has been redeveloped to become Whiteley Shopping, a significant district centre 

(incorporating supermarket, cinema, F&B and lifestyle fashion) drawing shoppers away from Southampton and 

Fareham. 

Between 2004 and 2007, two rival developers in Northern Ireland divided the finite number of upscale brands 

necessary to populate a Tier 1 outlet centre, resulting in neither scheme progressing beyond Tier 3.  15 years 
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later, single ownership is consolidating and differentiating the retail mix, so that today, The Boulevard, 

following a reduction in floor area and the addition of a cinema, is moving towards Tier 2 status.  However, 

Junction One, with 25% vacancy, is evolving to become a discount retail park (now known as The Junction) and 

competes directly with nearby Antrim town centre for convenience, comparison and leisure trade.   

Grantham - Split of Outlet Floorspace within 90 minutes by Tier     

The chart above compares floorspace provision within 90 minutes of Grantham with the national outlet centre 

hierarchy.  While the majority of sales at an outlet centre in Grantham will come from within 60 minutes, 90 

minutes allows for overlapping catchments and is more appropriate when identifying competitors.  The chart 

shows that 4% of UK outlet floorspace is in Tier 0
2
, 12% in Tier 1

3
, 18% in Tier 2

4
, 40% in Tier 3 (12 sites) and 

26% in Tier 4 (16 sites).   

In contrast, Grantham has 89,913 sqm of outlet floorspace within 90 minutes: 16% in Tier 2, 78% in Tier 3 and 

6% in Tier 4.  This clearly supports an opportunity to establish a Tier 1 site at Grantham. However, the fact that a 

Tier 1 site has not already emerged from the existing outlet sites indicates that an ideal alignment of design, 

management, location, brand appetite and performance is very difficult to achieve in practice.  

Assuming another 45,000 sqm of floorspace was completed (DGDO plus GDOV) and applying the national 

hierarchy splits to the total floorspace within 90 minutes suggests potential for an additional 16,189 sqm in Tier 

1,9,885 sqm in Tier 2, a reduction of 16,548 sqm in Tier 3 and an additional 30,077 sqm in Tier 4.  The UK 

outlet hierarchy is clearly a pyramid which naturally limits the opportunity for a Tier 1 outlet centre at Grantham 

to just one site.  The consented GDOV will provide almost 25,000sqm of DOC floorspace. This clearly absorbs 

the current demand for Tier 1 floorspace in Grantham, with room to accommodate future demand too.  

This conclusion is supported by the number and positioning of brands operating at UK outlet sites.  Ken Gunn 

Consulting maintains a database of occupiers at every outlet centre in Europe which is updated on an annual 

basis (last update October 2019).  This database identifies 260 luxury, premium and upper middle positioned 

brands operating in the UK outlet industry, with 127 (49%) operating more than one outlet store.  The number of 

brands falls to 117 present at the UK’s established Tier 1 outlet centres, with just 76 operating more than one 

store.  As leasing teams ideally require a pool of brands that is three times larger than the number of units within 

the outlet to allow for brands who are not in a position to expand, this clearly indicates that it will be a challenge 

to populate one Tier 1 outlet centre at Grantham and impossible to populate two.   

The chart below shows the typical distribution of units in Premium/Luxury, Upper Middle, Middle and Lower 

price positions for each Tier of the UK outlet hierarchy.  There are currently four Tier 1 outlet centres in the UK 

and the chart shows that 60% of brands at these sites fall within the Upper Middle and Premium price positions.  

                                                           
2 Tier 0 - Bicester Village 
3 Tier 1 - Ashford DO, Cheshire Oaks, Gunwharf Quays and York DO 
4 Tier 2 - Braintree DO, Bridgend DO, Clarks Village DO, East Midlands DO and Swindon DO 

49

about:blank


Registered Office:  Ken Gunn Consulting Limited, 71-75 Shelton Street, Covent Garden, LONDON WC2H 9JQ United Kingdom. 

Ken Gunn Consulting Limited is registered in England number 11934261.  Managing Director: Ken Gunn 

T. +44 (0)7773 779919 W. www.kengunn.co.uk E. admin@kengunn.co.uk 

Page 4 of 9                    19 March 2020 

 

 

  

Lower tier outlet centres have progressively higher proportions of brands serving the Middle and Lower price 

positions, narrowing the difference and increasing competition with town centres.  

UK Outlet Centres – Distribution of Brands by Price Position   

 

A 20,000 sqm centre at DGDO is likely to have c100 shops.  Based upon the above chart, a total of 60 shops will 

be required in the Luxury, Premium or Upper Middle price points to meet a Tier 1 proposition.  At present, there 

is nothing in the draft section 106 agreement for the DGDO, or the draft conditions, which requires a critical 

mass of premium retailers.  There is a very real risk that commercial competition will lead to DGDO and GDOV 

dividing the shallow pool of Tier 1 brands and having to compensate for the shortfall by attracting weaker 

brands, high street retailers and a broader merchandise range (with more household, personal goods and food & 

beverage) and consequently end up with Tier 3 or Tier 4 propositions which will compete more directly with 

local town centres.   

To illustrate this point it is worth analyzing the list of 605 brands which accompanies the Draft Section 106 

agreement relating to the development of the DGDO.  While this is an impressively long list, matching the 

brands to Ken Gunn Consulting’s outlet occupier database identifies: 

 126 brands do not currently have outlet strategies anywhere in Europe (in fact many have closed their 

outlet estates), or are duplicates of the same company (eg "The Cosmetics Company" and "Cosmetics 

Company") or service activities (On Board operate Powerboat excursions at Gunwharf Quays) 

 288 do not have UK outlet portfolios (most outlet portfolios are relatively close to full price estates, in 

order to avoid expensive distribution costs) making entry into the tough UK market very unlikely    

 314 are only present at Tier 3 and Tier 4 schemes in the UK and so would not necessarily give DGDO 

the intended Tier 1 profile  

 17 are Food or F&B operators (eg Hotel Chocolat, Pret A Manger, Wagamama etc) which should 

perhaps be subject to a separate set of conditions as was the case in Ashford 

 75 are Tier 0 luxury brands (at Bicester Village) who are very unlikely to have more than one outlet 

store in the UK (eg Loro Piana, Salvatore Ferragamo, Gucci, Kenzo etc) 

Discounting the unrealistic brands above and removing duplicates leaves a more realistic list of just 175 

'possible' brands.  Of these, 95 are fashion and 119 are in the Luxury, Premium or Upper Middle price points 

(leaving just 55 midscale brands which currently operate in schemes above Tier 3 in the UK).  It is important to 

stress that many of these possible brands will also be targeted by GDOV, effectively halving the pool of 

available brands.   

Returning to my point about requiring a pool of brands three times larger than the number of units within the 

outlet to feel comfortable that a unit can be occupied, it is highly unlikely that DGDO can be populated from the 

list submitted.  As Tier 1 requires 60% of brands to serve the Luxury, Premium and Middle Upper price points, 

analysis of the list suggests that DGDO would fall short of the 60 unit target by about a third.  This suggests that 
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the scheme would be occupied by a much broader mix of everyday, mid-scale brands many of which are not 

listed in the draft section 106 appendix.  My review identifies 55 realistic midscale brands on the DGDO list 

however, the need to fill between 40 and 60 available units would require a realistic target pool of between 120 

and 180 brands, a critical mass of Luxury and Premium brands needs to be present at the DGDO too – I have 

suggested a potential list of appropriate brands to the GDOV team.  

To avoid this situation, appropriate planning conditions and section 106 obligations must be applied which 

stipulate, a minimum of 15% of brands in the Premium/Luxury price positions and a total of 50% of brands in 

the Upper Middle and Premium/Luxury price position and set limits for the maximum percentage of floorspace 

in each merchandise category. This compares to the 60% typical distribution shown in the above graph, giving 

some latitude in recognition that this is part art, part science. A comprehensive definition of "Upper Middle and 

Premium/ Luxury price brands" or at least a shortlist of qualifying brands must also be included. The current list 

in the draft section 106 agreement does not meet the requirements and would permit DGDO to be occupied as a 

Tier 4 scheme.  

Having led more than 500 full price retail, leisure and outlet consultancy projects as an independent advisor to 

local authorities, commercial investors and asset managers, I am deeply troubled by the situation that is playing 

out at Grantham.  There are no examples in the history of European outlet centres where a ‘street fight’ between 

two commercial rivals has not resulted in substantial damage to investments, brands and professional reputations 

or caused collateral damage at nearby towns.  In addition to the earlier example from Northern Ireland, other 

examples of failed projects include: 

 Freeport Scotland - closed in 2006 due to competition with Livingston Designer Outlet (3.7 miles, 9 minutes 

apart) 

 Whiteley Village, Fareham - closed in 2011 due to competition with Gunwharf Quays (13.4 miles, 27 

minutes apart) 

 Arlandastad Village, SE - closed in 2007 due to competition with Barkarby Quality Outlet (19.1 miles, 22 

minutes apart) 

 The Ardennes Outlet, Verviers, BE - closed in 2012 due to competition with Maasmechelen Village (43.71 

miles, 48 minutes apart) 

 M1 Budapest, HU - closed in 2009 due to competition with Premier Outlets Center Budapest (0.5 miles, 4 

minutes apart) 

 One Fashion Outlet, Bratislava, SK - closed in 2018 due to competition with Parndorf Designer Outlet (52.6 

miles, 60 minutes apart) and the rival D1 Fashion Outlet project (12.6 miles, 14 minutes apart) 

There are more than 40 proposed, abandoned or closed outlet projects in the UK alone.  The above examples 

leave me very concerned about history being repeated at Grantham, with severe unintended consequences for 

trade in the town centre.  While I have the upmost respect for Mr Roberts and the capabilities of Freeport Retail 

as an operator, I do not believe that leaving the market to decide, as expressed in his letter of 14 November 2018, 

is the correct approach in this instance.   The available catchment expenditure is simply too small by outlet 

industry measures to sustain two projects and the potential for each scheme to fatally wound the other, and 

surrounding town centres in the process, is too great.  

Whilst it may seem appropriate to let the market decide, the lesson from Northern Ireland is that the protagonists 

will inevitably fight for the best ground.  In such a situation, brands will either be wary and not commit (to either 

outlet) or brands will aim to benefit financially from the commercial competition.  In addition, consumers will be 

diluted, trading performance will be weak, investors will lose faith in the locality and occupiers will be lured 

away from nearby town centres.  In Northern Ireland, both sets of investors were financially ruined (both 

schemes went into administration and ultimately placed in the West Register fund), many businesses in Antrim 

town centre are unsustainable (with the Castle Shopping Centre suffering 50% vacancy and in administration), 

The Junction is pursuing a leisure and food service strategy (further to the detriment of Antrim town centre) and 

local policy makers face a major planning and regeneration issue which may take decades to recover from.   

51

about:blank


Registered Office:  Ken Gunn Consulting Limited, 71-75 Shelton Street, Covent Garden, LONDON WC2H 9JQ United Kingdom. 

Ken Gunn Consulting Limited is registered in England number 11934261.  Managing Director: Ken Gunn 

T. +44 (0)7773 779919 W. www.kengunn.co.uk E. admin@kengunn.co.uk 

Page 6 of 9                    19 March 2020 

 

 

  

In itself, this should be sufficient for South Kesteven’s policymakers to be extremely wary about the situation 

and recommend refusal of the DGDO.    

In the document of September 2018, FSP identified a number of design, layout and operational compromises 

which raise doubts about the suitability of DGDO’s proposals for a modern Tier 1 designer outlet centre.  In his 

rebuttal, Mr Roberts does not respond to points made about the presence of the midscale offer at Boundary Mill, 

the undesirable and performance limiting break between the northern and southern legs of the outlet circuit, the 

separation of retail and leisure boxes by the surface car park and the poor sense of arrival at the site.  These 

issues are the result of attempting to design DGDO around established activities within a constrained, functional 

only and unsuitable space, and will have a detrimental impact on trading performance and brand demand.  In this 

respect, the plans for DGDO are inferior to the purpose-built, greenfield site, village design for GDOV and less 

likely to achieve the brand mix necessary to reach Tier 1 status.  

Mr Roberts does address the issue concerning the appropriateness of the neighbouring commercial activities at 

Gonerby Moor by way of reference to Cheshire Oaks.  However, when Cheshire Oaks first opened in 1995, the 

outlet industry had a very different set of location and design requirements.  In recent years, McArthurGlen has 

also invested heavily in softening the design and infilling parking areas, so that today, Cheshire Oaks less 

resembles the car dominated retail park of 1995 and is more consistent with modern outlet village standards.   

There are 28 Tier 0 and Tier 1 outlet centres in Europe and of these, 22 (78%) follow a village design and layout.  

Cheshire Oaks is the oldest of these sites while the three most recent sites (McArthurGlen’s schemes at Provence 

[Marseille], Neumunster [Hamburg] and La Reggia [Naples]) have village environments of the highest quality.  

Having heard first hand at UK leasing discussions, the concerns of leading upscale brands about locations next to 

distribution warehousing, I do not believe that the importance of adjacent activities and design can simply be 

dismissed by reference to a previous generation of site, however successful.  

Cheshire Oaks is also very different to the 2015 Freeport A’Famosa development quoted by Mr Roberts when 

setting out his operator credentials.  Freeport A’Famosa is set in a pleasant landscape, surrounded by woodland, 

a golf course and major tourist resort, has direct access from the main road into the car park, a single surface car 

park and does not have a compromised retail circuit, fragmented offer or potentially dangerous conflicts between 

pedestrians and cars.  In this respect A’Famosa is much closer in layout terms to the proposals for GDOV than to 

DGDO.   

Design is critical to the prospects for either project.  No project is possible without the support of brands, 

regardless of where it is or who is promoting it.  Brands have invested many millions of pounds to create unique 

lifestyle and experiential images, so they are extremely cautious about where they place their outlet stores for 

fear of undermining their reputation with consumers.  The higher-end the brand, the greater the degree of 

caution.  As a large number of projects have failed to meet the promises of developers, or have simply failed (my 

database lists 50 outlet sites which have closed and 76 projects which have been abandoned across Europe), 

many brands have adopted specific policies which require a very high standard of design, favour particular 

operators or reject first phase projects.  

Brands also seek to keep a balance between the number of outlet and full price stores in order to avoid 

undermining their high margin full-price stores and ensure sufficient stock for their outlet divisions.  Since 2014, 

the growth of outlet floorspace space has outstripped the growth of brands in the UK and the market has reached 

a point where many brands have as many outlet stores as they can sustain.  The appetite for expansion is 

consequently limited to flagship projects which meet outstanding design and environmental criteria, projects 

which have a clear territory benefit, and projects which enable the 'right sizing of outlet portfolios'.  As a result, 

vacancy at existing UK outlet centres has increased and there is the floorspace equivalent of 4.7 empty outlet 

centres at one any point in time.  This is even before we think about pipeline projects such as Glasgow Harbour, 

West Midlands Designer Outlet, Porta Edinburgh and Scotch Corner Designer Outlet.    

Reskinning Downtown/Boundary Mill (themselves undesirable neighbours for true luxury brands) and squeezing 

the outlet plus various leisure operations into a tight and classic retail park environment at Gonerby Moor, sadly, 
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will not meet the basic requirements of increasingly cautious luxury and premium brands.  If the DCDO project 

was truly about establishing a Tier 1 designer outlet at Gonerby Moor, it is my belief that the promoters would 

vacate the site to facilitate the full redevelopment and environmental improvements necessary to create a product 

of similar quality to GDOV.  Like the list of brands in the Oldrid’s Draft Section 106 agreement, the plans are 

unrealistic and there is consequently a very high risk that the project will fail to achieve the Tier 1 status so vital 

to bringing new visitors to Grantham. 

It is clearly possible to debate the merits of the proposed DGDO and GDOV projects for a very long time.  It is 

also possible that the design of DGDO will evolve in response to critical review.  However, these are essentially 

trivial distractions in comparison to the sustainability issue.  I have no doubt that, if the DGDO is permitted, one 

of the proposed schemes will not reach Tier 1 and, if immediate failure is avoided, the less successful project 

will adopt an alternative lower tier, mid-scale proposition.  This will have a detrimental and protracted impact on 

full price comparison, convenience and leisure activities, and so will undermine prospects for future town centre 

investment and regeneration.        

It is my most sincere hope that this situation can be avoided for the sake of all parties and the reputation of the 

outlet industry.  Assuming that commercial common sense does not prevail, it is my belief that Grantham town 

centre must be isolated from collateral damage by ensuring more stringent criteria in the planning conditions and 

obligations to any planning permission. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Ken Gunn 

Managing Director 

53

about:blank


Brands at Boundary Mill 
Comparison to Permitted Retailers in Draft S106 

   

UKMATTERS:56529206.2 
 

Brands at Boundary Mill  
(89 brands in total excluding duplicates) 

Womenswear Menswear Lingerie and Swimwear Footwear Handbags and Accessories 

Alexara Austin Reed Charnos Bellissimo Classic Millinery 

Anna Rose Bar Harbour Elle Socks Charles Clinkard Denton Hats 

Apricot Ben Sherman Guy De France Hush Puppies Jane Shilton 

Autonomy *Ben Sherman Formal Lepel Lotus Lloyd Baker London 

Bassini Berghaus Maidenform *Pavers Osprey London      

Chianti Berwin & Berwin *Naturana *Van Dal *Paul Costelloe Bags & Accessories 

*Craghoppers Brook Taverner *Pour Moi *Naturana Radley *

Cruz Calvin Klein *Sloggi *Pour Moi *Skyflite 

East Carson *Paul Costelloe Bags & Accessories *Sloggi *Pavers 

Eastex Cavani Radley * Speedo Skechers 

Fenn Wright Manson *Craghoppers *Skyflite 

 

*Van Dal 

Four Seasons Crew Clothing Tripp 
  Frandsen Double Two 

   French Connection Douglas & Grahame  

Gil Bret Farah 

Godske Gabicci 

Habella Glenmuir 

Jacques Vert Gurteen 

*Jaeger *Jaeger 

Jorli Jeff Banks 

Just Elegance Lazy Jacks 

Klass Meyer 

Lily & Me Oldies Club 

Little Mistress Pringle Socks 

Molly Jo Raging Bull 

Nomads *Regatta 

Phase Eight Skopes 

Precis Society of Threads 

Pure Collection Timberland 

*Regatta *Tog 24 

Robelle Weirdfish 

Roman Originals Winterbeck 

Saloos 
 Sandwich 
 Sock Shop  

Studio 8  
   *Tog 24 

     

Total number of brands on the Permitted Retailers list which already feature at Boundary Mill: 29 

 

 

 

  

Key  
 

 
    *Duplicate brands across departments  

  Premium/Luxury Brands suggested for inclusion on list for critical mass by 
Mr Gunn and included in Draft S106 

 
  

Brands included in Permitted Retailers list in Draft S106  
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^"Premium/Luxury Brands" are premium/luxury brands which have been suggested for inclusion on this list for critical mass by Mr Gunn. 

 

Draft S106 Permitted Retailers 

Abercrom
bie & 
Fitch 

Balenciag
a 

Bronte By 
Moon 

Christy Desconys Escada 
 

Gina 
Huber 

Karl Marc 
John 

Links of 
London 

Move 
New 

Balance 
Parmigian
i Fleurier 

Puma 
Rory 

Dobner 
Sophie 
Hulme 

The 
Workers 

Club 
TM Lewin 

ACNE 
Studios 

Balibaris 
Brooks 

Brothers 
Church's 

Designer 
Studio 

ETAM Giraffe 
Hugo 
Boss 

 
Kate 

Spade NY 

Liu-Jo 
Uomo 

MCS 
Nicole 
Farhi 

Past 
Times 

Pupa Rosenthal Speedo 
Thomas 

Pink 
Victoriano

x 

Adidas Bally Brora Cinque Desigual Etro 
Girrard 

Perregaux 
Humanic Kenzo 

LK 
Bennett 

Mephisto Nine West 
Paul & 

Joe 
Quba Ross Barr 

Speers 
London 

Tiger 
Tiger 

Vilebrequi
n 

Aigle 
Boggi 
Milano 

Brunello 
Cucinelli 

Claudie 
Pierlot 

Desiree 
Façonnab

le 
Givenchy 

Hunkemol
ler 

Kickers 
L'Occitan

e 
Messika Nivea 

Paul & 
Shark 

Queelin Roxy Stefanel 
Timberlan

d 
Villeroy & 

Boch 

Aigner Bamford 
Bruno 
Banani 

Clements 
Ribeiro 

Devialet Falke 
Golf 

Nation 
Hunter Kids Loewe Mexx Noa Noa 

Paul 
Costelloe 

Quicksilve
r 

Rupert 
Sanderso

n 

Stella 
McCartne

y 

Time & 
Gems 

Vivien 
Westwoo

d 

Alexander 
McQueen 

Barbour 
Build a 
Bear 

Clive 
Christian 
Perfume 

Diane von 
Furstenbe

rg 
Fendi Golfins IKKS Kiko 

Longcha
mp 

Michael 
Kors 

North 
Face 

Paul 
Smith 

Quickstitc
h 

S Oliver 
Stephen 
Webster 

Tissot 
Wagama

ma 

All 
American 
Carwash 

Basler Bulgari 
Clogau 
Gold 

Diesel Ferrari Graham 
Indulge 

Fragrance
s 

Kipling Longines Miia 
North 
Sails 

Paul 
Taylor 

Quiz 
Saint 

Laurent 
Strellson Tods 

Warehous
e 

All Saints 
Baume & 
Mercier 

Burberry Coach 
DIM/The 
Lingerie 

Shop 
Figaret Gucci Intimissi 

Kitch n 
Sync 

Lonsdale Mike Fiori Northland Paule Ka Quore 
Salamand

er 
Strenesse Tog 24 

Watch 
Station 

Amefa Bayard Caahart Coast Dior Filament Guess Ivy Oxford Klaas L'Oreal 
Millies 

Cookies 
Not Shy 

Pearl 
Izumi 

Racing 
Green 

Salomon 
Stuart 

Weitzman 
Tolkowsk

y 
Waterford 

American 
Vintage 

BCBGMa
xAzria 

Cadbury Coccinelle DKNY 
Finlay & 

Co 
Guiseppe 

Zanotti 
Izac Kookai 

Loro 
Piana 

Mint 
Velvet 

Oakley 
Penhaligo

ns 
Radley Saltrock Subway 

Tom 
Tailor 

Weil 1868 

Angelina 
Beauty 
Outlet 

Café 
Coton 

Cole 
Haan 

DKZ Fiorelli 
Guy 

Degrenne 
J B Martin 

Krispy 
Kreme 

Love 
Coffee 

Missoni Oasis 
Pepe 
Jeans 

Rado 
Salvatore 
Ferragam

o 
Suit Direct 

Tommy 
Hilfiger 

Weird 
Fish 

Animal Bedeck 
Calvin 
Klein 

Columbia Dockers Folli Follie Hackett Jacadi 
Kurt 

Geiger 
Luca 
Buca 

Mobile 
Bitz 

Odlo 
Petit 

Bateau 
Raging 

Bull 
Samsonit

e 
Sun 

Factory 
Toms 

White 
Stuff 

Atelier 
Galleries 

Begg & 
Co 

Calzedoni
a 

Converse 
Dodo 

Jewelllery 
Fossil Hamilton Jack Wills 

Kurt 
Muller 

Luke 
1977 

MODA 
Vista 

Oliver 
Sweeney 

Phaidon 
Rai Brow 

Bar 
Sandro 

Sunglass 
Time 

Top Gifts Whittards 

Anne de 
Solène 

Bellisimo 
Camel 
Active 

Corum 
Dolce & 
Gabana 

Fred 
Perry 

Hamleys 
Jack 

Wolfskin 
K-Way 

Lulu 
Guiness 

Moda 
Vista 

Olsen 
Phase 
Eight 

Rapha Sartoria 
Sunglass 

Hut 
Tory 

Burch 
Windsmo

or 

Anne 
Fontaine 

Belstaff Camile 
Cosmetic

s 
Company 

Domo 
Bags 

Freddy Haribo 
Jacques 

Vert 
La Casa Lululemon 

Molton 
Brown 

Olymp 
Philipp 
Plein 

Rectella 
Savoy 
Taylors 
Guild 

Superdry Toshiba Windsor 

Annoushk
a 

Ben 
Sherman 

Canali 
Costa 
Coffee 

Doré Doré 
French 

Connectio
n 

Home 
Jade 

Jagger 
La Perla 

Lyle & 
Scott 

Moncler Olympia Pickett 
Red/Gree

n 
Scheisser Swarovski 

Trade 
Secret 

Winser 

Antler Bench 
Carolina 
Herrera 

Côtelac 
Double 

Two 
French 
Sole 

Harmont 
& Blaine 

Jaeger La Senza Maje Monsoon On Board 
Pierre 
Cardin 

Reebok 
Scotch & 

Soda 
Swatch 

Tradition 
Des 

Vosges 
Wolford 

Antony 
Morato 

Bennetton Caroll Cowshed Douglas Furla Harryland 
Jane 

Shilton 
Lacoste 

Mandarin
o Duck 

Montblanc Oneida Pilgrim Regatta Sea Salt 
Sweet & 

West 
Trenchers 

Wonderbr
a/Playtex 

  

 

Key 

Premium/Luxury Brands^  Premium/Luxury Brands^ also in BM 

Brands which are currently at BM  
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Draft S106 Permitted Retailers cont. 

Anya 
Hindmarc

h 
Bérénice Carpisa 

Crabtree 
& Evelyn 

Dr 
Martens 

G Star 
Raw 

Hav 
Jean 

Bourget 
Lafuma Manfield Morgan O'Neill Pinko Reiss 

See by 
Chloe 

Tag 
Heuer 

Tripp 
Outlet 
Store 

Wrangler 

Apostroph
e 

Berghaus 
Cath 

Kidson 
Craghopp

ers 
Dsquared
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