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HE PLANNING SYSTEM’S USE CLASSIFICATIONS DO NOT DISTINGUISH between a 

Designer Outlet Village and a standard retail park in that they are both classed A1. 

However, this does not mean that there are not valid planning reasons for refusing 

the Downtown application. The Briefing Note: Why ‘letting the market decide’ is 

bad for Grantham sets out the case for refusing the Downtown application. It provides evidence that 

it could never achieve Tier 1 Designer Outlet Village status and that a planning permission will 

prevent the consented Grantham Designer Outlet Village happening as well increasing the damaging 

retail impact on Grantham town centre. This Briefing Note outlines what the Reasons for Refusal 

might be: 

       Impact on Grantham town centre 

Sequential Test 

Loss of Employment  

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

Centre 

Not contributing to sustainable development 

Jeopardising potential public and planned private investment   

Each of these reasons to refuse is taken from leading planning lawyers Taylor Wessing’s letter to 

South Kesteven District Council titled Application S17/2155 for a Designer Outlet Centre at 

Downtown - Objection. This advice provides additional comprehensive detail to the reasons for 

refusal and the paragraph references are noted here for convenience.  

Impact on Grantham town centre 
(See Taylor Wessing letter of Objection para 2.1 - 2.5) 

1. The application is not in accordance with SKDC’s Local Plan. In paragraph 3.23 it states:  

“The Local Plan will seek to encourage retail proposals that support and enhance Grantham’s 

developing role as a sub-regional shopping centre and leisure destination.”  

2. Even before the structural changes in retail, Grantham has suffered loss of footfall with the 

legacy Achilles Heel of Downtown out of town shopping centre, so the town centre needs 

extraordinary measures to give it any chance: 3.24 of the Plan states 10% if the expected 3 

million visitors to the Outlet Village will also visit the town centre. 2.72 of the Plan states the 

Outlet Village offers the opportunity to kick start a step change in the local economy – now 

even more essential post COVID19.   

3. It has been shown that Designer Outlet Villages that fail, often revert to becoming enhanced 

ordinary-price or lower quality discount retail parks which of course will compete directly 

with an already weakened Grantham town centre. Even with sufficient planning controls 

Downtown by its nature could never be a Tier 1 scheme as presented in the Officer report. 

Sequential Test 
(See Taylor Wessing letter of Objection paras 6.1 - 6.4) 

4. 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. 

5. SKDC Officers Report on the Downtown application dated February 2019 Report, 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 87 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.” 

6. Moreover in the Plan Policies Map adopted since the application, the 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.’     
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7. The sequential test should be rerun with the Downtown proposals split into its component 

parts. This will identify sequentially preferable sites for office accommodation, D2 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.2.72 of the Plan indicates Grantham 

needs to increase its supply of offices – implicitly not at Gonerby Moor.  

Loss of employment 
8. The Downtown application quotes the creation of c.1,000 jobs. However, 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, there would be no net increase in jobs. 

9. In addition, if the Downtown scheme is revitalised as a discount and regular price retail park, 

the impact on Grantham town centre is likely to result in more net job losses.  

The proposed conditions on the Downtown application will 

not secure a Tier 1 Outlet Centre 
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 a critical mass of high-end retailers such that it would be 

possible to operate a Tier 3 or 4 DOC at the DGDO without breaching the Draft S106. 

Not contributing to sustainable development 
(See Taylor Wessing letter of Objection para 4.1 - 4.6 

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. 

Jeopardising potential public and planned private 

investment  
 (See Taylor Wessing letter of Objection para 8.1 - 8.3) 

12. Paragraph 89 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).”  

13.  Since the Designer Village was consented, considerable private investment has been made in 

satisfying by Q2 2020 all the pre-commencement planning conditions such that the 

development can be implemented imminently, as opposed to Downtown’s plain outline 

consent that is years from being able to achieve the same and with finance to be committed.    

 

14. Grantham has been shortlisted as a beneficiary of Historic England’s High Streets Historic 

Action Zones Fund and is pursuing a bid for the Government’s Future High Street’s Fund 

with a full case expected to be presented in June. The potential impact of the DGDO on the 

success of the benefits this Fund seeks to facilitate should be assessed as it risks jeopardising 

that potential public investment.  

 

15. In terms of impact on the town centre, if there is no equivalent non-poaching clause in the 

s106 controls, combined with the lack of critical mass restriction as above, Downtown is far 

more likely than the Outlet Village to attract town centre type retailers, risking finally 

hollowing out the little remaining consumer choice in the town centre.   
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HEN DETERMINING TWO SIMILAR PLANNING APPLICATIONS it is commonplace and 

understandable that Planning Committees grant both and let the market decide which one 

comes forward. The problem with the Downtown application and the consented Grantham 

Designer Outlet Village is that they are not at all similar. Downtown - with its discounter 

anchor in Boundary Mills - cannot, by definition, be a Designer Outlet Village for the simple reason 

that designer brands will not trade alongside a discounter. It simply doesn't happen. 

This Briefing Note aims to explain why 'letting the market decide' is not appropriate when 

considering the Downtown planning application. It addresses three questions:  

 

• Why won't designer brands trade alongside a discounter? 

• What happens when two Outlet Centres so close together compete? 

• What happens if a consented Downtown scheme opts not to compete with Grantham 

Designer Outlet Village? 

Why won't designer brands trade alongside a discounter? 
1. Designer Outlet Villages are fundamentally different to retail parks. They are all about brands 

and brand marketing. They exist to provide the designer brands with a means of selling out of 

season and excess stock. But the way they provide this opportunity is fundamental to 

understanding the nature of Designer Outlet Villages: they support and enhance the brand itself 

which in most cases has taken £millions to create. They are a part of the branding process. 

2. In supporting the branding process, Designer Outlet Villages aim to create a customer 

experience which is much closer to leisure and tourism than to shopping. Everything has to say 

‘quality’; the design and layout of the Outlet Centre; the brands represented in the Outlet Centre; 

and the customer service from the staff at the Outlet Centre itself.  

3. To underline this, brand leases are linked to the turnover of the store - this helps ensure the 

Designer Outlet Village does everything it can to maintain a brand-worthy quality shopping 

environment: something retail parks will not invest in.  

4. To enhance their brands, designer brands need to be next to other designer brands. Ralph 

Lauren will not consider their brand enhanced by trading next to a discounter, where the aims 

are entirely retail-focused.  

 

What happens when two Designer Outlet Villages, so 

close together, compete?  
5. No two Tier 1 Designer Outlet Villages exist anywhere in Europe within less than 90 minutes’ 

drive-time of each other. Where they have tried and competed, in all cases, one or the other 

fails, usually both.  There are several reasons for this, including:  

5.1. The brands’ agents, having a choice of Designer Outlet Villages, negotiate much tougher 

lease agreements which results in the viability of the projects being damaged - sometimes 

fatally. 

5.2. The available brands are divided between the two Outlet Centres with the result that 

neither can reach the ‘critical-mass’ required for success. 

5.3. The brands themselves insist on exclusion zone clauses in their leases that prevent other 

Designer Outlet Villages being established within, in some cases, 50 miles. 
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6. It’s important to understand that Tier 1 Outlet Centres are not created on Day One. They are 

nurtured and grown over time. Often the most exclusive brand will not come into the scheme 

until phase 2, when the Designer Outlet Village is already up and trading. This creates a fourth 

reason for failure: 

6.1. If during this nurturing period the Outlet Centre is undermined by, say, the brands being 

reluctant to commit while they play one site off against the other - then viability is 

compromised and the nascent Tier 1 scheme is likely to fail. 

7. In Grantham’s case, all the benefits that SKDC’s planning committee voted for in granting it 

permission for Grantham Designer Outlet Village, will simply be lost. 

What happens if a consented Downtown scheme opts not 

to compete with Grantham Designer Outlet Village?  
8. This is a possible outcome and is what happened with the competing Gunwharf Quays and 

Whiteley Village in Hampshire. These two centres are within 15 minutes of each other. 

Whiteley Village tried initially to compete with Gunwharf Quays as a Tier 1 Designer Outlet 

Village but eventually conceded and then re-modelled itself as a retail park. The result was 

heavy and destructive retail impact on nearby Fareham town centre. 

9. Similarly, between 2004 and 2007, two rival scheme developers in Antrim, Northern Ireland 

divided the finite consumer demand and the finite number of upscale brands necessary to 

populate a Tier 1 outlet centre, resulting in neither scheme progressing beyond Tier 3 and in a 

relatively short period, both ended up in the hands of the banks who had loaned to them.  

10. Fifteen years later, a single owner of the two sites 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 slowly towards Tier 2 Outlet status.  

11. However, the other scheme, what was “Junction One Outlet”, 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.  

12. This is a significant contributing factor to the fact that many retail businesses in Antrim town 

centre are unsustainable (with the Castle Shopping Centre suffering 50% vacancy and in 

administration). The Junction is understandably pursuing a leisure and food service strategy out 

of necessity but this is 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. 
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16th December 2020 
 
Mr William Richards 
Head of Development Management 
South Kesteven District Council 
St Peters Hill 
Grantham  
Lincolnshire 
NG31 6PZ 
 
 
Dear Mr Richards, 

Application S17/2155 – Response to letter dated 14 August 2020 from Mr Roberts of Freeport 
Retail 
 
1.  Introduction 
1.1 You will be aware that a number of new documents relating to the above referenced 

application for the DGDO (as defined in Mr Roberts' letter) have recently been published on 
SKDC's website, including Mr Roberts' letter of 14 August 2020 (the "Freeport Letter"). I was 
disappointed to see that despite being dated between July and August 2020 those documents 
have only been shared publicly in the last couple of weeks, particularly given the disparaging 
remarks made in respect of Rioja which have been allowed to go unchallenged for four 
months. 

 
1.2 Members of the consented Grantham Designer Outlet Village ("GDOV") scheme will be 

responding in full on the matters raised in those documents, however, given the number of 
material inaccuracies included in the Freeport Letter, I felt it necessary to address it directly 
and set the record straight. 

 
1.3 Noting that the scheme which is to be considered by SKDC is the DGDO and not the consented 

GDOV, this letter will provide a very brief summary of the GDOV team's actual concerns with 
the DGDO before addressing the points specifically raised by Mr Roberts in relation to 
Freeport's experience and the status of the GDOV. 

 
2. Concerns with the DGDO 
2.1 Contrary to Mr Roberts' description of the GDOV team and the rationale behind our concerns 

with the DGDO, we are opposed to the DGDO for the following reasons: 
a) the DGDO will lead to greater expenditure leakage from Grantham town centre due to the 

poor connection with the centre and the existing retail offer at the DGDO which would result 
in shoppers having no reason to link a trip to the DGDO with a trip to Grantham town centre. 

b) outlet history, of which Freeport Retail should be well aware, demonstrates that siting two 
outlets in close proximity will doom both to failure, and damage the local economy in the 
process. Far from this being the "sounding of a local rival developer", leading designer outlet 
consultant Ken Gunn has prepared a report on this impact which was sent to SKDC earlier this 
year which wrote that "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”. 

c) consenting a designer outlet scheme which is doomed to fail undermines the principle of 
sustainable development, the very "purpose of the planning system”. 

d) the GDOV is sequentially preferable to the DGDO and enshrined in SKDC's Local Plan. 
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e) consenting the DGDO could impact planned investment in Grantham and town centre vitality, 
contrary to paragraph 89 of the NPPF. 

f) the only way a designer outlet close to Grantham can succeed without damaging the town 
centre is to ensure it operates as a Tier 1 outlet. For the reasons expressed in the Ken Gunn 
Report and previous correspondence from Taylor Wessing, Buckminster and Rioja, the 
Downtown site cannot achieve a Tier 1 outlet; 

g) the S106 (unless updated since the 2019 version placed on SKDC's website) fails to secure a 
Tier 1 scheme; and 

h) as only one of the DGDO or GDOV can thrive, the DGDO would not lead to additional jobs, and 
may actually serve to endanger existing jobs at Downtown. 

 
2.2 Noting that previously Sylvia Bland was dealing with this application, I encourage you to 

review the previous correspondence from Taylor Wessing on these issues, and in particular 
their letter dated 19 March 2020 which enclosed the Ken Gunn Report and a number of other 
material documents.  

3. Addressing Mr Roberts' claims about Freeport Retail 
3.1 Mr Roberts is keen to espouse Freeport Retail's vast outlet experience. I do not dispute that 

Freeport has historically been involved in a number of outlets and I have no desire for this 
correspondence to descend into a war of words with Freeport. The scheme being considered 
is the DGDO, and it is that scheme that the GDOV team take issue with. 

 
3.2 Having said this, Mr Roberts' suggestion that the DGDO has been handpicked by Freeport as 

the perfect location for a new Tier 1 outlet is either a lie, or a result of a fundamental failure 
to understand the UK outlet market. I do consider Mr Roberts' representation of Freeport to 
be rather aspirational and given that Freeport's claims may be relied upon by yourself in 
assessing the DGDO, and the committee in determining the application, I feel that I have no 
option but to fill in the gaps left by Mr Roberts. 

 
a) Freeport's "landmark" projects 

Freeport Lisbon Fashion Outlet, Portugal - This scheme was partially mothballed 
shortly after opening due to an overestimation of tenant demand. Freeport has not 
operated this outlet since 2014. 

Freeport Braintree, now Braintree Village UK - Freeport have not been involved in 
this scheme since 2005. Indeed, Freeport have not been involved in any operational 
UK outlet scheme since 2005. 

The Village, Villefontaine, France - I understand Freeport have been involved in this 
scheme since 2018, but only as a minority shareholder. It is Freeport's partner and 
majority shareholder in this scheme, Compagnie de Phalsbourg, which brought many 
of the premium brands to the scheme. Freeport are barely mentioned in the branding 
and website for the outlet. They have been providing consultancy advice only. 

b) Freeport's relationships with premium brands: 
Mr Roberts is keen to list premium brands which are currently operating from the 
above-mentioned outlets. What he fails to acknowledge, is that many of those 
designers joined the Lisbon and Braintree outlets long after Freeport's involvement 
with them ceased. When Freeport were involved the schemes would have fallen 
squarely within Tier 3. 
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The only success with brands Freeport can be said to have had in the last ten years is 
not in the UK, but in France with The Village. However as noted above, this scheme is 
predominantly run by Compagnie de Phalsbourg and Freeport were consultants only 
to the project, so Freeport’s claim to have influenced the scheme is weakened.  

c) Freeport's UK outlet experience: 
Hornsea 
Freeport was involved as developer, owner and operator from 1994 – 2005, when it 
was sold, and Freeport was replaced as operator. This scheme then closed in 2009 
before being re-opened by another operator in 2017. I further note that Ken Gunn 
ranks this as a Tier 4 outlet today. 
Fleetwood 
Freeport was involved from 1995 – 2005 when it was sold, and Freeport was replaced 
as operator. The site was sold again in 2017 and is currently operated by Affinity 
Outlets. 
West Calder 
This is a cautionary tale pertinent to the DGDO. Freeport were the operator for this 
site from 1996 – 2005. In 2004 the site closed, following the opening of a rival outlet 
in Livingstone, a seven-minute drive away. The buildings remain empty to this day, 
with several YouTube videos dedicated to exploring the site, making sobering viewing 
for any outlet developer or operator.  
Castleford 
Freeport was involved from 1999 – 2005 when it was sold, and Freeport were replaced 
as operator. The site was sold again in 2017. I note Ken Gunn ranks this as a Tier 3 
outlet today. 
Talke  
Freeport was involved from 1998 – 2005 when it was sold, and Freeport were replaced 
as operator. I note Ken Gunn ranks this as a Tier 4 outlet today. 
 

3.3 Per a) above, Freeport were also involved in Braintree until 2005, which for the record is 
currently ranked by Ken Gunn as a Tier 2 outlet. 

  
3.4 Far from demonstrating an extensive portfolio showing expertise in the UK outlet market, to 

my knowledge Freeport has not been involved in any UK outlet projects since 2005, at which 
time the management team at Freeport was completely different - indeed, Mr Roberts did 
not join Freeport until 2006. This reinvention of itself as a consultant for European Outlets 
may have been a deliberate move on Freeport's part, however it is surely relevant that 
Freeport does not operate a single one of the 40 plus frontline outlet centres in the UK and 
has not done so for fifteen years.  

 
3.5 Freeport claims to have "a strong pipeline of opportunities in… the UK" yet also claims that it 

has "chosen the Downtown scheme, ahead of any other in the UK". Both cannot be true. 
Conflicting statements such as these are not uncommon in the application documents for the 
DGDO as you will see from the GDOV team's formal representations relating to the new 
application documents. 

 
3.6 Further, Mr Roberts points to Cheshire Oaks Designer Outlet as an example of one which is 

located close to light industrial buildings and full-price retail. Just one of the differences with 
Cheshire Oaks is that the majority of the light industrial buildings and full-price retail came 
only after the outlet was already thriving. Further, the DGDO has the added complication of 
being located next to a downmarket discount warehouse – Boundary Mill. Premium brands 
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simply won't occupy space shared with an outlet such as Boundary Mill because it would 
fundamentally undermine the aspirational and luxury lifestyle they wish to evoke.  

 
3.7 Having set the record straight on Freeport's UK outlet experience I do want to stress that I 

have no desire to cast aspersions on Freeport in the manner that Mr Roberts has done to Rioja 
and the GDOV team in the Freeport Letter. I detail the above only because it is pertinent to 
the issue at hand. Mr Roberts deliberately distorts the nature of the GDOV team's objections 
to the DGDO and Freeport's previous correspondence on this matter. Since Rioja's original 
letter in October 2018, Freeport has had some involvement as a consultant in one higher-end 
outlet and that is outside of the UK. However, the location of that scheme in France is worlds 
away from the industrial site the DGDO would occupy. Our core concern is not with Freeport, 
but that it will not be possible to create a Tier 1 outlet at the DGDO. Freeport's inability to 
recognise this, combined with its track record in the UK, naturally leads one to question its 
judgment and experience.  

4. The GDOV  
4.1 Again, I preface this section with a reminder that it is the DGDO which is being considered by 

SKDC, not the GDOV. However, I do consider that the existence of a consented Tier 1 scheme 
ten minutes away from the proposed DGDO is a material consideration and accordingly I wish 
to briefly respond to Mr Robert's assertions. 

 
4.2 We have been open about our desire to work with a top outlet operator to deliver success to 

Grantham and the GDOV – this is not a "tacit admission that [we] have no long-term strategy", 
nor an indication that other groups do not want to develop the project. The strategy is to 
secure an experienced Tier 1 operator (which could be an investor operator), and Mr Roberts 
should be aware that this is a strategy which is commonplace in the outlet market. Further, 
there is no intention to "turn a quick profit". One of our stated conditions for future investors 
to take part is that Rioja and Buckminster continue as investors with such a joint venture 
partner.  

 
4.3 The GDOV team can point to many of the same credentials as Mr Roberts – both myself and 

Neil Thompson can also boast of being "the former Chair of the ICSC outlet conference and a 
regular speaker at outlet retail conferences". We have strong relationships with those leading 
outlet operators, and indeed Rioja has worked with McArthurGlen on several UK outlet 
projects, including its most recent development in Cannock. We are therefore familiar with 
what an operator of McArthurGlen's stature requires and the GDOV was tailored to meet the 
requirements of such operators. 

 
4.4 We have not indicated that we have not been able to "secure interest from potential retailers 

to lease an outlet store" at GDOV. Freeport are well aware that leasing is going well, a fact I 
suspect is causing unease within the DGDO team given their attempt to disrupt one of our 
NMA applications made this summer which was required to meet the requests of specific 
retailers. Having said this, we have made no secret of the fact that the prospect of a second 
designer outlet complicates matters and creates uncertainty for potential retailers. That 
uncertainty will only heighten if the DGDO is granted and for the reasons the GDOV team have 
detailed over the past two years, the fallout from that uncertainty will not only be felt by the 
GDOV and the DGDO, but Grantham, Newark and other local town centres too. 

 
4.5 Mr Roberts challenges us to "produce a meaningful level of tenant commitment."  Given it is 

Mr Roberts' scheme, which is being considered, and which could wreak havoc on local town 
centres, we challenge Mr Roberts to produce a meaningful level of tenant commitment to 
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back up the applicant's claims that the scheme will be operational in Autumn 2022, despite 
having not yet achieved an outline planning permission, and that time frame being 
significantly shorter than the 133 weeks + construction timetable described in the application 
documents.  

 
4.6 Mr Roberts criticizes the "lack of any perceived progress" since the grant of the GDOV in April 

2018. SKDC will be aware that all pre-commencement conditions to the GDOV have been 
discharged, a number of NMAs have been applied for and granted, and we are preparing to 
commence work on site in early 2021. Mr Roberts' criticism is laughable when one considers 
that the Committee returned a resolution to grant for the DGDO in February 2018 and nearly 
two years later they are yet to have signed a section 106 agreement. We hope that that delay 
is due to the SKDC's consideration of the amendments to the draft section 106 agreement 
which we have suggested are necessary to ensure only a Tier 1 scheme could operate from 
the DGDO. However, we suspect it is more likely that the applicant has delayed signing of that 
agreement as it knows the clock will start running on the implementation of its scheme and 
they would then have to make a major financial commitment to satisfy the pre-
commencement conditions and obligations. For GDOV this has taken over 2 years and 
considerable investment to work through, a level of investment we suspect the DGDO does 
not have the backing or tenant commitment to justify.  

 
I hope that this letter helps to clarify the claims made in the Freeport Letter. Taylor Wessing will be 
submitting the GDOV team's detailed comments on the updated application documents shortly. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
GILES MEMBREY BSc (HONS) 
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Glossary of Abbreviations 

DPD Development Plan Document 

DGDO Downtown Grantham Designer Outlet 

DOC Designer Outlet Centre 

FG Fisher German 

FHSF Future High Street Fund 

GDOV Grantham Designer Outlet Village 
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NKDC North Kesteven District Council 
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Executive Summary 

This Planning Appraisal demonstrates that the latest Downtown Retail Impact Analysis of July 

2020 and the material subsequently submitted by the applicant in February 2021 cannot be 

relied upon by the Council in support of the Downtown application, and that planning 

permission should be refused on the basis of the unquestionable significant harm the scheme 

will bring to Grantham Town Centre and other town centres within its catchment area.   

 

The RIA Update relies on out-of-date information and data sources, plus unrealistic 

assumptions with regard to where the scheme will derive its trade.  It seeks to promote an 

unfounded competition factor with Grantham Designer Outlet Village – assuming an 

economically unsustainable and unrealistic 30% reduction in turnover.  Together these factors 

have the effect of suppressing the real impact of the scheme.  Assuming no competition factor, 

the submitted material identifies a worst-case cumulative impact on Grantham Town Centre 

of 5.7% (although the RIA Update has not been updated to account for this scenario).  In fact, 

as we demonstrate in this report, the impact is more accurately identified as being 9.8%. 

 

This unacceptably high level of impact also needs to be measured against the current and 

forecast health of Grantham town centre.  The Applicant’s methodology is unreliable – they 

have not undertaken a physical assessment of the town centre’s health, instead relying on 

outdated surveys and ‘Google Street View’.  In the Scotch Corner Designer Outlet called-in 

decision, the Secretary of State considered that an impact of 6.9% would not be ‘significantly 

adverse’ on Darlington town centre, but this was on the basis that Darlington was a healthy 

centre.  Grantham is not a healthy centre.  In January 2021 it had a vacancy rate of 18.9%, 

compared with the latest published national average of 15%.  The vacancy rate is growing.  

The RIA incorrectly boasts no change in the health of Grantham, however this at odds with 

our own up-to-date health checks and the recent work undertaken by InvestSK in support of 

its bid for financial support for Grantham town centre under the Future High Street Fund. 

 

When factoring in the growth in the switch to online sales (the RIA Update uses outdated data 

on this) and the effect of the pandemic on investor confidence (the RIA Update does not 
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address this), Downtown’s impact on Grantham town centre is likely to be further 

understated.   

 

The Downtown proposal is in clear conflict with the Local Plan and the NPPF which seek to 

protect town centres from harmful out-of-centre development.  The Downtown scheme is 

proposed on land which is not identified for development in the Local Plan.  The Local Plan 

does not envisage an outlet centre at Downtown but does acknowledge the approved Tier 1 

Grantham Designer Outlet Village, recognising that it provides an ’opportunity to kickstart a 

step change in the local economy.’ The Downtown scheme will have the opposite effect, 

exacerbating the current poor health of the town centre and will undermine the initiatives 

which the Future High Street Fund is seeking to address.   

 

The Downtown proposal fails national retail policy.  It fails local retail and land allocation policy 

and will undermine the GDOV as a key and identified local plan opportunity to kick start the 

step change in the local economy. ‘Letting the market decide’, as advocated by Downtown, 

ignores the Local Plan’s recognition that the Outlet village should be properly delivered at King 

31.   

 

In summary, there are proper planning policy and economic reasons to refuse the Downtown 

proposal. 
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1. Introduction  

1.1 This Planning Appraisal has been prepared on behalf of Rioja Developments.  It 

provides a review of the material presented in the Retail Impact Analysis Update (‘RIA 

Update’) dated July 2020, which has been prepared on behalf of Oldrid & Co. Ltd (‘the 

Applicant’) in support of its planning application, referenced S17/2155, for a mixed 

retail scheme (‘DGDO’) at Great Gonerby, Grantham.  It also considers relevant areas 

of the subsequent material – which has been made available to us at the time of 

writing – submitted by Fisher German.  The Appraisal also refers to the Council’s 

successful Future High Street Fund (‘FHSF’) bid and considers the impact of the 

proposal against this. 

 

1.2 The Appraisal should be read alongside the objection letters prepared on behalf of 

Buckminster and Rioja Developments, particularly that made by Taylor Wessing LLP on 

behalf of Buckminster, dated 23rd December 2020 (the ‘December 2020 Objection’), 

which included a legal opinion prepared by William Hicks QC and Stephen Whale of 

Landmark Chambers (the ‘Opinion’). 

 

1.3 This Appraisal clearly demonstrates that the RIA Update is deficient and cannot be 

relied upon by South Kesteven District Council (‘SKDC’) other than as a reason to  

refuse the planning application on retail impact grounds. We provide our own impact 

assessment.  It demonstrates that the levels of expected impact on the town centres 

of Grantham and Newark-on-Trent will be significantly adverse and that the health of 

the two centres is much worse than is suggested by the Applicant.  

 

1.4 The Applicant’s health checks are deficient in methodology, and do not accurately 

reflect the declining health of Grantham town centre, nor the retail impact of trade 

diversion from it by the Downtown proposal.  For these reasons, this Appraisal 

concludes that the proposal is incompatible with the provisions of relevant 

development plan policies and the NPPF, which seek to protect the vitality and viability 

of town centres, and should be refused.  This conclusion is informed by Health Checks 
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of Newark and Grantham town centres, conducted in January 2021. They demonstrate 

that the health of the two centres has significantly declined since we undertook the 

health checks in support of the Grantham Designer Outlet Village (‘GDOV’) in 2017.  

Our evidence is supported by the material prepared by InvestSK in support of its FHSF 

bid for Grantham town centre. 

 

1.5 The Appraisal is structured as follows: 

  

Section 2 Provides an overview of the December 2020 Objection and 
subsequently submitted material; 
 

Section 3 Sets out a review of the latest planning policies against which the 
proposal will be determined; 
 

Section 4 Considers the Future High Streets Fund bid for Grantham town centre; 
 

Section 5 Reviews the Updated Sequential Site Assessment; 

Section 6 Reviews the RIA Update, and sets out our own impact analysis based 
on more up-to-date inputs and more realistic trading scenarios.  We 
provide our own Impact Assessment in Appendix NTR2; 
 

Section 7 Provides up-to-date health checks of Newark and Grantham town 
centres, drawing reference from the Council’s Future High Streets 
Fund bid documents;  
 

Section 8 Provides our analysis of the retail impact implications for the two 
centres; and 
 

Section 9 Provides our overall conclusion. 
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2. The December 2020 Objection 

2.1 The December 2020 Objection set out a number of areas of concern in respect of the 

statements and assumptions made by the Applicant in its submitted material, 

particularly within the RIA Update.  These concerns are set out in summary below.  This 

Appraisal does not seek to repeat in detail the areas of concern, but builds on them by 

providing more realistic and robust assumptions for the impacts of the DGDO, based 

on up-to-date factual evidence and methodology.  

 

 Summary of Areas of Concern 

• That the Local Plan only envisages that one Tier 1 DOC will be provided in 

Grantham. 

• The impacts of two rival DOCs can be devastating both to each other and to 

relevant centres. 

• A Tier 1 DOC is not achievable at DGDO, and that co-location of non-specialist retail 

will lead to a greater impact on town centres (as the offer would be more closely 

aligned to a town centre offer). 

• That there is nothing to indicate that the component elements of the proposal 

cannot be disaggregated into alternative locations and that the sequential 

assessment must consider such locations. 

• That the timescales for the implementation of the development are unrealistic.  

This has an effect on the design year for impact testing. 

• That the expected percentage impact on Newark town centre is significant. 

• That a 30% reduction in sales at DGDO and GDOV (the competition factor) would 

necessarily affect the viability of DGDO, a factor that the RIA fails to address. The 

RIA Update therefore overstates the benefits that the DGDO purports to bring.  The 

30% competition factor is an unrealistic assumption which has the effect of 

artificially supressing the true impact of DGDO.   

• That the applicant fails to consider development plans other than the SKDC Local 

Plan (adopted 30th January 2020). 

• That the implications of new Class E have not yet been considered.  
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• The implications of the pandemic have not yet been considered.  

• That the clauses in the Draft Section 106 do not go far enough to control the nature 

of the development. 

 

2.2 Subsequent to the RIA Update becoming available for scrutiny, SKDC has released 

further material submitted by the applicant in support of the proposal.  We address 

the relevant areas in this document.  At the time of writing we have had light of the 

following material: 

 

• Fisher German’s (FG) letter of 14th August 2020; 

• FG’s Response to the Review by Barton Willmore on the 2020 Environmental 

Statement Addendum (dated February 2021); 

• FG’s letter of 4th February; and 

• FG’s letter of 26th February 2021 and associated impact table. 
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3. Relevant Planning Policies  

3.1 As confirmed in the RIA Update, SKDC adopted its new Local Plan in January 2020.  The 

new Local Plan removed part of the employment allocation affecting Downtown, such 

that the site of the DGDO falls outside the dotted hatched allocated areas.  The land is 

therefore not allocated for development. 

 

Downtown allocation 

Adopted Proposals Map, July 2010          Local Plan to 2036 

            

 

3.2 As highlighted at paragraph 3.3 of the December 2020 Objection, the new Local Plan 

only envisages one Tier 1 DOC at Grantham, and only one Tier 1 DOC has been 

consented and incorporated into the Plan.  The Local Plan recognises that: 

 

‘The recent decision to grant outline planning permission for a Designer Outlet 
Village in Grantham offers the opportunity to kickstart a step change in the local 
economy.’1 

 and: 

[…] a Designer Village Outlet has been granted planning permission with expected 
visitors estimated to be 3 million when fully operational – it is projected that 
approximately 10% of these will also visit the town centre.’2 

 
1 Paragraph 2.72 

2 Paragraph 3.24 
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3.3 GDOV therefore represents ‘Planned Investment’3 for the purposes of the Impact 

Assessment and is clearly recognised in the Local Plan for the positive economic effect 

it will have on Grantham.  Only one Tier 1 DOC is capable of coming forward and no 

local plan would ever plan for or envisage two or more candidate regionally significant 

shopping centre schemes being provided.  As with any other significant regional 

shopping destination – as in the likes of Meadowhall or Bluewater, and operating with 

significant catchment areas – it is not appropriate to approve one such scheme, 

recognise it in a local plan for the benefits it will bring, and then support an additional 

‘candidate’ rival scheme and allow market forces to judge which might succeed, 

particularly when the implications of doing so would be so significantly adverse.  This 

would be in conflict with any local plan, let alone one which already recognises the 

benefits of an approved scheme. Such an approach does not represent proper 

strategic planning whereby a local authority’s decision-making must support the 

adopted strategy for its area by influencing the pattern and distribution of 

development (rather than abandoning this in favour of a more ‘laissez-faire’ 

approach).  Such decision-making would also prejudice the ability of neighbouring 

planning authorities to fulfil their planning strategies.   

 

3.4 Whilst the employment allocation affecting Downtown has been removed in the new 

Local Plan, it is noted that the area has not been re-allocated for general retailing or 

for Tier 1/DOC retailing (or indeed for any form of development).   

 

3.5 For those town centres affected by the proposals within South Kesteven (Grantham, 

Stamford and Bourne), the proposal will need to be considered against the new Local 

Plan.  Other local planning authorities’ policies will be relevant in the consideration of 

the proposal in respect of those other town centres impacted by the proposals.  Within 

the PCA these now comprise: 

 

  

 
3 NPPG Town centres and retail (paragraph 015) 
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 Table 1 – Relevant PCA Development Plans 

Town Centre  LPA Adopted Development 

Plan 

Date of Adoption 

Newark Newark and Sherwood 

District Council 

Amended Core Strategy 

DPD  

7th March 2019 

Bingham Rushcliffe Borough 

Council 

Local Plan Part 1: Core 

Strategy (2014) and Local 

Plan Part 2: Land and 

Planning Policies (2019) 

22nd December 

2014 and 8th 

October 2019 

Melton 

Mowbray 

Melton Borough Council Melton Borough Local 

Plan 2011-2036 

10th  October 2018 

Oakham Rutland Core Strategy 

Development Plan 

Document (DPD) (July 

2011) and the Site 

Allocations and Policies 

DPD (October 2014) 

11th July 2011 and 

13th October 2014 

Sleaford North Kesteven Central Lincolnshire Local 

Plan 2012-2036 

24th April 2017 

 

3.6 The above development plans have not yet been considered by SKDC or the Applicant.  

Below, we summarise some of the key policy headlines relevant to the authorities’ 

retail and town centre policies.  

 

 Newark and Sherwood District Council 

3.7 Newark and Sherwood District Council’s Amended Core Strategy DPD (March 2019) 

DPD confirms, at paragraph 5.28, that the main town centres are ‘vulnerable to 

increased competition from out-of-centre retailing and the growth of internet 

shopping.’  

 

3.8 At paragraph 6.24, the Core Strategy highlights that the Town Centre and Retail Study 

2016 identifies the importance of addressing long-term vacancy and environmental 
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improvements and the commitment to identifying, planning and delivering schemes 

which will improve and enhance the quality of the Town Centre’s offer.  A forecast 

trade draw of 14.94% (our Scenario 4 – see Section 8 of this Planning Appraisal) will 

clearly be in conflict with Newark and Sherwood’s Core Strategy. 

 

Rushcliffe Borough Council 

3.9 Although seven years old, paragraph 3.6.2 of The Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core 

Strategy (December 2014) identifies ‘challenging and ever-changing economic 

circumstances’ affecting the vibrancy and prosperity of its centres.  Paragraph 3.6.9 

warns of: 

 

‘The impact of out-of-centre or edge of centre retail development […] remains a 
threat to the continued vitality and viability of existing centres throughout 
Rushcliffe, and could affect their economic performance.’ 

 

3.10 The more recent Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies (2019) sets a low 

threshold for impact testing of edge and out of centre proposals – 500 sq.m net (Policy 

27).  This is considerably below the Government’s default threshold for impact testing 

(2,500 sq.m) and clearly indicates that the Council is concerned about the effect of 

even minor non-central development on its centres.   

 

3.11 A forecast trade diversion of 6.81% will clearly be in conflict with The Rushcliffe Local 

Plan in respect of the town centre challenges it seeks to address. 

 

 Melton Borough Council 

3.12 The Melton Local Plan 2011-2036 was adopted by the Council in October 2018. 

Paragraph 6.15.3 refers to the effect of the growth in online shopping and the 

associated decline in shops.  Policy EC5 (Melton Mowbray Town Centre) seeks to 

promote the retail growth of the town centre and sets an even lower threshold for the 

testing of edge and out of centre retail developments – 200 sq.m.  
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3.13 We forecast a trade diversion of 9.50% from Melton Mowbray town centre.  This will 

be in conflict with Policy EC5 by harming and hindering retail growth. 

 

 Rutland County Council 

3.14 Core Strategy Policy CS17 – ‘Town centres and retailing’, also sets a very low threshold 

for impact testing for out of centre proposals – 500 sq.m. It identifies a ‘strategic 

objective’ to provide ‘vibrant and prosperous market towns’. 

 

3.15 The Council is currently working on a new local plan – The Rutland Local Plan 2018-

2036.  Draft Policy E9 (‘Town centres and retailing’) maintains the low impact threshold 

of 500 sq.m.  The supporting text identifies a need to maintain and enhance Oakham 

town centre, and this is recognised in the draft policy.  Against this, we establish that 

the cumulative impact of DGDO will divert a significant 8.37% of trade from Oakham 

town centre.  Again, the proposal will be in conflict with Rutland County Council’s 

existing and emerging policies. 

 

 North Kesteven Council 

3.16 The Central Lincolnshire Local Plan 2012-2036 (adopted April 2017) identifies that 

Sleaford town centre is subject to ‘significant leakage in respect of comparison goods’ 

(paragraph 3.6.2).  Paragraph 9.5.1 identifies that NKDC instructed consultants to 

prepare the Sleaford Town Centre Visioning Report to assist in forming a new vision 

for the town centre. The report (July 2015) identified that Sleaford is not fulfilling its 

full potential and needs to attract further national and independent retailers to the 

town along with broadening its leisure uses.  A forecast trade draw of 9.47% from 

Sleaford town centre will be in conflict with the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan. 

 

3.17 In conclusion to this section, the proposal, and the impact it will have on those towns 

within the PCA that are under the control of the above local planning authorities, will 

be in conflict with their adopted and emerging policies which seek to protect the 

vitality and viability of their town centres. 
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4. The Future High Streets Fund  

4.1 We are aware that InvestSK4 has been successful in its bid to receive funding under 

the Future High Streets scheme and that Grantham is to receive ‘£5.56 million to 

improve the vibrance if our High Street...’5 

 

4.2 A report by The Deputy Leader of the Council recommending revenue funding towards 

the scheme was unanimously agreed by the Council in its meeting on 16th July 2020.  

The report has a number of appendices, including: 

 

• Appendix 1 – Grantham Town Centre Spatial Masterplan; and 

• Appendix 4 – Grantham Engagement Report  

 

4.3 The Grantham Town Centre Spatial Masterplan (March 2020) provides a SWOT 

analysis of Grantham town centre.  It provides a relatively up-to-date picture that can 

be used as an indication of the centre’s health against some of the health indicators 

listed at paragraph 006 of the NPPG (Town centres and retail), as set out at paragraph 

7.3 of this Planning Appraisal within Section 7 – Centre Health.  The relevant strengths 

and weaknesses are summarised in Table 2, overleaf, where they can be categorised 

against relevant NPPG indicators.   

 
  

  

 
4 South Kesteven District Council’s economic growth and regeneration company 

5 www.garethdavies.co.uk/news/grantham-receive-ps556-million-new-government-investment-high-street 
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Table 2 – InvestSK SWOT Analysis and Health Indicator Classification 

Strengths/ 
weaknesses 

Relevant area Key text  Relevant indicator 

Strengths Historic townscape 
character 

• Rich built heritage including a high 
proportion of heritage assets  

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 

Independent retailers • Healthy number, particularly along 
Westgate 

• Balance between 
independent and 
multiple stores 

Strategic connectivity • Excellent road and rail connections • Accessibility  

Weaknesses Poor perceptions • Negative perceptions compared 
with nearby centres including 
Newark, Nottingham, Lincoln and 
Peterborough, resulting in market 
leakage 

• Customers’ experiences 
and behaviour 

Poor first impressions 
upon arrival 

• Main entry points all of poor 
quality due to traffic-dominated 
intersections.   

• Poor pedestrian connectivity to 
town centre. 

• Poor landscape character. 

• Low quality route from station. 

• Customers’ experiences 
and behaviour 

• Accessibility 

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 

Low quality townscape 
areas 

• Poor townscape character around 
arrival zones. 

• Broken/bleak frontages. 

• Significant areas of vacant/under- 
utilized land. 

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 
 

High vacancies • Vacancy rates as high as 16%, with 
high proportion on High Street and 
The George Centre. 

• Proportion of vacant 
street level property 

Lack of town centre 
management 

• The town centre does not have a 
Town Centre Management 
Company 

• Extent to which there is 
evidence to barriers to 
new businesses opening 
and existing businesses 
expanding 

Multiple land 
ownerships and limited 
public sector land 

• Land under multiple ownerships 
and with limited public sector 
ownership. 

• Extent to which there is 
evidence to barriers to 
new businesses opening 
and existing businesses 
expanding 

No detailed town 
centre policy 

• No adopted town centre 
masterplan to guide development 
and encourage investment in the 
town centre. 

• Extent to which there is 
evidence to barriers to 
new businesses opening 
and existing businesses 
expanding 

Traffic and parking • Over domination of traffic on key 
streets, including High Street. 

• Poor air quality and high noise 
levels. 

• Significant severance to pedestrian 
connectivity. 

• Problems of presence of on-street 
parking on the main roads. 

• Accessibility 

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 
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Barriers to movement 
and legibility 

• Railway acts as a barrier to 
movements. 

• Four lane carriageway along St. 
Peter’s Hill and on-street parking 
act as barriers to movement. 

• In general, the town centre lacks 
legible pedestrian routes. 

• Accessibility 

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 
 

Disjointed public 
transport 

• Railway station and bus station 
situated in separate locations  
making modal interchanges 
difficult. 

• Accessibility 

Large areas of surface 
parking 

• Large areas of surface parking 
create unappealing large areas of 
tarmac.  

• State of town centre 
environmental quality 
 

 

4.4 It is quite clear from the SWOT analysis that Grantham town centre’s weaknesses 

significantly outnumber its strengths.  We also note that the ‘Impact of proposed out-

of-town retail’ on Grantham town centre is identified as a threat. 

 

4.5 In addition, we have also viewed the YouTube video titled Grantham Future High 

Street Fund Film by InvestSK, presented by the Council Leader and other key 

stakeholders.  A number of further weaknesses are identified, including: 

 

• Low footfall on Westgate; 

• Large lorries using High Street, so inhospitable environment for people to 

cross; 

• Increase in number of empty units; 

• There being not a great deal of independents; and 

• Leakage to other towns.  

 

4.6 The FG letter of 4th February 2021 responds to an email from SKDC dated 26th January 

2021 (which we have not identified or seen), and which responds to the planned 

investments associated with the allocation of £5.56m under the FHSF programme.  The 

letter sets out details of the investments and concludes that the proposal will not 

significantly adversely affect them.   
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4.7 We consider that the predicted cumulative impact of the proposal against the 

backdrop of the poor health of Grantham town centre – as acknowledged above and 

in our Health Check Assessment – means that there will be an adverse impact on the 

planned investments which are proposed through the fund.  The monies may not go 

far enough to sure-up a town centre and the way the cumulative harm is felt over time 

may mean that the monies could have been spent in different areas.  It is an unusual 

approach to identify and acknowledge weaknesses in a town centre, then seek funding 

to address them, only to permit a development that will further harm the centre and 

undermine the strategies that tax-payers’ money has been used to fund. 
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5. The Updated Sequential Assessment 

5.1 The Council will be in receipt of the Opinion.  A copy is attached at Appendix NTR1 for 

completeness.  The points raised by Counsel are not repeated here, suffice to say that 

the consideration of disaggregation is identified as being relevant to the sequential 

test for DGDO.  Paragraph 30 of the Opinion identifies that there are elements of the 

proposal that are not required as part of a DOC and which will reduce the benefits of 

a DOC. 

 

5.2 Planning Officers at Newark and Sherwood Council have raised a sequentially 

preferable site for the office element of the proposals, this being the former 

Nottinghamshire County Council Highways Depot on the junction of Great North Road 

and Kelham Road, close to the River Trent.  We identified and visited this site as part 

of our sequential site search for GDOV – the composite elements of which could not 

be disaggregated.  It was not included within the submitted RIA as its size – 1.98  

hectares – fell substantially below our minimum adopted flexible site area for the 

scheme of 7.5 hectares.   

 

5.3 We are mindful that the Applicant has only considered the same sequential sites that 

we presented in the RIA for GDOV, plus King 31 itself.  There is no evidence to illustrate 

how the Applicant went about identifying sites for itself or how it came to the 

conclusion that it did not/could not identify any ‘…relevant additional sites beyond the 

sites previously assessed in the original RIA.’6  SKDC should seek clarification and 

evidence of the Applicant’s endeavours in these regards.   We note in the FG letter of 

14th August 2020 that they consider Taylor Wessing’s suggestion that GDOV should be 

considered sequentially preferable is wrong because it is out-of-centre and allocated 

for strategic employment and that, and whilst planning permission is secured, it does 

not accord with SKDC’s aspirations for the site.  This however is an incorrect 

 
6 RIA Update, page 14 



Planning Appraisal  Downtown, Grantham 

 

 

NTR Planning Limited Page 18 

assumption as GDOV is now recognised in the Local Plan7  as an important part of the 

economic strategy for Grantham.  

 

5.4 Clearly the point of disaggregation should be considered given the conclusions of 

Counsel.  It will inevitably be the case that there will be additional smaller sites, similar 

to that at Newark, that might be suitable for individual elements of the Downtown 

scheme.     

 

 
7 Paragraph 2.72 
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6. The Updated Impact Assessment 

 Introduction 

6.1 Firstly, there are a number of concerns related to the Updated Impact Assessment in 

the RIA Update.  In respect of inputs, the assessment relies on: 

 

1. A design year that is highly unrealistic (please refer to the December 2020 

Objection as to why this is the case); 

2. Outdated percentage deductions for Special Forms of Trading (‘SFT’);   

3. Market share data that is now five years old, and which will have inevitably 

changed significantly over that period of time, particularly over the course 

of the last year, and which will affect shopping patterns and the movement 

of retail expenditure between now and the design year; and 

4. Reduced turnover as result of ‘competition’ with GDOV. 

 

Design Year 

6.2 Paragraph 018 of the NPPG defines the Design Year for impact testing as follow: 

 

‘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.’ 

 

6.3 The FG Response to the Review by Barton Wilmore on the 2020 Environmental 

Statement Addendum states (paragraph 2.1.1) identifies that DGDO could be 

operation within 2½ years.  This is considered to be highly unrealistic given that the 

development does not yet have planning permission and that reserved matters 

approval would still need to be sought and obtained and the scheme constructed and 

then opened for trading.  As set out in the December 2020 Objection, a more realistic 

Design Year is considered to be 2027.  As highlighted overleaf, SFT is forecast to 

increase over time (increasing from 24.6% of sales in 2025 to 25.8% in 2027).  If 2027 

was adopted as a realistic Design Year for the reasons stated in the December 2020 

Objection, then the amount of turnover diverted from centres increases in percentage 
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terms (given the switch to online sales and the effect this has on monetary expenditure 

in centres).  We test a Design Year of 2027 in our Impact Assessment at Appendix 

NTR2. 

 

Special Forms of Trading 

6.4 We have acquired the latest Experian Retail Planner Briefing Note (‘RPBN’) – Note 18 

(October 2020), whereas the Applicant relies on RPBN 17 (February 2020).  RPBN 18 

provides updated data on SFT. In Table 2 of Appendix D of the RIA Update the 

Applicant identifies SFT to account for 18.4% in 2020, 21.3% in 2024 and 22.0% in 2025.  

Table 3, below, identifies the changes in projected SFT using RPBN 18, and projects 

this to the more realistic Design Year of 2027. 

 

 Table 3 – Special Forms of Trading Projections 

Year Identified SFT by the 

Applicant (%) 

Experian RPBN 18 

Identified SFT (%) 

2020 18.4 22.9 

2021 - 21.8 

2022 - 22.5 

2023 - 23.2 

2024 21.3 24.0 

2025 22.0 24.6 

2026 - 25.2 

2027 - 25.8 

 

6.5 RPBN18 sets out how SFT has increased: 

 
‘There has been a marked increase in online shopping since the Covid-19 crisis 
broke, which has further accelerated the already strong growth trend seen over 
the past decade. This lifted the share of special forms of trading (SFT) to a peak of 
just over 30% of total retail sales at the height of the lockdown [...] we anticipate 
that some of the increase in the internet sales share seen during the pandemic will 
remain throughout the forecast period. In part this reflects consumers becoming 
more accustomed to online shopping during lockdown. This is particularly the case 
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for the older age cohorts, given heightened concern over exposure to Covid-19 
from face-to-face contact while shopping. 
 
The ease of online purchasing has also continued to improve rapidly, with 
technological advances, particularly around smartphones and connectivity. Faster 
delivery times, including same day delivery, and easier returns processes have also 
encouraged the trend. The expansion of 5G and fibre networks should ensure the 
momentum is maintained over the medium term. The proliferation of the buy now 
pay later business model and price tracker sites is also supporting growth.  
 
After easing in 2021, we expect the SFT market share to continue to grow strongly 
in the mid-term, hitting around 30% in 2027.’ 

 

6.6 Experian’s up-to-date forecasts will significantly affect the level of expenditure within 

the catchment area and the turnover of centres.  For example, the applicant estimates 

per capita expenditure in Zone 1 to be £3,438 in 2025, after deductions for SFT.  This 

figure reduces to £3,213 based on Experian’s up-to-date forecasts.  If the turnover of 

centres is lower than forecast, as a result of lower rates of expenditure growth, then 

the impact of trade diverted to a proposal like DGDO will be greater in percentage 

terms and therefore more harmful, particularly where less healthy centres see a 

reduction in their overall level of turnover, which is the case here, as will be 

demonstrated shortly. 

 

 Market Shares 

6.7 In respect of market shares, the Applicant identifies that this was based on a 

household survey conducted by NEMS Market Research in 2017. We consider this 

input is likely to be out-of-date because of: 

 

• Changes in shopping patterns over time, for example as predicted by Experian 

in respect of online shopping (SFT);  

• Ongoing changes in shopping patterns, choices and preferences as a result of 

the pandemic; and 

• Changes to the composition of shopping destinations since 2017 and their 

ability to attract/retain shoppers.  For example, in respect of Newark town 

centre, the anchor Marks and Spencer store has recently closed.  Likewise, both 

Newark and Grantham town centre have seen a marked increase in vacant 
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retail units since we undertook our own in-centre surveys in support of GDOV 

in Spring 2017. Such trends will affect centres’ ability to retain the market 

shares that were expressed in a household survey conducted four years ago. 

 

Forecast Trade Draw 

6.8 In this section of the RIA Update the Applicant claims that the proposal will operate as 

a Tier 1 DOC. The December 2020 Objection, as well as the earlier Buckminster 

objections, set out quite clearly why DGDO will be incapable of operating as a Tier 1 

DOC.   

 

6.9 Within the RIA Update, the applicant sets out how it assessed the same forecast trade 

draw as GDOV (37.5% from the PCA and 55% from the SCA) and undertook, in 

November 2018, a sensitivity test of 42.5% and 50% respectively.  Given that the 

proposal will not function as a Tier 1 DOC but will in fact operate in a manner far more 

akin to a town centre retailing model, it is highly likely that it will derive considerably 

more trade from within its PCA.  In our Impact Assessment at Appendix NTR2 we 

therefore test the following trade draw scenarios: 

 

 Table 4 – Trade Draw Forecast Scenarios  

 Scenario 1 (%) Scenario 2 (%) Scenario 3 (%) Scenario 4 (%) 

PCA 37.5 47.5 57.5 67.5 

SCA 55.0 45.0 35.0 25.0 

Inflow 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 

 

 The Competition Factor 

6.10 We do not consider it appropriate to reduce the sales turnover of DGDO and GDOV for 

the reasons expressed in paragraph 5.19 of the December 2020 Objection.    

Nevertheless, we do provide, at Table 6, below, impact scenarios when applying a 25% 

and 30% competition factor. 
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 Estimated Trade Diversion and Impact Scenarios 

6.11 We have adopted 2027 as a more realistic Design Year.  We have applied up-to-date 

growth rates for the floorspace, the PCA centres and commitments using Experian’s 

latest Growth Rate and SFT projections, derived from RPBN 18.  

 

6.12 We have identified an additional commitment to the three identified by the Applicant, 

this being St. Mark’s, Lincoln.  It is not known why the St. Mark’s scheme was excluded 

(or indeed whether it was identified).  The relevant known commitments are 

therefore: 

 

1. Castle Acres Shopping Centre, Leicester;  

2. The Maltings in Newark;  

3. GDOV; and 

4. St. Mark’s, Lincoln  

 

6.13 The Council should engage with the other local planning authorities within the PCA to 

seek to learn of any additional commitments, as we did in preparing the RIA for GDOV.   

 

6.14 The trade diverted from the PCA town centres by commitments 1-3 is derived from 

Table 12 of Appendix D (‘Updated Impact Assessment Tables’) of the RIA Update.  The 

trade diverted by the St. Mark’s commitment is derived from Table 98 of the Retail 

Statement for the scheme, a copy of which is provided at Appendix NTR3. 

 

6.15 The percentage cumulative impacts on the PCA town centres in 2027 under Scenario 

4 are illustrated in Table 5, overleaf.  Table 6, also overleaf, provides percentage 

cumulative impacts that adopt a 30% and 25% competition factor. 

 

  

  

 
8 Copy at Appendix NTR3 
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Table 5 – Cumulative Impact 2027 (Scenario 4) 

PCA Centre Turnover 2027 

without 

commitments  

(£m) 

Cumulative trade 

diversion of DGDO 

and commitments 

2027 (£m) 

Cumulative impact 

(%) 

Bingham 14.4 0.98 6.81 

Bourne 47.5 2.89 6.08 

Grantham 202.0 19.78 9.79 

Melton Mowbray 100.7 9.57 9.50 

Newark-on-Trent 129.8 19.39 14.94 

Oakham 55.0 4.60 8.37 

Sleaford 70.1 6.64 9.47 

Stamford 166.3 11.10 6.68 

 

 Table 6 – Cumulative Impact 2027 including Competition Factor (Scenario 4) 

PCA Centre Turnover 

2027 without 

commitments  

(£m) 

Cumulative 

trade 

diversion of 

DGDO and 

commitmen

ts 2027 (£m) 

– 30%  

Competition 

Factor 

Cumulative 

Impact 

(%) 

Cumulative 

trade 

diversion of 

DGDO and 

commitment

s 2027 (£m) – 

25%  

Competition  

Factor 

Cumulative 

Impact 

(%) 

Bingham 14.4 0.72 4.99 0.70 4.84 

Bourne 47.5 2.13 4.50 2.06 4.35 

Grantham 202.0 14.87 7.36 14.63 7.24 

Melton 

Mowbray 100.7 6.99 6.94 6.83 6.78 

Newark-on-

Trent 129.8 15.56 11.98 15.40 11.87 

Oakham 55.0 3.38 6.15 3.26 5.92 

Sleaford 70.1 5.39 7.70 5.27 7.52 

Stamford 166.3 8.13 4.89 7.90 4.75 
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6.16 As can be seen from Table 5, the highest percentage cumulative impact is on Newark 

Town Centre – 14.94%, followed by Grantham – 9.79%. This compares with 9.7% and 

5.7% respectively, as estimated by the Applicant9, but based upon a flawed 

assessment.  Even with the Competition Factor, which we do not consider is a realistic 

approach, the percentage cumulative impact on the two centres is significant in 

percentage terms and significantly higher than those estimated by the Applicant. Even 

without any competition factor, FG’s table identified a worst case aggregate impact on 

Grantham of 5.7%, which is lower than the cumulative impact with a 30% competition 

factor expressed in Table 6, above (7.36%). 

 

6.17 As a consequence of both the higher forecast level of trade draw, and the fact the 

Applicant’s flawed reviews cannot be relied on, we have undertaken updated Health 

Checks of Grantham and Newark to consider how the cumulative impacts identified in 

Table 5 could affect the two town centres going forward.  These are provided in the 

following section.  It is clear that the health of both centres has declined significantly, 

and, as a consequence, it is incontrovertible that the higher level of anticipated impact 

will be significantly adverse. 

 
9 As set out in the table associated with the FG letter of 26th February 2021 
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7. Centre Health 

7.1 The RIA Update confirms that the Applicant’s health checks were carried out in 2017, 

but that the Council’s retail advisors required these to be updated.  The updated health 

checks are provided in Appendix F of the RIA Update, however footnote 41 (on page 

22) notes that they relied on the latest Experian GOAD surveys, updated by Google 

Street View and ‘other’ unidentified data sources.  They identify that this approach 

was adopted due to lockdown.  This methodology is flawed and unreliable, and has led 

to misleading conclusions.  We would suggest the Council undertake its own health 

check of Grantham town centre, to build on the SWOT analysis of March 2020 of 

Grantham town centre provided in the Grantham Future High Street Fund (FHSF) Town 

Centre Spatial Masterplan, prepared for InvestSK, and engage with the other PCA local 

planning authorities to consider the current health of their centres, and centre health 

going forward, as a result of possible unidentified commitments and the implications 

of the move to online shopping and the pandemic. 

 

7.2 Our surveys were, like those in support of GDOV, carried out on-foot in the two town 

centres.  Lockdown did not affect the findings of the health checks apart from in 

respect of two of the health indicators that are listed at paragraph 006 of the NPPG 

(see below), these being customers’ experience and behaviour and also pedestrian 

flows.   It was not appropriate to speak to customers in the two town centres due to 

social distancing measures. Footfall was, unsurprisingly, lower than we had previously 

experienced in 2017.  We were able to make accurate judgements as to which outlets 

were vacant and which were temporarily closed due to lockdown. 

 

7.3 As with our surveys in 2017, we have sought to provide information based on the 

paragraph 006 health indicators, these being: 

 

1. diversity of uses; 

2. proportion of vacant street level property; 

3. commercial yields on non-domestic property; 
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4. customers’ experience and behaviour; 

5. retailer representation and intentions to change representation; 

6. commercial rents; 

7. pedestrian flows; 

8. accessibility – this includes transport accessibility and accessibility for people with 

different impairments or health conditions, as well as older people with mobility 

requirements; 

9. perception of safety and occurrence of crime; 

10. state of town centre environmental quality; 

11. balance between independent and multiple stores; 

12. extent to which there is evidence of barriers to new businesses opening and 

existing businesses expanding; and 

13. opening hours/availability/extent to which there is an evening and night-time 

economy offer. 

 

7.4 The two Health Checks are provided below.  It is clear that the health of both centres 

has declined significantly since 2017.  They demonstrate that FG, in its letter of 14th 

August 2020, is entirely wrong when it claims that existing centres ‘…have experienced 

no significant change in performance or circumstances (since the previous assessment 

in 2017) and are performing well against many of the health check indicators.’  FG’s 

claims are also not aligned with the findings of InvestSK's SWOT analysis. The declining 

health of the centres would have been evident in August 2020, although this is not 

recognised by the Applicant.   

 



Planning Appraisal  Downtown, Grantham 

 

 

NTR Planning Limited Page 28 

Grantham Town Centre 

 1) Diversity of Uses  

7.5 Table 7 summarises the changes over the period since 2015: 

 

Table 7 – Grantham Town Centre Composition 

Surveyor GOAD NTR 

Planning 

GOAD10 NTR 

Planning 

Date of survey 09.06.2015 12.06.2017 June 2018 12.01.2021 

Comparison outlets 130 141 132 112 

Percentage of outlets 27.20 31.61 28.09 24.62 

National average at time 31.87 31.87 29.70 28.03 

Convenience outlets 31 26 30 37 

Percentage of outlets 6.49 5.83 6.38 8.13 

National average at time 8.65 8.65 9.22 9.14 

Retail Service outlets 78 59 74 80 

Percentage of outlets 16.32 13.23 15.74 17.58 

National average at time 14.01 14.01 14.92 15.44 

Leisure Service outlets 108 106 103 92 

Percentage of outlets 22.59 23.77 21.91 20.22 

National average at time 23.44 23.44 24.37 18.09 

Financial & Business 

outlets 

70 62 68 48 

Percentage of outlets 12.76 13.90 14.47 10.55 

National average at time 11.12 10.62 9.98 9.42 

Vacant outlets 61 52 63 86 

Percentage of outlets 12.76 11.66 13.40 18.90 

National average at time 11.12 11.12 11.57 13.26 

Total outlets 478 446 470 455 

 

 
10 Derived from RIA Update, Appendix F (GOAD plus use of Google Street View) 



Planning Appraisal  Downtown, Grantham 

 

 

NTR Planning Limited Page 29 

7.6 Charts 1 and 2, below, demonstrate that the composition of Grantham town centre 

has changed quite significantly between June 2015 and January 2021, with a decline 

in the number of comparison and convenience goods outlets and an increase in vacant 

outlets and retail service outlets.  

 

Chart 1 - Grantham Town Centre Composition (June 2015) 

 

 

Chart 2 - Grantham Town Centre Composition (January 2021) 
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 2) Proportion of Vacant Street Level Property 

7.7 Chart 3, below, illustrates the change in vacancy between 2015 and January 2021.  As 

can be seen, Grantham town centre’s vacancy rate has consistently exceeded the 

national average, but has risen more dramatically above the national average since 

our previous survey work in 2017 – this is not recognised in the RIA Update.  As with 

Newark town centre, the vacancy rate may continue to rise at a fast rate given the 

forecast increase in SFT and the impact of the pandemic.  We note that in section 3.2 

of the SWOT analysis that a vacancy rate as high as 16% was identified at that time 

(March 2020).  This figure can be plotted within a reasonable degree of accuracy on 

the blue line for that year. 

 

Chart 3 – Grantham Town Centre Vacancy Rate (% of Outlets) 

 

 

7.8 As with the findings of the SWOT analysis, we noted a significant cluster of vacant 

premises on the High Street and within the George Shopping Centre.  We did not see 

a single person in the George Shopping Centre during our survey.  A photograph is 

provided overleaf.  An example of the clusters of vacant premises on the High Street 

are seen in photograph 2, also overleaf. 
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 Photograph 1 – George Shopping Centre, Grantham 

 

 Photograph 2 – High Street, Grantham 
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3) Commercial Yields on Non-Domestic Property 

7.9 We have not been able to identify any up-to-date information on commercial yields to 

that provided in our Health Check for Grantham in support of GDOV. 

 

4) Customers’ Experience and Behaviour 

7.10 The findings of our 2017 Grantham Town Centre Health Check were negative in 

respect of key stakeholder comments.  One of the weaknesses identified in the SWOT 

analysis was a ‘mixed town centre perception’,  

 

‘[…] with some negative perceptions in comparison to other nearby centres 
including Newark, Notting, Lincoln and Peterborough, resulting in market leakage.’  
Another weakness was identified as ‘Poor first impression upon arrival’. 

 

7.11 Appendix 4 of the report by The Deputy Leader of the Council (July 2020) is titled 

Engagement Summary Appendices.  It summarises the results of 400+ responses to a 

series of questions.  Question 4 was ‘Please provide one word to describe Grantham 

town centre?’  The most common identified responses were: 

 

• Boring (20 responses)  

• Tired (19 responses)  

• Dull (15 responses)  

• Empty (14 responses)  

• Rundown (14 responses) 

• Busy (13 responses)  

• Poor (10 responses) 

• Potential (8 responses) 

 

7.12 Other questions included question 7: ‘What would encourage you to come to 

Grantham town centre more frequently?  The most popular response being ‘Better 

shopping’ (69.37%).  Question 8 set out true or false answers to a series of statements, 

most of which related to town centre perception.  The statements and split of answers 

are set out in Table 8, overleaf.  We have shaded the more popular answers. 
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 Table 8 – True or False Answers to InvestSK Grantham Town Centre Engagement 

Statement True False 

Grantham Town Centre is exciting. 6.03% 93.97% 

Grantham Town Centre is boring. 78.20% 21.80% 

I would like to live in Grantham Town Centre. 12.29% 87.71% 

Grantham Town Centre is a good place to work. 57.39% 42.61% 

Grantham Town Centre is a good place for families. 34.62% 65.34% 

I like how Grantham Town Centre looks and feels. 17.88% 82.12% 

Grantham Town Centre’s historic character is important. 86.57% 13.43% 

Grantham Town Centre provides the local services and 
facilities I need. 

52.12% 47.88% 

 

7.13 Finally, question 9 asked 429 people to rate their experience in Grantham. 16.39% of 

respondents answered ‘Poor’, 22.72% answered ‘Moderate’, 43.09% answered 

‘Average’, 14.99% answered ‘Good’ and only 2.81% answered ‘Excellent’.  

 

7.14 Whilst it was not appropriate to interview visitors to the centre at the time of our 

survey work, we would not imagine that customers’ views would be any more positive 

given our own impression of how the town centre has declined over the four year 

period. 

 

5) Retailer Representation and Intentions to Change Representation 

7.15 In our 2017 Health Check, we identified that the centre under-achieved in clothing and 

footwear retailing.  The GOAD Category Report which we obtained in support of the 

GDOV proposals (dated June 2015) identified only one clothing retailer falling within 

Experian GOAD’s list of ‘Major Retailers Present’ – Next.  Next remain present adjacent 

to the town centre at Augustin Retail Park, operating a click and collect service at the 

time of our survey.  Of the other eight ‘Major Retailers’ listed by Experian GOAD, it is 

the case that none of them have since opened premises within Grantham town centre.  
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7.16 As with Newark, which we assess below, there has been a significant decline in the 

proportion of occupied units since our previous survey work.   

 

6) Commercial Rents 

7.17 We have been provided with details of commercial rents for St. Augustin Retail Park, 

which is located within the Town Centre Shopping Area on SKDC’s Proposals Map.  The 

passing rent level at the retail park has dropped by 46% since January 2020.  One of 

the retailers is occupying its unit on a rolling two monthly rent-free basis.  Other 

retailers are paying circa £13-£18 per square foot, whereas rental levels on average 

for retail parks are in the region of £23/£24 per square foot up to circa £30 for sites 

trading in healthier shopping locations.  The evidence in respect of St. Augustin Retail 

Park gives a good indication that commercial rental levels within the wider town centre 

are also likely to be below average. 

 

 7) Pedestrian Flows 

7.18 It was not possible to make a proper assessment of pedestrian flows due to the 

ongoing lockdown. 

 

 8) Accessibility 

7.19 As was identified in our previous Health Check, Grantham is well connected in terms 

of rail and bus, however we are mindful of one of the weaknesses in the SWOT analysis 

being the poor approach from the railway station and that ‘There is no sense of arrival 

and limited visibility of the town centre from the Station Road.’  This is something that 

the FHSF scheme is seeking to address.  Further identified weaknesses in the SWOT 

analysis are that: 

 

‘The main entry points into the town centre [..] are all of poor quality due to traffic 
dominated intersections and large surface car parks, poor pedestrian connectivity 
to the town centre, poor public realm and lack of intensive use or activity.’ 
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7.20 Accessibility by non-car modes appears to be hindered, as question 7 of the 

Engagement Summary Appendices asked, ‘How did you get to Grantham today?’ 

61.89% of responders answered by car, 28.18% answered by walking, 4.62% answered 

by bus, 2.54% answered by train and 0.46% answered by cycle.  

 

 9) Perception of safety and occurrence of crime 

7.21 We have, as we did in 2017, visited www.police.uk to review statistics for Grantham 

town centre.  The data shows a generally consistent level of ‘crimes per month’, with 

a high level identified in July 2020.  The most recent statistics identify that anti-social 

behaviour and shoplifting were the most commonly reported crimes.  We continue to 

feel, as we did in 2017, that the core retail area had a safe feel (less so in some areas 

beyond) and note that the centre continues to benefit from CCTV.  There was a low 

police presence, which goes against one of the priority areas we identified from 

www.police.uk in 2017 (‘increased high visibility foot patrols’).  

 

 10) State of town centre environmental quality 

7.22 The 2015 Retail Study identified that the environmental quality of the town centre is 

‘generally satisfactory’.  One of the weaknesses identified in the SWOT analysis is ‘Low 

quality townscape areas’. The analysis acknowledges some of the town centre’s 

historic townscape areas, but identifies areas of poor townscape quality.  These 

include car parks and broken frontages and the effect of ‘significant areas of 

vacant/underutilised land…’.  We consider that the high proportion of vacant outlets 

certainly has an adverse effect on the environmental quality of the town centre and 

the brings with it a perception of town centre decline. 

 

 11) Balance between independent and multiple stores 

7.23 Unlike Newark, we did not identify a particularly strong independent sector within 

Grantham.  Multiple counts on the Experian GOAD Category Report (June 2015) was 

close to the national average, and we did not identify much significant variation from 

those numbers in our Health Checks.   
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7.24 The second most popular answer to Question 7 in the Engagement Summary 

Appendices (‘What would encourage you to come to Grantham town centre more 

frequently?’) after ‘Better shopping’ (69.37%) was ‘More local, independent’ (57.33%).  

We did not consider that there was a particularly strong balance between multiples 

and independents, and InvestSK’s surveys would support this view. 

 

12) Extent to which there is evidence of barriers to new businesses opening and 

existing businesses expanding 

7.25 We have not been able to identify any specific barriers to new businesses opening or 

expanding.  We have identified that the George Shopping Centre has sold at auction 

in January 2021 with a low proportion of shops let. When it was on the market11, the 

news article highlighted the view that the vacancy rate within the shopping centre was 

‘a disgrace.’   

 

7.26 The high vacancy rate, the impact of Covid-19 and the threat of out of centre retailing, 

including the proposals at Downtown, may act as a deterrent to incoming businesses 

and the likelihood of existing businesses expanding.  

 

13) Opening hours/availability/extent to which there is an evening and night-time 

economy offer. 

7.27 Whilst our survey work was conducted during lockdown in daylight hours, we did not 

identify much of an opportunity for an evening economy. There were no identified 

clusters of restaurants, bars and other leisure services, and so we do not consider 

there to be much of an evening or night-time offer.  We noted that the leisure scheme 

at St. Catherine’s Road is now built, but units remain un-let.   

 

  

 
11 www.lincolnshirelive.co.uk/news/local-news/grantham-george-centre-coronavirus-sale-4680666 
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 Conclusion 

7.28 The vacancy rate in Grantham town centre has been above the national average since 

June 2015 (12.76%12), with a jump to 16%13 in March 2020 and a further jump to 

18.9%14 of units in January 2021; with the latest figure being more than five percent 

above the national average.  There has been a steady decline in the number of 

comparison goods retailers since our survey work in 2017.  We identified only one of 

Experian GOAD’s eight ‘Major Retailers’ within the town centre.  Finally, we considered 

that our perception of the town centre’s environmental quality had declined, 

particularly as a result of the number of vacant premises.  

 

  

 
12 Source: Experian GOAD 

13 Source: Grantham Town Centre Spatial Masterplan (March 2020) 

14 Source: NTR Planning Health Check Assessment 
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Newark-on-Trent Town Centre  

 1) Diversity of Uses  

7.29 In Table 9 we summarise the changes over the period since 2015. 

 

Table 9 – Newark-on-Trent Town Centre Composition 

Surveyor GOAD NTR 

Planning 

GOAD15 NTR 

Planning 

Date of survey 30.06.2015 18.05.2017 July 2019 11.01.2021 

Comparison outlets 165 167 157 126 

Percentage of outlets 37.33 39.29 37.38 32.56 

National average at time 31.87 31.87 29.57 28.03 

Convenience outlets 32 27 35 29 

Percentage of outlets 7.24 6.35 8.33 7.49 

National average at time 8.65 8.65 9.14 9.14 

Retail Service outlets 56 64 64 66 

Percentage of outlets 12.67 15.06 15.24 17.05 

National average at time 14.01 14.01 15.44 15.44 

Leisure Service outlets 86 80 79 70 

Percentage of outlets 19.46 18.82 18.81 18.09 

National average at time 23.44 23.44 24.49 24.49 

Financial & Business 

outlets 

48 43 31 36 

Percentage of outlets 10.86 10.12 7.38 9.30 

National average at time 10.62 10.62 9.42 9.42 

Vacant outlets 55 44 54 60 

Percentage of outlets 12.44 10.35 12.86 15.50 

National average at time 11.12 11.12 11.66 13.26 

Total outlets 442 425 420 38716 

  

 
15 Derived from RIA Update, Appendix F 

16 Note that Newark & Sherwood Council confirmed that the entire first floor is closed awaiting redevelopment 
(scheduled to finish Autumn/Winter 2021).  This will contribute to the reduction in unit numbers. 
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7.30 Charts 4 and 5, below, demonstrate that the composition of Newark town centre has 

changed significantly between June 2015 and January 2021, with a decline in the 

number of comparison goods outlets and an increase in vacant outlets and retail 

service outlets.  

 

Chart 4 - Newark Town Centre Composition (June 2015) 

 

 

Chart 5 - Newark Town Centre Composition (January 2021) 
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 2) Proportion of Vacant Street Level Property 

7.31 Chart 6 illustrates the change in the vacancy rate between 2015 and January 2021.  As 

can be seen, the vacancy rate for Newark town centre was slightly below the national 

average in 2017, but it has since exceeded the national average and with the vacancy 

rate climbing at a faster rate.  With the forecast increase in SFT, the vacancy rate may 

continue to accelerate . 

 

Chart 6 – Newark-on-Trent Town Centre Vacancy Rate (% of Outlets) 

 

 

7.32 The Newark Town Investment Plan (‘TIP’) of July 2020 identifies that: 

 
‘The centre continues to suffer from retail decline. Visible and large footprint 
vacancies are accompanied by a trend for discount offers.’ 

 

7.33 As identified previously, we noted that the Marks and Spencer anchor unit on Stodman 

Street has become vacant since our previous survey work in 2017. 
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7.34 It is important to note that there has also been a very significant increase in the 

vacancy rate within the Primary Shopping Area (i.e. the retail core of the town centre).  

Planning Officers at Newark and Sherwood have confirmed in an email to us that this 

has increased from 8.07% in 2018/19 to 17.39% for 2019/20.  

 

3) Commercial Yields on Non-Domestic Property 

7.35 We have not been able to identify any up-to-date information on commercial yields.  

We have however identified the following from the TIP: 

 

‘…Market confidence is low, reflected by the departure of national brands.  Lease 
and repair tenancies lead to a high turnover of tenancies, with attractive buildings 
and streets blighted by underutilisation.’ 

 

4) Customers’ Experience and Behaviour 

7.36 The TIP identifies that: 

 

‘Residents past and present express fond memories of a town that once bustled 
with activity. Despite decline in recent years in terms of vibrancy, vacancy, 
attractiveness to investment, and reduced feeling of safety, there remains a deep 
attachment to the town and a strong sense of belonging. Interventions have taken 
place in attempts to arrest decline, including the purchase and re-use of the 
Marketplace-facing Buttermarket and the redevelopment of the long-derelict 
former Robin Hood Hotel.’ 

 

7.37 It also highlights that: 

 

‘Family and leisure offers are limited. There is little diversity in the night time 
economy beyond a cinema and F&B establishments. Dwell time of visitors remains 
constrained, with a failure to maximise ancillary spend and overnight stays.’ 

 

5) Retailer Representation and Intentions to Change Representation 

7.38 As highlighted under Indicator 3, the TIP identifies that ‘market confidence is low, 

reflected by the departure of national brands.’ It also states that: 

 

‘The pandemic has exacerbated the ongoing issues plaguing town centre, with 
closures and vacancies expected to increase. This places extra emphasis on the 
need for rethinking and repurposing retail space in the town.’ 
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7.39 Before the emergence of Covid-19 in 2020, the town centre had seen the number of 

vacant units exceed the national average, whereas in 2017 the number of vacant 

outlets was slightly below the national average.  The latest picture sees the number of 

vacant outlets increasing once more, jumping further ahead of the national average.  

Given the decline in occupied units in the last two years, we consider that this will have 

an adverse effect upon retailers’ intentions going forward, even before factoring in the 

cumulative impact of the Downtown proposals with other committed floorspace. 

 

6) Commercial Rents 

7.40 We have not been able to identify any up-to-date information on commercial rents. 

 

7) Pedestrian Flows 

7.41 It was not possible to make a proper assessment of pedestrian flows due to the 

ongoing lockdown at the time of our survey. 

 

8) Accessibility 

7.42 In our 2017 Health Check we confirmed that Newark was well-served by public 

transport, including its two railway stations – Newark Northgate (services to Lincoln, 

Nottingham, Leicester, and Matlock) and Newark Castle (London Kings Cross, Leeds 

and the north and Lincoln).  We are, however, mindful that the TIP identifies that: 

 

‘Newark’s excellent connectivity is blighted by its capacity.  Traffic congestion 
remains significant for residents and businesses. The need to address Newark’s 
congestion is recognised by Midlands Engine, multiple businesses along the A46 
corridor (from Bristol to Humberside) and the Government announced support for 
the A46 Newark Northern Bypass in March 2020. The level crossing at the Castle 
railway line also contributes to congestion, with more downtime as a consequence 
of enhanced frequency and use of rail services. Despite excellent rail connectivity, 
take-up is low. Bus provision is constrained by a lack of frequency and ticket 
coordination across operators.’ 

 

7.43 It also highlights that: 

 

‘The town suffers from a lack of legibility and wayfinding, particularly between 
transport nodes and key attractions.’ 
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7.44 There are therefore documented concerns in respect of Newark’s level of accessibility.   

 

9) Perception of safety and occurrence of crime 

7.45 We noted the presence of CCTV in our 2017 Health Check, and that the centre 

benefitted from a generally secure environment.  However, the more up-to-date 

information in the TIP sets out residents’ concerns over anti-social behaviour, 

particularly after dark: 

 

‘The other most important concern for residents; crime and anti-social behaviour 
continue to persist and is increasing. In one ward, only 65% of residents feel safe 
during the day (national average of 93%).  After dark, the figure falls to 16%, a 
staggering 60% below the national average.’ 

 

7.46 Under the heading of ‘Safety and security’, the TIP identifies that there has been a 

significant upward trend across the district in terms of concern about safety and crime 

– 10% (annual comparison), which rises to 15% in Newark town centre. 

 

10) State of town centre environmental quality 

7.47 Newark is a highly attractive centre in terms of its heritage assets; however, the 

number of vacant units does now create a feeling of decline within the town centre, 

as can be seen in the photographs overleaf. 
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Photographs  3 and 4 – Newark-on-Trent Town Centre 
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7.48 The TIP identifies, from surveys undertaken, that residents expressed a desire that: 

 

‘Bringing heritage buildings back into use’ would be considered to have a major 
positive impact on the Town Centre.’ 

 

11) Balance between independent and multiple stores 

7.49 We did identify a strong independent sector within Newark, which accounted for a 

stronger proportion of comparison outlets.  This is also a feature recognised in the TIP.  

We consider there be a good balance of independent and multiple retailers.   

 

12) Extent to which there is evidence of barriers to new businesses opening and 

existing businesses expanding 

7.50 The TIP sets out a number of concerning issues in this regard.  It states, for example,  

that: 

 

‘Market confidence is low, reflected by the departure of national brands.  Lease 
and repair tenancies lead to a high turnover of tenancies, with attractive buildings 
and streets blighted by underutilisation.’ 

 

7.51 The Impact of Covid-19 is also well-documented in the TIP, for example: 

 

‘The pandemic has exacerbated the ongoing issues plaguing the town centre, with 
closures and vacancies expected to increase.’  

 

13) Opening hours/availability/extent to which there is an evening and night-time 

economy offer. 

7.52 There was no evening and night-time economy at the time of our surveys due to 

lockdown.  We have already set out some the TIP’s findings in respect of the 

perception of safety at night-time, which will of course affect the evening and night-

time economy.  The TIP also sets out some serious concerns over the leisure sector, 

for example: 

 

‘Family and leisure offers are limited. There is little diversity in the night time 
economy beyond a cinema and F&B establishments. Dwell time of visitors remains 
constrained, with a failure to maximise ancillary spend and overnight stays.’ 
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7.53 We consider that there is a considerable lack of an evening and night-time economy 

in the town centre.  

 

 Conclusion 

7.54 The health of Newark town centre has declined since our survey work in support of 

GDOV.  The vacancy rate has risen from 12.44% in 2015 to 15.50% in January 2021, 

with the TIP identifying that, within the PSA, the number of vacancies has risen from 

8.07% in 2018/19 to 17.39% in 2019/20.  The TIP records that confidence is low, and 

that the pandemic has led to closures, with vacancies expected to rise. This is not 

recognised in the RIA Update and other submitted material. 

  



Planning Appraisal  Downtown, Grantham 

 

 

NTR Planning Limited Page 47 

8. Retail Impact Implications 

8.1 Our Impact Assessment at Appendix NTR2 identifies the highest predicted cumulative 

impacts on Grantham and Newark town centres under each of the four scenarios, 

based on the more realistic design year of 2027.  These are provided in Table 10, 

below. 

 

 Table 10 – Cumulative Impact on Grantham and Newark-on-Trent Town Centres 

 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 

PCA Trade Draw 37.5% 47.5% 57.5% 67.5% 

SCA Trade Draw 55.0% 45.0% 35.0% 25.0% 

Grantham  7.03% 7.95% 8.87% 9.79% 

Newark-on-Trent 11.72% 12.79% 13.87% 14.94% 

  

8.2 These levels of impact are much greater than considered in the Committee Report 

(12th December 2017) for the cumulative impact of GDOV on Grantham – 3-4% in 

202517.   Paragraph 8.4.18 of the Committee Report stated that: 

 

‘Officers therefore conclude that the proposal would not be significantly harmful 
to the vitality or viability of any existing retail centres and therefore complies with 
the thrust of CS Policy E2…’ 

 

8.3 With a potential trebling of the cumulative impact on Grantham, it is not possible to 

draw the same conclusion.  The RIA Update concludes by stating that ‘We can 

reasonably conclude that no ‘significant adverse impact’ on town centre vitality and 

viability is likely to occur as a result of the proposed development, cumulatively with 

other committed developments including King 31’.  This is clearly not the case. 

 

 
17 Paragraph 8.4.17 
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8.4 A best case scenario cumulative impact on Grantham town centre of 7.03% would be 

higher than that considered in the Scotch Corner18 and Cribbs Causeway19 called-in 

planning inquiries.  In the Secretary of State’s decision to approve Scotch Corner it was 

noted that a predicted impact on Darlington town centre of up to 6.9% would not be 

‘significantly adverse’20, however this was made against the Inspector’s conclusion 

that Darlington was a centre in ‘good health with a high level of vitality and viability.’21.   

 

8.5 In the Secretary of State’s decision to refuse planning permission for an extension to 

The Mall at Cribbs Causeway near Bristol, the Secretary of State considered that a solus 

impact of 6.4% would ‘be likely to result in a significant adverse impact on the vitality 

and viability of Bristol city centre’22, and this was despite the Inspector highlighting 

that ‘In my judgement Bristol city centre overall is a vital and viable shopping centre..’23   

 

8.6 The Scotch Corner and Cribbs Causeway decisions were, of course, made prior to the 

pandemic and with lower levels of forecast growth in SFT.  In the previous section we 

demonstrated that Grantham town centre is in poor health, with a rising vacancy rate, 

a declining number of comparison units, and only one ‘Major Retailer’ present.  This 

position is not expected to improve between now and 2027, given the rising rate in 

SFT and the fallout of the pandemic.  We therefore consider that the predicted impact 

on Grantham town centre will be significantly adverse, deterring future commercial 

investment in the centre and will exacerbate the weaknesses identified in the 

Grantham Town Centre Spatial Masterplan (March 2020) SWOT analysis.  The impact 

will also undermine the aspirations of the successful Future High Street Fund bid.   

 

 
18 APP/V2723/V/15/3132873 and APP/V2723/V/16/3143678 

19  APP/P0119/V/17/3170627 

20 Paragraph 15 

21 IR11.30 

22 Paragraph 32 

23 IR635 
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8.7 The impact on Newark town centre will also be significantly adverse.  Here, the 

estimated cumulative impact is more significant.  The vacancy rate is also climbing, 

and the number of comparison retailers has declined.  The Council has prepared a 

Town Improvement Plan to seek to tackle the decline.   Given these circumstances, a 

cumulative impact of between 11.72% and 14.94% would also be significantly adverse. 

 

8.8 Paragraph 89 of the NPPF requires proposals for out-of-centre retail development to 

be subject to an impact assessment to consider, amongst other things, the impact on 

town centre vitality, viability and trade.  Our Impact Assessment is considered to be 

far more reliable than that of the Applicant. 

 

8.9 We therefore respectfully ask the Council to refuse the application in accordance with 

the provisions of paragraph 90 of the NPPF, which states: 

 

‘Where an application fails to satisfy the sequential test or is likely to have 
significant adverse impact on one or more of the considerations in paragraph 89, 
it should be refused.’ 
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9. Conclusion 

9.1 This report has provided an appraisal of the RIA Update and other recent submitted 

material provided in support of the Downtown proposals.  We have identified a 

number of significant shortcomings, including outdated data sources and health 

checks, and as a downplaying of assumptions as to what the scheme actually 

represents (and how it will function).  These shortcomings deliberately and artificially 

supress the true impact of the proposal.  We have also set out our criticisms of the 

sequential test and the methodology that it deploys.   

 

9.2 To assist the Council in determining the proposal we have undertaken our own Impact 

Assessment of the proposal in the light of up-to-date health checks, which updates the 

work we previously undertook in support of GDOV in 2017, and provides a clear 

indications as to how Grantham and Newark town centres have declined over the 

period.  We have used up-to-date data sources to consider the effect of the growth in 

online sales and retail expenditure.   

 

9.3 Our conclusions are robust and confirm that the cumulative impact of the proposal 

and other known committed floorspace will be significantly adverse on the town 

centres of Grantham and Newark-on-Trent – a trade diversion of 9.79% and 14.94% 

respectively.  The development is therefore in clear conflict with the policies of the 

Local Plan, other PCA development plans and also the NPPF, all of which seek to 

protect the vitality and viability of town centres.  The proposal should not therefore 

be approved.   

 

NTR Planning Ltd  

April 2021 

 

Copyright © All rights reserved.  NTR Planning Ltd. 
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IN THE MATTER OF THE PROPOSED DOWNTOWN DESIGNER OUTLET 

CENTRE (S17/2155) 

 

 

_________ 

 

OPINION 

_________ 

 

 

 

Introduction: 

1. We are instructed by The Trustees of The Buckminster Estate No11 Trust and The 

Trustees of The Buckminster Estate No12 Trust (“Buckminster”). 

2. On 6 April 2018, the local planning authority (“SKDC”) granted planning permission 

for the Grantham Designer Outlet Village (“GDOV”) on land off Tollemache Road 

North near Grantham.  Buckminster is in the process of developing the GDOV, together 

with Rioja Developments.  It will be a Tier 1 designer outlet centre. 

3. Oldrid & Co Ltd has applied to SKDC for planning permission for development which 

is to include a designer outlet centre (“the Downtown Scheme”) on land at an out of 

centre site known as Downtown Garden Centre, Old Great North Road, Great Gonerby.  

This application is pursued on the basis that it will include a Tier 1 designer outlet 

centre.  However, it also includes other proposed development. 

4. On 30 January 2020, SKDC adopted a new Local Plan.  As a result, the Downtown 

Scheme application will be taken back to the planning committee in due course and 

further representations on the application are invited. 

5. We are asked to advise on two legal issues relating to the consideration of the 

application for the Downtown Scheme. 
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Relevance of the GDOV 

6. We are asked to advise as to the relevance of the GDOV to the consideration of the 

application for the Downtown Scheme. 

7. It is trite law that the consideration of the application must have regard to the 

development plan and any other material considerations, that the determination of the 

application must be made in accordance with the development plan unless other 

material considerations indicate otherwise, and that the development plan needs to be 

considered as a whole.  SKDC’s new Local Plan is the starting point. 

8. The GDOV accords with the Local Plan.  It is within an allocated site to which Policy 

E1 applies. That policy provides that employment generating uses other than Class B 

uses may be appropriate.  Paragraph 2.72 of the explanatory text states that the recent 

decision to grant outline planning permission for the GDOV scheme, “offers the 

opportunity to kick-start a step change in the local economy.”  The section on Grantham 

Town Centre also refers (at para. 3.24) to the benefits of the GDOV scheme in attracting 

visitors to the town centre.  

9. The benefits associated with the GDOV scheme, which led to the permission and are 

reflected in the Local Plan, are achieved because the GDOV scheme is a purpose 

designed, high quality, standalone designer outlet centre, and is tightly regulated by 

bespoke planning conditions and section 106 planning obligations to ensure that it will 

operate as a Tier 1 scheme on that particular site. 

10. All concerned agree that there can only be one designer outlet centre at Grantham and 

that it must be Tier 1.  It is accepted that a lower order designer outlet centre would be 

unacceptable because it would lack the wide draw and compete with the town centre. 

The Downtown Scheme proposal includes a second Tier 1 designer outlet centre at 

Grantham.  The sites are less than 10km apart. 
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11. If the Downtown Scheme application is refused, the GDOV scheme will be able to 

come forward in accordance with the development plan bringing with it its 

acknowledged benefits. 

12. If the Downtown Scheme application is approved and is developed to include a true 

Tier 1 designer outlet centre it is assumed that that will prevent the GDOV scheme 

being developed and the resulting benefits of the GDOV scheme, anticipated by the 

development plan, will not be achieved. 

13. It must therefore be necessary in considering the Downtown Scheme application to 

compare the advantages and disadvantages of the two alternatives, both in terms of 

accordance with the development plan as a whole and in terms of other material 

considerations. 

14. That comparison should include: 

The application of site-specific development plan policies, the likely effect on 

the benefits referred to in the development plan and the objectives of the 

development plan, and the sequential test. 

The likely practical effects of granting two permissions in terms of uncertainty, 

investor confidence, and delay. 

The implications for benefits of differences in the quality of each designer outlet 

centre proposal and the quality of links to the town centre. 

 

The implications arising from colocation with non-specialist retail for the 

relative impact on, and linked trips to, town centre(s) for each scheme. 

 

15. Even if planning conditions and section 106 planning obligations were such as to ensure 

that the designer outlet centre element of the Downtown Scheme would if developed 
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be a Tier 1 scheme, the best that could theoretically be achieved by granting the 

Downtown Scheme would be similar benefits i.e. no gain. 

16. However, there would be a net loss of benefit to the extent that: 

The Downtown Scheme was of a lower quality, or less specialist than the 

GDOV. 

The Downtown Scheme would have less-good links to the town centre. 

The Downtown Scheme led to less linked trips to the town centre and / or greater 

impact because of the colocated non-designer outlet centre development. 

The granting of two permissions led to no Tier 1 scheme coming forward, or 

delayed the opening of a Tier 1 scheme. 

The granting of two permissions had an adverse effect on confidence in the town 

centre. 

17. If the result of the comparison leads to the conclusion that granting permission for the 

Downtown Scheme would be likely to reduce or eliminate the net benefits of a Tier 1 

designer outlet centre at Grantham, then refusal would be justified.  

18. There is nothing in policy or guidance that would justify omitting such a comparison. 

19. Firstly, the NPPF and NPPG are important other material considerations but they do 

not displace the requirement to apply the development plan and to consider all other 

material considerations.  Indeed, this is confirmed in the NPPG which states that: 

“Compliance with the sequential and impact tests does not guarantee that 

permission will be granted – all material considerations will need to be 

considered in reaching a decision.” 
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20. Secondly, policy does contemplate preference being applied as between sites in the 

same general category, and specifies one aspect which should be given preference. 

NPPF paragraph 87 states that when considering out of centre proposals, “preference 

should be given to accessible sites which are well connected to the town centre.”1  This 

does not mean that other matters should not in an appropriate case attract preference. 

Disaggregation 

21. We are asked to advise whether consideration should be given to whether 

disaggregation would be appropriate in relation to the sequential assessment of the non-

designer outlet centre elements of the Downtown Scheme. 

22. The issue of disaggregation does not arise in relation to the designer outlet centre 

elements of the proposal.  If planning conditions and section 106 planning obligations 

were such as to ensure that the designer outlet centre elements of the Downtown 

Scheme would if developed be a Tier 1 scheme, then disaggregation is unlikely to be 

appropriate.  If the conditions and section 106 planning obligations are not sufficient to 

ensure that any designer outlet centre that is developed is Tier 1 then the designer outlet 

centre should be refused in any event. 

23. The NPPF requires that “Applicants and local planning authorities should demonstrate 

flexibility on issues such as format and scale”. That includes in appropriate 

circumstances considering disaggregation.  This aspect of policy and guidance in the 

NPPF and NPPG is substantially unchanged since its introduction in 2012 and 2014, 

respectively.  Insofar as there has been any relevant change, such as the additional 

 
1 See the application of this at paragraph IR12.21 of the Inspector’s Report in the Bath case as endorsed at 

paragraph 12 of the Secretary of State’s decision letter. APP/F0114/A/13/2191952.  The salient policy of the 

NPPF is unchanged since this decision. 
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wording now found at the end of NPPF paragraph 87, it adds emphasis to the 

requirement.  

24. The leading Court authority on the meaning of the need to “demonstrate flexibility on 

issues such as format and scale” in what is now NPPF paragraph 87 is still Warners v 

Cotswold DC [2016] EWCA Civ 606.  Thus, per Lindblom LJ at [30]: “What bounds 

can reasonably be set on an applicant’s preference and intentions as to ‘format and 

scale’ in any individual case will always, and necessarily, depend on the facts and 

circumstances of that particular case.  The policy…should not be seen as prescriptive 

in this respect.  It plainly is not.” 

25. The wording of policy and guidance is entirely consistent with disaggregation being 

appropriate in appropriate circumstances.  

26. The requirement of NPPF paragraph 87 to demonstrate flexibility on issues such as 

format and scale is “so that opportunities to utilise suitable town centre or edge of centre 

sites are fully explored.”  We emphasise the reference to “sites” [plural].       

27. The NPPG is even clearer in contrasting “site” [singular] with “sites” [plural].  Thus: 

“is there scope for flexibility in the format and/or scale of the proposal?  It is 

not necessary to demonstrate that a potential town centre or edge of centre site 

[singular] can accommodate precisely the scale and form of development being 

proposed, but rather to consider what contribution more central sites [plural] 

are able to make individually to accommodate the proposal.”2 

28. Several Inspectors have considered it appropriate to apply a disaggregated approach to 

the sequential test in the particular circumstances of the cases before them.  Thus, by 

 
2 NPPG on Town centres and retail (Paragraph: 011 Reference ID: 2b-011-20190722).  Emphasis added. 
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way of examples: Pasteur Road, Great Yarmouth;3 Threemilestone, Truro;4 

Kingswood, Hull;5 and Leamington Shopping Park.6   

29. We are unaware of any Court judgment to the effect that a disaggregated approach can 

never be applied.  A simple desire to be on an out of centre site adjacent to retail uses 

cannot suffice to preclude disaggregation.  Were it to be otherwise, planning 

applications could easily be devised in such a way as to circumvent the objectives of 

planning policy and guidance on ensuring the vitality of town centres. 

30. In the case of the Downtown Scheme there are various uses which are not only not 

required as part of the designer outlet centre, but which may reduce the benefits of the 

designer outlet centre.  We have not in the material before us seen any convincing 

argument as to why disaggregation of those elements should not be considered in the 

circumstances of this case.  

Conclusion 

31. In short: 

a. It is necessary in considering the Downtown Scheme application to compare the 

advantages and disadvantages of the two alternatives, both in terms of 

accordance with the development plan as a whole and in terms of other material 

considerations. 

b. If the result of the comparison leads to the conclusion that granting permission 

for the Downtown Scheme would be likely to reduce or eliminate the net 

 
3 APP/U2615/W/15/3136604, 22 September 2016.  
4 APP/D0840/W/15/3137929, 27 October 2016. 
5 APP/V2004/W/17/3171115, 20 December 2017. 
6 APP/T3725/W/18/3204311, 22 March 2019. 
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benefits of a Tier 1 designer outlet centre at Grantham, then refusal would be 

justified.  

c. There is nothing in policy or guidance that would justify omitting such a 

comparison. 

d. We have not in the material before us seen any convincing argument as to why 

disaggregation of those elements of the Downtown Scheme that are not an 

integral part of a Tier 1 designer outlet centre should not be considered.   

 

 

 

WILLIAM HICKS Q.C. 

STEPHEN WHALE 

LANDMARK CHAMBERS, LONDON 

23 DECEMBER 2020 
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Table 1 - Comparison Goods Expenditure Table 4 - PCA Main Town Centre Comparison Goods Market Shares (%)

Zone Pop. 2025

Per Capita 

Comparison 

Exp.2020 (inc.SFT)

Per Capita 

Exp.2027 (inc.SFT)

Per Capita 

Exp.2027 

(excl.SFT)

Comparison 

Expenditure 2027 

(£m)

Zone 

1

Zone 

2

Zone 

3

Zone 

4

Zone 

5

Zone 

6

Zone 

7

Zone 

8

Zone 

9

Zone 

10

Zone 

11

Zone 

12

Zone 

13

Zone 

14

Zone 

15

Zone 

16

Zone 

17

Zone 

18

Zone 

19

Zone 

20

1 73005 3917 4407.58 3270.42 238.76 Bingham 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 97773 4119 4634.88 3439.08 336.25 Bourne 0.3 0.0 14.2 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

3 70980 3946 4440.21 3294.64 233.85 Grantham 61.7 0.4 4.3 0.2 8.2 1.3 1.8 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4

4 34284 4416 4969.08 3687.06 126.41 Melton Mowbray 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 59.4 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

5 93136 4083 4594.37 3409.02 317.50 Newark-on-Trent 1.9 2.4 0.0 0.2 34.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7

6 46283 4220 4748.53 3523.41 163.07 Oakham 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.0 1.1 39.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0

7 36324 4230 4759.78 3531.76 128.29 Sleaford 1.3 0.0 24.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 1.8 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

8 144032 3989 4488.60 3330.54 479.70 Stamford 2.3 0.4 2.6 59.1 0.0 0.1 7.6 0.0 0.4 1.3 0.7 0.5 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

9 170052 3810 4287.18 3181.09 540.95 Other (%) 31.7 96.8 54.1 32.3 57.6 37.9 48.6 97.5 99.0 97.1 99.0 99.5 100.0 97.9 98.8 97.3 100.0 100.0 99.9 98.9

10 156977 3299 3712.18 2754.44 432.38 Total (%) 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

11 238975 3977 4475.10 3320.52 793.52

12 236337 4220 4748.53 3523.41 832.71 Table 5 - Comparison Goods Expenditure 2027 Excluding SFT (£m)
13 326753 3404 3830.33 2842.11 928.67 Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Zone Total

14 419436 3848 4329.94 3212.81 1347.57 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 (£m)

15 335369 3961 4457.09 3307.16 1109.12 Bingham 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.4

16 338848 3435 3865.21 2867.99 971.81 Bourne 0.7 0.0 33.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 2.7 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 47.5

17 221578 3935 4427.83 3285.45 727.98 Grantham 147.3 1.3 10.1 0.3 26.0 2.1 2.3 2.4 0.0 0.0 2.4 0.0 0.0 1.3 2.2 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.3 202.0

18 179235 3574 4021.62 2984.04 534.85 Melton Mowbray 1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.9 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.7

19 293704 3856 4338.94 3219.49 945.58 Newark-on-Trent 4.5 8.1 0.0 0.3 108.3 0.3 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 129.8

20 191556 3622 4075.63 3024.12 579.29 Oakham 0.5 0.0 0.5 0.4 0.0 1.8 50.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 55.0

Total 11768.27 Sleaford 3.1 0.0 57.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 8.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 70.1

Stamford 5.5 1.3 6.1 74.7 0.0 0.2 9.7 0.0 2.2 5.6 5.6 4.2 0.0 27.0 0.0 24.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 166.3

Table 2 - Expenditure Growth Rates Per Capita

Year  % Multiplier

2021 1.7 1.017

2022 1.7 1.017

2023 1.7 1.017

2024 1.7 1.017

2025 1.7 1.017

2026 1.7 1.017

2027 1.7 1.017

Table 5 Turnover of Floorspace (£m)

2020 2027

DOC 66.58 74.92

@Home 10.79 12.14

Total 77.37 87.06

Table 6 - Trade Draw to Proposed Development

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

Trade draw % Turnover Turnover (£m) % Turnover Turnover (£m) % Turnover Turnover (£m) % Turnover Turnover (£m)

PCA 37.50 32.65 47.50 41.35 57.50 50.06 67.50 58.77

SCA 55.00 47.88 45.00 39.18 35.00 30.47 25.00 21.77

Inflow 7.50 6.53 7.50 6.53 7.50 6.53 7.50 6.53

Total 87.06 87.06 87.06 87.06

Table 7 - Trade Diverion of Commitments in 2025

Total 

Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion cumulative 

of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitments trade diversion 

1 in 2025 (£m) 2 in 2025 (£m) 3 in 2025 (£m) 4 in 2026 (£m) in 2026 (£m) in (£m)

Bingham 0.19 0.19 0.19

Bourne 0.47 0.05 0.52 0.52

Grantham 5.39 1.64 7.03 7.03

Melton 2.43 2.43 2.43

Newark 3.81 4.54 1.33 9.68 9.68

Oakham 0.66 0.66 0.66

Sleaford 0.74 1.92 2.66 2.66

Stamford 2.40 2.40 2.40

Table 8 - Solus and Cumulative Impact (Scenario 1)

Turnover 2027 Trade Trade Total 

Scenario 1 without diversion of diversion of Resultant Solus Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion cumulative Cumulative

commitments proposals proposals Turnover impact of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitments trade diversion impact

(£m) % in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) % 1 in 2027 (£m) 2 in 2027 (£m) 3 in 2027 (£m) 4 in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) %

Bingham 14.4 0.50 0.44 14.0 3.02 0.20 0.20 0.63 4.39

Bourne 47.5 1.50 1.31 46.2 2.75 0.49 0.05 0.54 1.84 3.88

Grantham 202.0 8.00 6.96 195.1 3.45 5.57 1.67 7.24 14.21 7.03

Melton 100.7 4.50 3.92 96.8 3.89 2.51 2.51 6.43 6.38

Newark 129.8 6.00 5.22 124.6 4.02 3.94 4.70 1.35 9.99 15.21 11.72

Oakham 55.0 2.50 2.18 52.8 3.96 0.68 0.68 2.86 5.20

Sleaford 70.1 2.50 2.18 67.9 3.11 0.77 1.95 2.72 4.89 6.99

Stamford 166.3 5.50 4.79 161.5 2.88 2.48 2.48 7.27 4.37

Sub total 31.00 26.99

Other 6.50 5.66

Total 37.50 32.65

Table 9 - Solus and Cumulative Impact (Scenario 2)

Solus Impact Turnover 2027 Trade Trade Total 

Scenario 2 without diversion of diversion of Resultant Solus Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion cumulative Cumulative

commitments proposals proposals Turnover impact of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitments trade diversion impact

(£m) % in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) % 1 in 2025 (£m) 2 in 2027 (£m) 3 in 2027 (£m) 4 in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) %

Bingham 14.4 0.63 0.55 13.9 3.83 0.20 0.20 0.75 5.19

Bourne 47.5 1.90 1.65 45.8 3.48 0.49 0.05 0.54 2.19 4.62

Grantham 202.0 10.13 8.82 193.2 4.37 5.57 1.67 7.24 16.06 7.95

Melton 100.7 5.70 4.96 95.8 4.93 2.51 2.51 7.48 7.42

Newark 129.8 7.60 6.62 123.2 5.10 3.94 4.70 1.35 9.99 16.61 12.79

Oakham 55.0 3.17 2.76 52.2 5.01 0.68 0.68 3.44 6.25

Sleaford 70.1 3.17 2.76 67.3 3.93 0.77 1.95 2.72 5.47 7.81

Stamford 166.3 6.97 6.07 160.2 3.65 2.48 2.48 8.55 5.14

Sub total 39.27 34.19

Other 8.23 7.17

Total 47.50 41.35

Table 10 - Solus and Cumulative Impact (Scenario 3)

Solus Impact Turnover 2027 Trade Trade Total 

Scenario 3 without diversion of diversion of Resultant Solus Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion cumulative Cumulative

commitments proposals proposals Turnover impact of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitments trade diversion impact

(£m) % in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) % 1 in 2027 (£m) 2 in 2027 (£m) 3 in 2027 (£m) 4 in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) %

Bingham 14.4 0.77 0.67 13.7 4.63 0.20 0.20 0.86 6.00

Bourne 47.5 2.30 2.00 45.5 4.22 0.49 0.05 0.54 2.54 5.35

Grantham 202.0 12.27 10.68 191.4 5.29 5.57 1.67 7.24 17.92 8.87

Melton 100.7 6.90 6.01 94.7 5.96 2.51 2.51 8.52 8.46

Newark 129.8 9.20 8.01 121.8 6.17 3.94 4.70 1.35 9.99 18.00 13.87

Oakham 55.0 3.83 3.34 51.7 6.07 0.68 0.68 4.02 7.31

Sleaford 70.1 3.83 3.34 66.7 4.76 0.77 1.95 2.72 6.06 8.64

Stamford 166.3 8.43 7.34 158.9 4.42 2.48 2.48 9.82 5.91

Sub total 47.53 41.38

Other 9.97 8.68

Total 57.50 50.06

Table 11 - Solus and Cumulative Impact (Scenario 4)

Turnover 2027 Trade Trade Total 

Scenario 4 without diversion of diversion of Resultant Solus Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion Trade diversion cumulative Cumulative

commitments proposals proposals Turnover impact of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitment of commitments trade diversion impact

(£m) % in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) % 1 in 2027 (£m) 2 in 2027 (£m) 3 in 2027 (£m) 4 in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) in 2027 (£m) %

Bingham 14.4 0.90 0.78 13.6 5.44 0.20 0.20 0.98 6.81

Bourne 47.5 2.70 2.35 45.1 4.95 0.49 0.05 0.54 2.89 6.08

Grantham 202.0 14.40 12.54 189.5 6.21 5.57 1.67 7.24 19.78 9.79

Melton 100.7 8.10 7.05 93.7 7.00 2.51 2.51 9.57 9.50

Newark 129.8 10.80 9.40 120.4 7.24 3.94 4.70 1.35 9.99 19.39 14.94

Oakham 55.0 4.50 3.92 51.1 7.12 0.68 0.68 4.60 8.37

Sleaford 70.1 4.50 3.92 66.1 5.59 0.77 1.95 2.72 6.64 9.47

Stamford 166.3 9.90 8.62 157.7 5.18 2.48 2.48 11.10 6.68

Sub total 55.80 48.58

Other 11.70 10.19

Total 67.50 58.77

Commitments

1. Castle Acres Shopping Centre, Leicester

2. The Malting, Newark

3. GDOV, Grantham

4. St Mark's, Lincoln



Appendix NTR3 

St. Mark’s, Lincoln Retail Assessment Extract 

 



STANDARD LIFE INVESTMENTS
St Marks Redevelopment

Table 9

Trade Diversion to Scheme 2026 £ million 3.58        10.12      4.77        8.48        9.10        8.50        7.54        7.95        2.44        4.34        2.78        2.39        0.90        2.43        0.22        

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Total

Within Study Area

Zone 1

Bassetlaw

Retford 1.51        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.36        0.00        -         -         -         1.88        

Bawtry 0.02        -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        -         -         -         -         0.06        

Tuxford 0.03        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        

Other Bassetlaw Stores 0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total 1.57      0.01      0.01      -        -        -        -        -        -        -        0.39      0.00      -        -        -        1.98      

Zone 2

West Lindsey

Welton -         0.20        -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         0.00        -         0.00        -         0.21        

Torksey -         0.04        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.04        

Hemswell -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         0.00        -         -         0.02        

Nettleham -         0.13        -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.15        

Other West Lindsey Stores -         0.12        -         -         -         0.05        0.01        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.18        

Sub-Total -        0.48      0.01      -        -        0.05      0.02      0.03      -        -        -        0.00      0.00      0.00      0.00      0.60      

Zone 3

East Lindsey

Horncastle 0.01        0.01        0.42        0.32        -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.76        

Louth -         -         1.34        0.14        -         0.06        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.02        0.00        1.55        

Wragby -         -         0.01        -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Other East Lindsey -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

West Lindsey Stores -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.01        

Sub-Total 0.01      0.01      1.79      0.45      -        0.06      0.01      0.01      -        -        -        -        0.00      0.02      0.00      2.35      

Zone 4

East Lindsey

Woodhall  Spa -         -         0.01        1.59        -         0.02        -         0.01        0.00        -         -         -         -         -         -         1.64        

Coningsby -         -         0.01        0.12        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.13        

Other East Lindsey -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Metheringham -         -         -         -         0.01        0.05        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.08        

North Kesteven Stores -         -         -         -         -         -         0.02        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.02        

Sub-Total -        -        0.02      1.73      0.01      0.08      0.03      0.01      0.00      -        -        -        -        -        -        1.89      

Zone 5 -         -         

Newark and Sherwood -         -         

Collingham -         -         0.01        -         0.12        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.13        

North Hykenham -         0.02        0.04        0.04        0.73        0.10        0.16        0.04        0.00        -         -         0.00        -         0.00        -         1.13        

Whisby -         0.01        -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.02        

Other North Kesteven 0.01        -         -         0.06        0.22        0.03        0.12        0.01        -         -         0.00        -         -         -         0.00        0.46        

Sub-Total 0.01      0.03      0.04      0.10      1.09      0.13      0.28      0.05      0.00      -        0.00      0.00      -        0.00      0.00      1.75      

Zone 6

Lincoln

Out-of-centre Lincoln -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Branston -         -         -         -         -         0.06        -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.07        

Other North Kesteven Stores -         -         0.01        -         0.01        0.27        0.03        0.01        -         -         -         0.00        -         -         -         0.33        

Cherry Willingham -         -         -         -         -         0.18        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.18        

Fiskerton -         -         -         -         -         0.02        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.02        

Sub-Total -        -        0.01      -        0.01      0.54      0.03      0.03      -        -        -        0.00      -        -        -        0.62      

Zone 7

Lincoln

Lincoln City Centre 0.25        2.90        0.64        1.88        2.51        3.11        2.71        2.96        0.31        0.73        0.04        0.09        0.07        0.24        0.00        18.44      

Lincoln West Retail Park -         0.06        -         -         0.14        0.08        0.08        0.05        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.41        

Lindis Retail Park -         0.16        0.01        0.03        0.56        0.10        0.45        0.05        0.01        -         0.00        0.01        -         0.02        0.00        1.41        

Tritton Retail Park 0.01        0.39        0.05        0.05        0.29        0.28        0.48        0.49        0.01        0.02        -         0.01        0.00        0.01        -         2.08        

Valentine Retail Park 0.02        0.45        0.05        0.16        0.53        0.39        0.54        0.33        0.01        0.04        0.00        0.01        0.00        0.01        -         2.55        

Other out-of-centre Lincoln -         0.05        0.00        -         0.04        0.09        0.14        0.08        -         0.01        -         0.00        -         -         -         0.42        

Birchwood -         -         0.01        -         0.12        -         0.05        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.18        

Sub-Total 0.28      4.01      0.75      2.12      4.19      4.05      4.46      3.96      0.34      0.79      0.05      0.12      0.08      0.28      0.00      25.49    

Zone 8

Lincoln

Lincoln City Cente 0.23        2.66        0.61        1.77        2.33        2.94        2.29        2.57        0.27        0.66        0.05        0.08        0.07        0.25        0.00        16.78      

Other out-of-centre Lincoln -         0.53        0.08        0.05        0.07        0.28        0.09        0.69        0.01        -         -         0.00        -         0.02        -         1.82        

Coningsby -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total 0.23      3.19      0.70      1.83      2.40      3.22      2.38      3.26      0.27      0.66      0.05      0.08      0.07      0.27      0.00      18.62    

Zone 9

Boston

Swineshead -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        

Heckington -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.04        -         0.00        -         -         -         -         0.04        

Ruskington -         -         -         0.03        -         0.01        -         -         0.09        0.02        -         -         -         -         -         0.15        

Other North Kesteven Stores -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        0.00        -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Billington -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total -        -        0.01      0.03      -        0.01      -        -        0.16      0.03      0.00      -        -        -        -        0.24      

Zone 10

North Kesteven

Sleaford -         -         -         0.04        -         -         -         -         0.45        1.43        -         -         0.00        -         -         1.92        

Other out-of-centre Sleaford -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         0.01        0.02        -         -         -         -         -         0.05        

Cranwell -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Silk Willoughby -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

South Kesteven Stores -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total -        0.01      -        0.05      -        -        -        -        0.46      1.47      -        -        0.00      -        -        1.99      

Zone 11

Doncaster

Auckley -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         0.01        

Haxey -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        -        0.02      -        -        -        -        0.02      

Zone 12

North Lincolnshire

Epworth -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.02        0.08        -         -         -         0.09        

Mesingham -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        0.00        -         -         0.03        

Gainsborough 0.13        1.33        -         0.01        -         -         0.03        0.03        0.00        0.01        0.29        0.84        0.02        0.00        0.00        2.69        

Other out-of-centre Gainsborough -         0.05        -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         0.02        0.02        -         -         -         0.10        

Kirton Lindsey -         0.01        -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.00        -         0.02        

Other West Lindsey -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         0.01        

Sub-Total 0.13      1.40      -        0.01      0.02      -        0.03      0.03      0.00      0.01      0.32      0.97      0.03      0.00      0.00      2.95      

Zone 13 -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         

Nothing -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         

Zone 14

North East Lincolnshire

Waltham -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        -         0.03        

Market Rasen -         0.11        0.10        0.04        0.03        0.02        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         0.01        0.33        0.00        0.65        

Casitor -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        -         -         0.06        0.00        0.08        

Nettleton -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        -         0.00        

Sub-Total -        0.11      0.10      0.05      0.03      0.02      0.01      -        -        -        0.00      -        0.01      0.43      0.00      0.76      

Zone 15

North Lincoln

Brigg -         0.02        0.03        -         0.01        0.01        -         0.01        0.00        -         0.02        0.02        0.18        0.08        0.05        0.41        

Keelby -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.00        

Sub-Total -        0.02      0.03      -        0.01      0.01      -        0.01      0.00      -        0.02      0.02      0.18      0.08      0.05      0.41      

Sub Total Study Area 2.23       9.26       3.46       6.37       7.76       8.17       7.25       7.39       1.25       2.96       0.86       1.21       0.37       1.08       0.06       59.67     

Outside Study Area

Boston

Boston -         -         0.10        1.50        -         0.04        -         -         0.67        0.05        -         -         0.00        0.00        -         2.37        

Kirton Lindsey -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        0.00        -         0.03        

Sub-Total -        -        0.10      1.50      -        0.04      -        -        0.67      0.05      -        -        0.03      0.01      -        2.40      

Doncaster

Doncaster 0.26        0.01        -         0.02        0.03        -         0.01        -         0.00        -         1.34        0.14        0.01        0.02        0.00        1.85        

Sub-Total 0.26        0.01        -         0.02        0.03        -         0.01        -         0.00        -         1.34        0.14        0.01        0.02        0.00        1.85        

Newark and Sherwood

Newark 0.42        -         -         -         0.71        0.01        0.03        0.05        0.02        0.08        -         -         -         -         -         1.33        

South Hykeham -         -         -         -         0.03        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.03        

Sub-Total 0.42      -        -        -        0.74      0.01      0.03      0.05      0.02      0.08      -        -        -        -        -        1.36      

North East Lincolnshire

Grimsby -         0.01        0.91        0.05        -         -         0.01        -         -         0.01        -         0.01        0.03        1.15        0.08        2.27        

Cleethorpes -         0.04        0.07        -         -         -         -         0.04        -         -         -         -         -         0.07        0.00        0.23        

Immingham -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        -         -         -         0.00        0.01        

Laceby -         -         0.01        -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        

Humberston -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        -         0.00        

Sub-Total -        0.05      1.00      0.05      -        -        0.01      0.04      -        0.01      0.01      0.01      0.03      1.22      0.08      2.52      

North Lincolnshire

Scunthorpe -         0.35        -         -         -         -         0.02        0.01        -         -         0.17        0.88        0.42        0.03        0.06        1.94        

Barton-upon-Humber -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.00        

Other North Lincolnshire -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        0.00        -         0.00        0.01        

Sub-Total -        0.35      -        -        -        -        0.02      0.01      -        -        0.17      0.88      0.42      0.03      0.06      1.94      

Sheffield

Sheffield 0.08        0.02        0.02        0.07        0.01        0.03        -         0.05        -         0.03        0.13        0.01        0.00        0.01        0.00        0.45        

Meadowhall 0.09        0.08        -         -         -         -         0.02        0.02        -         0.00        0.07        0.07        0.01        0.02        0.00        0.39        

Sub-Total 0.17      0.09      0.02      0.07      0.01      0.03      0.02      0.07      -        0.03      0.20      0.08      0.01      0.02      0.00      0.84      

South Kesteven

Grantham 0.02        0.03        0.03        0.10        0.14        0.06        0.09        0.03        0.24        0.89        0.00        0.01        0.00        0.00        0.00        1.64        

Bourne -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.05        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.05        

Stamford -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        -         -         -         -         -         -         0.00        

Other South Kesteven -         -         -         -         -         -         -         -         0.01        0.01        -         -         -         -         -         0.02        

Sub-Total 0.02      0.03      0.03      0.10      0.14      0.06      0.09      0.03      0.30      0.90      0.00      0.01      0.00      0.00      0.00      1.71      

Other Outside Catchment Area

Other Outside Catchment Stores 0.47        0.33        0.16        0.37        0.41        0.19        0.11        0.34        0.20        0.31        0.21        0.05        0.03        0.04        0.01        3.24        

Sub-Total 0.47      0.33      0.16      0.37      0.41      0.19      0.11      0.34      0.20      0.31      0.21      0.05      0.03      0.04      0.01      3.24      

Sub-Total Outside Study Area 1.35       0.87       1.31       2.11       1.34       0.33       0.29       0.56       1.19       1.38       1.92       1.18       0.53       1.35       0.15       15.86     

Total 3.58       10.12     4.77       8.48       9.10       8.50       7.54       7.95       2.44       4.34       2.78       2.39       0.90       2.43       0.22       75.53     

Source: Table 4 and Table 9
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Date Our reference Your reference 

23 December 2020 UASW/UJTB/THE172.U2 S17/2155 

 
 

 
Dear Mr Richards 
 
Application S17/2155 - Letter of objection following consultation regarding new 
application documents 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 We write further to the consultation letter dated 2 December 2020 which advised that a 
series of new and amended reports relating to the above referenced application had 
been received by SKDC on 17 August 2020 (the "Consultation Letter"), our letter of 19 
March 2020 (the "March Objection"), the correspondence referred to in the March 
Objection and the letter sent to you by Rioja Estates on 16 December 2020. We adopt 
the definitions used in that correspondence.  

1.2 You will be aware that our client, Buckminster, is a significant investor in Grantham and 
Grantham Town Centre and is also developing a consented Tier 1 DOC, known as the 
GDOV. Our previous correspondence has set out in detail our and our client's core 
concerns with the proposed DGDO. The updated documents serve only to heighten 
those concerns.  

1.3 We request that you review our previous correspondence on this matter and treat it as 
part of this objection - particularly our March Objection. We do not propose to reiterate 
the concerns previously raised and refer to them below only where necessary to 
demonstrate where the updated documents fail to alleviate those concerns, or where we 
expand on the points previously raised within this letter. 

1.4 This letter will focus on the following: 

mailto:w.richards@southkesteven.gov.uk
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(a) a request that a full list of the documents provided by the applicant to SKDC 
earlier this year is shared with us so we can ensure that we have reviewed all of 
the relevant information, and also a request that the most up to date draft section 
106 agreement is uploaded to SKDC's website. We wish for these requests to be 
treated as requests pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (the "FOIA") 
or the Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (the "EIR"); 

(b) the relevance of the GDOV as a material consideration to the determination of 
the application, applying the advice received in the enclosed legal opinion 
provided by William Hicks QC and Stephen Whale (the "Opinion"); 

(c) why disaggregation of the application is appropriate when applying the sequential 
test, again incorporating the advice received in the Opinion and why the GDOV 
site is sequentially preferable to the application site. 

(d) our specific concerns with the revised application documents; 

(e) the need for the application to be assessed in light of the new Class E and for the 
applicant to submit revised application documents which weigh the benefits and 
harm of the application in light of the new Class E; 

(f) the need for the application documents to be updated to take into account the 
short and longer-term impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the high street; and 

(g) our further comments on the non-poaching clause proposed in the Draft S106. 

2. FOIA/EIR Request 

2.1 It is not clear from the Consultation Letter precisely what revised documents have been 
received by SDKC, only that "a series of new and amended reports as well as additional 
plans received on 17th August 2020" have been received. It has not been possible for us 
to comprehensively identify which documents are new, and accordingly we request that a 
full list of those documents is provided which enables them to be clearly identified on 
SKDC's website. If any of those documents are not available on SKDC's website we 
request that they are uploaded to the relevant page, and also shared with us by email. 

2.2 Further, in the new documents which we have been able to identify, we note that the 
applicant describes the section 106 agreement to be entered into as "finalised". We 
therefore request that a copy of the latest draft section 106 agreement is placed on 
SKDC's website, and a compared version is produced which shows the changes against 
the latest draft currently available on SKDC's website.  

2.3 For the avoidance of doubt, the requested information relates to the development of land 
which necessarily concerns the state of the elements of the environment. Therefore, we 
consider that the requested information is environmental information for the purposes of 
Regulation 2(1) of the EIR and this request is made pursuant to the EIR. However, to the 
extent that SKDC determines that the requested information is not environmental 
information, then this request is made pursuant to the FOIA and all references to the EIR 
should be taken to refer to any corresponding provision in the FOIA. 

2.4 Regulation 12(2) of the EIR establishes a strong presumption in favour of disclosure of 
environmental information. There is clearly a strong public interest in the disclosure of the 
requested information for the following reasons: 
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(a) the details of the new documents submitted to the Council is clearly crucial in 
ensuring that proper consultation is carried out on the application in accordance 
with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(England) Order 2015. Proper consultation is vital to maintaining transparency, 
accountability and public confidence in the planning system; and 

(b) the original resolution to grant the application was made on the basis that a 
section 106 agreement would be entered into which would secure a Tier 1 
scheme occupied by high end brands only. Following this, two draft section 106 
agreements have been uploaded to SKDC's website, neither of which secure a 
scheme which may be occupied by high end brands only. As the applicant 
continues to describe the scheme applied for as a "Tier 1" scheme, we assume 
the section 106 agreement is still intended to secure this. Therefore it is of 
fundamental importance that the latest draft agreement is shared on SKDC's 
website so consultees can assess whether that draft does in fact secure a Tier 1 
scheme.   

2.5 We do not consider that there are any exceptions to the duty to disclose which would 
apply to the requested information. Accordingly, we are of the firm view that the EIR 
imposes an obligation on SKDC to disclose the requested information for the reasons set 
out above. While Regulation 5 of the EIR requires a response no later than 20 working 
days from the date of this letter, we would kindly ask that you treat this request as urgent 
and provide the requested information at the earliest opportunity.  

2.6 Further, we request that SKDC separately confirms whether the section 106 agreement 
is in "final" form as described by the applicant. If it is not in final form, we request that 
SKDC advises which areas of the draft section 106 agreement are still under negotiation 
and, if our suggested amendments to the draft section 106 agreement have not been 
incorporated, why SKDC has determined that these are not necessary or appropriate.  

2.7 Following the release of the requested information by SKDC, we consider that a further 
consultation period will be necessary to enable consultees to properly consider those 
documents. We consider that this is reasonable, particularly as the updated application 
documents were received on 17 August 2020, over three months before they were 
placed on SKDC's website. No reason has been provided as to why SKDC's five-day 
target to publish application documents was not met and the failure to share these 
documents has clearly deprived our client (and other consultees) of a considerable 
amount of time to review and assess those documents.  In any event, as you will see 
from the following, we anticipate that a number of further revisions to the application 
documents will be required before SKDC can be expected to reach a sound decision as 
to whether the application should be granted.  

3. The relevance of the GDOV as a material consideration when determining the 
application 

3.1 The scheme being applied for is, purportedly, a Tier 1 DOC. It is agreed that Grantham 
only has capacity to accommodate one Tier 1 DOC. 

3.2 We have taken advice from William Hicks QC and Stephen Whale, both of Landmark 
Chambers, in relation to this. The enclosed Opinion advises that it must "be necessary in 
considering the Downtown Scheme application to compare the advantages and 
disadvantages of the two alternatives" and that that comparison should include: 
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(a) "the application of site-specific development plan policies, the likely effect on the 
benefits referred to in the development plan and the objectives of the 
development plan, and the sequential test; 

(b) the likely practical effects of granting two permissions in terms of uncertainty, 
investor confidence, and delay;  

(c) the implications for benefits of differences in the quality of each designer outlet 
centre proposal and the quality of links to the town centre; and  

(d) the implications arising from colocation with non-specialist retail for the relative 
impact on, and linked trips to, town centre(s) for each scheme." 

3.3 SKDC envisages only one Tier 1 DOC at Grantham, and one Tier 1 DOC has been 
consented and incorporated into the Local Plan. Consenting the DGDO would put the 
delivery of the GDOV at risk. If granted, the only way the benefits of the GDOV referred 
to in the Local Plan could be realised in full would be if the DGDO fails, which would 
defeat the object of granting the DGDO. 

3.4 In our March Objection we considered in detail what the impact on Grantham and 
surrounding town centres of rival DOCs would be. That analysis incorporated advice from 
Ken Gunn, a leading designer outlet consultant whose experience embraces more than 
200 outlet projects. It is clear that the impacts of two rival DOCs can be devastating both 
to each other, and the town centres surrounding those projects. 

3.5 The Ken Gunn Report and Part 3 of the March Objection dealt with how the DGDO 
differs to the GDOV and why those differences mean a Tier 1 scheme is not achievable 
at the DGDO. This should lead not only to a conclusion that the DGDO would bring no 
greater benefits than those brought by the GDOV, but also to a refusal of the DGDO 
application. Further, Part 5 of the March Objection (and in particular, paragraphs 21 and 
22) considers the net benefits of the DGDO application, particularly in relation to the jobs 
which would purportedly be brought by the DGDO. It is clear from that analysis that the 
DGDO would not bring a net gain in terms of jobs, nor would it serve to preserve existing 
jobs at Downtown. 

3.6 Turning to the quality of links to the town centre, the GDOV is clearly better connected to 
Grantham. The February 2019 Officer Report provided that "The Downtown application is 
further from the town centre and travel distance by all means of transport are longer and 
take more time [than they would to the GDOV]" at 8.7.7 and the FSP Report identifies 
that "The road connection from Gonerby Moor to Grantham town centre…is narrow and 
has a number of commercial, social and community facilities fronting it…These activities 
slow traffic, raise concerns about user conflicts and make the journey into Grantham 
town centre less convenient." We refer in paragraph 7 of the March Objection to the road 
improvements since February 2019 which further improve the transport links between the 
GDOV site and Grantham town centre. The Grantham Southern Relief Road ("GSRR") is 
at an advanced stage and Phase 2 (from which the GDOV site will be accessible) is on 
target to complete in Autumn 2021. 

3.7 This is relevant when considering the likely effect of the colocation of a DOC and non-
specialist retail at Downtown on town centres within the Primary Catchment Area (the 
"PCA") and Secondary Catchment Area (the "SCA"). The co-location of non-specialist 
retail will lead to a greater impact on town centres than the GDOV would because the 
Downtown facilities as a whole will be more closely aligned to a town centre offering. 
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Thus it will reduce the need for visitors to make linked trips to the town centre and will 
therefore have an increased impact on the vitality of a town centre.  

3.8 For all of these reasons, and those expressed in our past correspondence, we consider 
that the GDOV is the scheme which brings the greatest benefit to Grantham, and the 
least harm to other town centres within the PCA and SCA. As Grantham can only 
accommodate one Tier 1 scheme, we consider that it would only be appropriate to grant 
a DOC at Downtown if it would be more preferable in all of the circumstances than the 
GDOV. We do not consider that this is a conclusion which can sensibly and reasonably 
be reached. 

4. The correct application of the sequential test 

4.1 We have also taken advice from Counsel on the correct application of the sequential test 
to the Downtown application. You will see from the enclosed Opinion that Counsel has 
confirmed that the wording of the relevant policy and guidance is entirely consistent with 
disaggregation in appropriate circumstances, and several Inspectors have considered it 
appropriate to continue to apply a disaggregated approach to the sequential test,  
following updates to the NPPF and NPPG. 

4.2 We consider that the DOC part of the Downtown application consists of the following 
floorspace: 

(a) the DGDO (20,479sqm GEA); 

(b) A3 Leisure (1,252sqm GIA of the DGDO floorspace);  

(c) D2 Leisure (2,096sqm GEA provided that it is conditioned to permit only leisure 
uses which properly complement a Tier 1 DOC); and 

(d) such office space as is necessary to accommodate the management office space 
for the DGDO. 

4.3 Contrary to the claims made by the applicant when applying the sequential assessment 
in the Environmental Statement Addendum July 2020 (the "July ESA") there is no link 
between the full price bulky goods store (Downtown @Home) or the replacement Garden 
Centre and the DGDO. Nor is there a functional relationship between the existing retail 
offer at Downtown and the DGDO. By contrast, the existing and proposed non-DGDO 
retail elements are to the detriment of the establishment of a Tier 1 DOC. Further, there 
is no need for Oldrids to locate its head office at the DGDO. In much the same way as 
the applicant identifies that the distribution warehouse currently located at the Downtown 
site does not need to be located there (see 4.1.4 of the Non-Technical Summary to the 
Environmental Statement July 2020 (the "ES NTS")), nor do offices for Oldrids staff who 
are not required to be physically present at the DGDO.  

4.4 Following receipt of the Consultation Letter, our client's team have discussed the 
application with NSDC. Officers at NSDC have confirmed their view that the scheme 
should be disaggregated in applying the sequential test. They have again raised the fact 
that the applicant has not considered the former Nottinghamshire County Council 
Highways Depot on Great North Road, Newark. That site is allocated for B1/B2/B8 use 
through the Allocations & Development Management DPD and could accommodate the 
office element of the scheme. Further, NSDC have highlighted the allocated employment 
land at the "Land around Fernwood" strategic site allocation, which they consider should 
also form part of the sequential assessment.  
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4.5 The applicant continues to rely on reviewing only the sites which were considered for the 
GDOV, a fundamentally different scheme to that applied for by the applicant and one 
which was determined almost three years ago. For that scheme disaggregation was not 
appropriate, but that is because it was a bespoke scheme for a DOC only. We consider it 
highly unlikely that a proper application of the sequential test, taking into account 
disaggregation and the flexibility brought by the new Use Class E (see paragraph 6 
below) would not reveal additional sites which, at the very least, must be considered.  

4.6 Further, the sequential assessment carried out by the applicant's advisers (see Appendix 
C of the July ESA) confirms that the GDOV site is suitable and available for a DOC, save 
that "it would be unsuitable for the new DGDO given its clear functional relationship with 
the existing offer at the Downtown site." In the same manner as Counsel has concluded 
that "A simple desire to be an out of centre site adjacent to retail uses cannot suffice to 
preclude disaggregation", nor can it be sufficient to render other sites unsuitable. If that 
were the case, no site proposal which constituted an expansion or evolution of existing 
out of centre facilities could ever fail the sequential test. This would undermine the 
objective of the sequential test which is to ensure the vitality of town centres. 

4.7 For the reasons set out in our March Objection, we consider that the GDOV site is 
sequentially preferable to the Downtown site based on its accessibility with the town 
centre alone. We also consider that other sites may be sequentially preferable. 

5. Further concerns with the revised application documents 

5.1 We are disappointed with the quality of the updated application documents, which 
contain a number of material inconsistencies and gaps which call into question the 
veracity of assessments which have been carried out, and/or are already out of date. In 
this section we focus on the following: 

(a) inconsistency between the construction timetable and the design year forecasts; 

(b) the failure, without explanation, to apply the trade draw figures agreed in 
November 2018 when calculating the impact of the DGDO on nearby town 
centres; 

(c) the increase in the expected impact on Newark Town Centre; 

(d) the failure to consider the impact of a 30% reduction in sales at the DGDO on the 
viability of the DGDO; 

(e) the failure to attach a precise number of FTE jobs to the office development, 
despite Oldrid being the proposed tenant; and 

(f) the failure to consider updated local plan documents other than SKDC's Local 
Plan. 

5.2 The construction timetable and design year forecasts  

5.3 Paragraph 7.1.4 of the July ESA provides that "it is envisaged that the proposed 
development will be delivered in a single phase, by 2022/23". Paragraph 7.6.2 of the 
same document provides that "the proposed development is envisaged to be delivered in 
a single phase, by 2023." The reference to the scheme being delivered "by 2023" is 
repeated in the ES NTS. We take this to mean that the DGDO will be delivered at the 
start of 2023 and certainly before 2024.  
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5.4 However, paragraph 4.1.28 of the ES NTS refers to an estimated overall construction 
period for the redevelopment of the proposal site of "133 to 136 weeks; or just over two 
and a half years." The socio economic and retail impacts are then assessed based on a 
construction period of "30 months (2.5 years)" (see paragraph 6.2.1).  

5.5 The applicant has not provided a timeframe detailing how long it expects it to be before 
construction starts on site. Once time is factored in to allow for pre-commencement steps 
to be carried out, it becomes clear that it is not possible for the development to be 
delivered before or during 2023. Realistically, it could not be forecast to open before 
2024 as shown in the table below. 

5.6 We have tested this by assuming a very ambitious timetable for the delivery of the 
proposed development. We preface that timetable by reminding SKDC that we consider 
the only correct decision can be to refuse this application for all the reasons set out within 
this letter and our previous correspondence. Further, it is clear from our assessment of 
the application documents that significant further updates are required before this 
application is brought before Committee. Accordingly, we consider it unlikely that the 
application will be ready to be re-considered by Committee until well into next year. 
However, in order to demonstrate the inconsistency between the forecast opening date 
and design year and the construction timetable, we have considered a scenario where 
the application is brought before Committee as soon as March 2021, and the Committee 
grant the application. 

Pre-commencement/development stage Timeline 

Grant of planning permission (using March Committee date) Assume 3 March 2021 

Preparation of reserved matters applications By 2 April 2021 

8-week determination period for reserved matters 
applications 

By 28 May 2021 

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

By 11 June 2021 

8-week determination period for determination of reserved 
matters, pre-commencement conditions, and any outstanding 
pre-commencement conditions and obligations. 

By 6 August 2021 

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

Completion 6 February 
2024 

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

Opening June 2024 

 

5.7 The above timetable would realistically be challenging. It assumes that a reserved 
matters application will be ready for submission almost immediately, and that the 
applicant has the tenant commitment and financial backing to commence development 
as quickly as possible. However, it serves to demonstrate that even in that scenario, 
either the scheduled opening date for the development or the construction timetable 
referred to in the application documents is inaccurate. This is of fundamental importance. 
The environmental, socio-economic and retail impact assessments assumes a 30-month 
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construction timetable. If the construction timetable is expected to be far shorter than this, 
those assessments will need to be re-run.  

5.8 If the 30 month construction timetable for the development of the scheme is accurate, the 
retail impact assessment ("RIA") must be re-run as once the time between now and a 
start on site is factored in, it becomes impossible to open before 2024. At paragraph 5 of 
the July ESA under the heading "Assessment Years" the applicant provides that "On the 
basis the proposed development is planned to be delivered in a single phase and trading 
by no later than 2023, our design year for impact testing is 2025 (i.e. the second full 
calendar year of trading)". A footnote directs the reader to the Planning Practice 
Guidance Paragraph 018 Reference ID: 2b-018-20190722. That guidance confirms 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." 

5.9 We know from the above that even taking a very ambitious construction timetable, as a 
minimum the design year should be taken as 2026. A more realistic view would be to 
take the design year as 2027 or later, to ensure a realistic period is factored in for 
obtaining reserved matters approvals, discharging pre-commencement conditions and 
obligations, and securing a sufficient level of tenant interest and financial backing to 
justify commencement.  

5.10 At present the application documents contradict themselves and must be updated to 
ensure accurate assessments have been carried out. In particular, the RIA must be re-
run. 

5.11 The catchment area of the development 

5.12 The forecast trade draw figures used are 37.5% from the PCA and 55% from the SCA. 
These figures are inconsistent with the additional Retail Impact Sensitivity Testing 
undertaken in November 2018.  

5.13 That assessed a pattern of trade draw to the proposed development of 42.5% from the 
PCA and 50% from the SCA. No reason is given for why these figures have not been 
used for the updated RIA. Instead the July ESA simply provides that that pattern of trade 
draw "has not been modelled for the purpose of this updated RIA." PCA's reasoning for 
the amended figures was that the DGDO would be smaller than the GDOV, it included 
new comparison retail floorspace for both full price and outlet goods, and that PCA 
considered that the DGDO would be more likely [than the GDOV] to attract mid-market 
operators whose offer may more clearly overlap with that of nearby town centres. Those 
concerns were shared by Carter Jonas and the GDOV team. PCA's advice to SKDC was 
that this pattern of trade draw would "provide a more robust basis on which to consider 
the impacts of the proposed development" (see footnote 25 in the July ESA). 

5.14 Given that no substantive changes are proposed to the scheme we cannot see any 
reason why PCA and SKDC's preferred figures should not be applied again. Accordingly 
when the RIA is re-run it must not only use a later design year, the PCA and SCA split 
should also be adjusted to reflect the approach taken in the November 2018 additional 
Retail Impact Sensitivity Testing. 

5.15 The impact on Newark Town Centre 
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5.16 In preparing this letter we have again reviewed the February 2019 Report, and in 
particular the analysis regarding the impact on Newark Town Centre. At that time, the 
"worst case" impact on Newark was estimated to be 6.5% using the lower PCA figure, or 
6.79% using the higher PCA figure. Newark's own retail advisers, Carter Jonas, 
estimated a higher figure of between 7.1% and 8.6% in 2022.  

5.17 The officer at the time advised that the main reason for these higher trade impacts was 
that "CJ makes an allowance for uplift in the turnover of the existing retail floorspace at 
the application site which adds additional retail turnover of almost £24 million in 2022. 
The Council's retail consultant has advised that if the additional turnover included by CJ 
is removed they would expect that their model would indicate similar levels of trade 
impact to the applicant's revised assessment." It was considered appropriate to take 
steps to "limit the potential for the scenario modelled by CJ materialising" through a 
section 106 planning obligation restricting the use of an area of floorspace in the existing 
store equivalent to the sales area of the proposed Downtown@Home unit to bulky goods 
sales only. SKDC then concluded that the proposed development would not impact the 
vitality and viability of adjacent town centres "subject to the control measures outlined in 
this report being imposed on any planning consent." 

5.18 In light of the increased cumulative trading impacts on Newark identified in the updated 
RIA, which is based on a lower PCA trade draw than was previously agreed, we consider 
that the same conclusion can no longer be reached as even with the proposed section 
106 obligation the anticipated impact is between 7.8% and 8.1%, taking what are 
described as the two most realistic scenarios – a 25% or 30% reduction in DOC sales.  

5.19 No explanation is provided to justify why a figure of a 30% reduction in sales has been 
reached, nor why the anticipated impact has increased from the 25% scenario applied in 
the past. The applicant fails to model a scenario where there is no competition factor 
between the GDOV and the DGDO. Such a scenario must be modelled, particularly given 
the flexibility within the proposed section 106 obligations and planning conditions for the 
DGDO to operate at a lower Tier than the GDOV (resolving much of the competition 
factor between the two DOCs) and thereby more directly compete with the town centres 
within the PCA and the SCA. 

5.20  A scenario where the GDOV is delivered but operates in a higher tier than the DGDO 
has not been modelled, but if that situation materialised (and as the package of 
conditions and obligations suggested do not prevent this scenario from occurring, we 
consider that situation to be very likely) we would expect the impact to be even greater. 
The applicant should be required to produce an impact assessment for that scenario too.  

5.21 The impact of a 30% reduction in trading on the viability for the DGDO 

5.22 We have consistently held that a scenario where there are two Tier 1 DOCs located 
within ten minutes of each other will lead to damage to both schemes. Realistically only 
one Tier 1 scheme can be expected to survive. This has been agreed by all parties, and 
the applicant states in the application documents that the result of the DGDO and GDOV 
both operating at Tier 1 will be a 30% reduction in sales at each.   

5.23 The applicant applies that 30% reduction only when assessing the impact on town 
centres within the PCA and SCA. It fails to consider the impact of a 30% reduction in 
sales on the viability of the DGDO or achieving the benefits it purports that the scheme 
would bring.  
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5.24 The socio-economic impact assessment ("S-EIA") has not been carried out using an 
assumption that the DGDO will operate at 70% of its capacity. Indeed, the S-EIA (update) 
expressly provides the jobs figures "assume a 100% occupancy of the scheme and 
therefore shows the maximum quantum of additional jobs upon full occupation." The 
number of FTE jobs claimed totals 1,350. In the absence of any analysis by the applicant, 
the simplest way to apply the impact of a 30% reduction in turnover is to assume a 30% 
reduction in jobs associated with the DGDO floorspace. We take this to be the Retail 
Village, Leisure, Tourist Information Centre and DGDO Administration 
Space/Management Suite. Those parts are currently estimated to provide a maximum of 
1,051 FTE jobs. A reduction of 30% brings this down to 735.7. 

5.25 There will of course also be impacts on vacancy rates and the quality of brands 
persuaded to occupy the DGDO to consider. The list of approved retailers included in the 
July ESA is extremely long and varies considerably in the quality of brand. Premium 
brands are unlikely to want to take space at an under-leased DOC meaning that the 
applicant will need to resort to leasing to the lower quality retailers on the approved list. 
This will result in the DGDO operating below a Tier 1 level, and result in greater 
competition with and therefore harm to nearby town centres. 

5.26 The purported planning benefits for the proposed developments must be re-assessed to 
reflect the impact of a 30% reduction in sales at the DGDO – an impact which the 
applicant describes as "the most realistic". There can be no logic in developing a scheme 
doomed to trade at a maximum of 70% of its capacity, and the applicant must fully 
assess the benefits of the application if the DGDO element is to only achieve a maximum 
of 70% of its potential turnover. It is neither efficient nor sustainable for a scheme 30% 
larger than necessary to be developed. Further, we would expect this to open up 
opportunities to find smaller sequentially preferable sites which could host a Tier 1 DOC. 

5.27 Use of the office floorspace for Oldrid 

5.28 The applicant now seeks to justify the retention of the full office floorspace by providing 
that it will be for Oldrids and staff functions. Accordingly we expect that Oldrid can 
provide a definite figure for the number of FTE jobs to be offered within the purpose built 
office facility, rather than the estimate of 182 FTE. This should be updated and the 
estimated number of FTE jobs adjusted based on the additional information provided.  

5.29 The failure to consider updated local plan documents other than SKDC's Local Plan 

5.30 We are aware of four development plan documents to which our client's planning 
advisors have not found any reference in the application documents: 

(a) the Newark & Sherwood Amended Core Strategy (adopted March 2019); 

(b) the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies (October 2019); 

(c) the Melton Local Plan 2011-2036 (adopted October 2018); and 

(d) the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (adopted April 2017). 

5.31 These development plans may well allocate new sites that will require consideration 
under the sequential test or provide more up-to-date information on centres that have not 
been considered in the RIA, such as planned investment. The application documents 
must be revisited to ensure adequate consideration is given to these development plans. 
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6. Impact of the new Class E 

6.1 Prior to the revised application documents being submitted, the "most radical reforms to 
our planning system since the Second World War", as described by the Prime Minister 
Boris Johnson, were announced. These included a new Use Class E which incorporates 
what was previously Use Classes A1, A2 and A3, Class B1 and certain uses which would 
have fallen within Class D1 and D2. The new Class E came into effect on 1 September 
2020, and whilst transitional provisions provide that for the time being the application may 
be determined by reference to the old Use Classes Order, they do not provide that the 
application must be assessed in a vacuum as if the new Class E does not exist. 

6.2 The new Class E clearly has significant implications when assessing this application. 
Matters which need to be considered include: 

(a) what impact the new Class E could have on the surrounding town centres as 
existing edge of centre and out of centre developments could now change from 
an office (for example) to retail use without the need for planning permission. This 
needs to be factored in when assessing whether it is appropriate to permit even 
more out of centre development, particularly given the objective in the Local Plan 
to reduce expenditure leakage from Grantham town centre; 

(b) the availability and suitability of sites which now benefit from the new Class E as 
potential alternative sites when applying the sequential test; and 

(c) the changes needed to the proposed package of planning conditions and 
obligations to ensure the proposed development is sufficiently restrained to 
prevent it and the other buildings at Downtown from taking advantage of the new 
Class E in a manner which would be detrimental to town centres within the PCA 
and SCA. 

6.3 We further note that there are a number of light industrial buildings located close to the 
application site. It is possible that these may be able to take advantage of the new Class 
E to convert to an unrestricted retail use, and that doing so may become a more 
attractive option if there is an expanded retail destination at Downtown.  

6.4 The radical changes to our planning system clearly constitute a material change in 
circumstances and warrant significant revisions to the application documents. The 
applicant should have considered the new Class E in the documents submitted in August 
but failed to do so. The applicant must prepare revised application documents which put 
the application within the context of today's planning system.  

7. The need for the application documents to be updated to take into account the 
impact of COVID-19 on town centres within the PCA and SCA  

7.1 This year has brought seismic change to England's high streets. Not only has the new 
Class E been created, but the COVID-19 pandemic which has swept the globe has 
drastically reduced footfall on the high street, forced shops and restaurants to close for 
extended periods of time, and accelerated the trend towards online shopping. Due to the 
furlough scheme, forfeiture moratorium and other measures put in place to shield 
businesses, the full impact of the COVID-19 restrictions is not yet reflected on the high 
street. However, with trading significantly restricted in what is typically the busiest time of 
year for the retail and hospitality sector, we expect to see a rise in vacancies in the new 
year. 
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7.2 The RIA states that the levels of impact on town centres are not considered to be 
significantly adverse "taking into account their general health". However, we are mindful 
that, nationally, vacancy rates have increased over the period since the determination of 
the GDOV. The latest Experian Retail Planner Briefing Note (Note 18, October 2020) 
identifies that "according to figures from Experian's Goad database, the UK vacancy rate 
in July 2020 rose up to 15% from 14.2% in 2019, and well above the previous high of 
2012 (14.4%). The applicant's health checks are now too old to be relied upon and are 
not based upon physical surveys of the centres. Instead they rely on pre-pandemic 
Experian Goad surveys and Google Streetview (which is not considered to be good 
practice). Given the changes in vacancy rates in 2020 and the impact that the pandemic 
has so far had on the high street, it is not possible to rely on the judgments and 
conclusions in the July ESA. 

7.3 By way of example, our client's team have liaised with planners at NSDC and understand 
that vacancy rates in Newark's Primary Shopping Area increased from 8.07% in 2018/19 
to 17.39% in 2019/20. The base date was June 2020, which was still relatively early in 
the pandemic. The applicant should produce robust, up-to-date health checks in the new 
year following the January sales (to ensure a reliable result).  

7.4 The COVID-19 pandemic clearly represents a material change of circumstances since 
the application was first submitted, and indeed since the updated application documents 
(which do not consider the impacts of this in any serious way) were submitted. The 
Experian briefing note referred to above provides more up to date growth forecasts and 
forecasts for Special Forms of Trading ("SFT") than assessed to date by the applicant, 
including in the new application documents. 

7.5 Table 2 of Appendix D of the RIA sets out comparison goods expenditure for the 20 
zones projected to 2024 and 2025, with a deduction for SFT of 21.3% for 2024 and 22% 
for 2025. However, the latest note estimates comparation goods SFT to be 24% in 2024 
and 24.6% in 2025. The RIA therefore relies on inputs which are already outdated. 
Looking forward to a design year of 2026 or 2027, the comparison goods SFT is 
estimated to be 25.2% and 25.8% respectively.  

7.6 We are entering a period of even greater uncertainty for the high street, with the impacts 
of Brexit not yet known, nor the medium and longer-term impacts of COVID-19. It is of 
vital importance that schemes such as this, which are expected to further harm town 
centres, are not consented. The minimum we would expect from the applicant would be 
an update to the application documents to fully consider the impact of the proposed 
development in light of COVID-19 and Brexit. 

8. Non-poaching  

8.1 We have previously expressed our concern at the proposed 'non-poaching' clause in the 
Draft S106 which only requires existing town centre retailers in Grantham, Newark and 
Balderton to retain a presence in those town centres for five years if they also occupy a 
unit at the proposed development.  

8.2 The Handforth Dean decision referred to by the applicant in the July ESA 
(APP/R0660/V/17/3179610) considered a non-poaching clause which was limited to five 
years (in that case from practical completion) in detail. Both obligations permitted 
concurrent trading from the town centre and the retail park for five years. The Inspector 
considered that "Inevitably, some retailers will be looking to expand their sphere of 
influence by complementing their town centre presence with an out of centre location with 
the intention of the two stores trading successfully in tandem. However, dual 
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representation also poses the risk of the newer outlet out-trading, and weakening, its 
sister store, leading ultimately to the demise of the latter and closure at some point after 
the 5-year obligation." The Inspector concluded that: "This could have the effect of 
weakening retailer and investor confidence in an established centre" and ultimately 
considered that the benefits advanced in support of the scheme were insufficient to 
outweigh the overwhelming harm.  We would also draw attention to the Secretary of 
State’s agreement with the Inspector in paragraph 24 of his decision letter.  

8.3 The same reasoning would apply to the DGDO. The non-poaching clause is just one 
example of how the clauses in the Draft S106 do not go far enough to offset the harm 
from the DGDO to town centres within the PCA and SCA. 

8.4 The Draft S106 must be revised to ensure that it would not be possible to operate a DOC 
below Tier 1 from the application site, and that sufficient provisions are built in to prevent 
the DGDO or the other Downtown facilities from trading in a way which would harm the 
town centres in the PCA and SCA. 

9. Conclusion 

9.1 We consider that the application itself, and the documents supporting it, are 
fundamentally flawed. A comparison between the DGDO and the GDOV must be carried 
out in reaching a decision on the application in question, and if the GDOV is the most 
suitable scheme the DGDO should be rejected. The enclosed Opinion confirms that the 
existence of the GDOV is a material consideration in the assessment of the DGDO, and 
that no policy or guidance precludes a comparison between the two schemes and sites. 
Further, we and Counsel are not aware of any Court judgment to the effect that a 
disaggregated approach to the sequential test can never be applied and the applicant 
has not presented any evidence which precludes disaggregation of appropriate schemes. 
The DOC elements of the application at hand should be disaggregated from the non-
DOC elements when applying the sequential test. 

9.2 We have significant concerns with the revised application documents which go to the 
heart of that application. The assessments which have been carried out do not assess 
the application in a consistent manner. Where it serves the applicant to produce 
modelling which limits the forecast impact of the DGDO, the scheme is assumed to 
achieve only 70% of its potential turnover. However that is not carried through to the 
assessment of what benefits the scheme would bring, nor consideration of whether the 
application would be an effective use of land. We consider that it would not be. 

9.3 The RIA is flawed. The figures used for the anticipated trade draw differ from what has 
previously been agreed, the chosen design years are incompatible with the construction 
timetable, it fails to consider impact of Class E and Covid-19 on town centres in the PCA 
and SCA, and several development plan documents have not been considered.  

9.4 We have requested full details of the updated application documents, and a copy of the 
most up to date draft of the section 106 agreement. In light of the potential impact of the 
new Class E the planning conditions and obligations will inevitably need to have been 
updated against the last version of these documents which has been shared publicly. We 
are concerned that our comments on the Draft S106 made in the past may not have been 
incorporated, and we need to understand what parts of the section 106 agreement 
remain to be agreed in order to fully assess the impact of the scheme. We have written 
extensively on this in the past and in this letter offer further comments on just one 
example of the risks associated with the Draft S106 currently available – the risks 
associated with the proposed non-poaching clause. 
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9.5 We ask that you consider our letter and the enclosed Opinion carefully. Our view, based 
on the documentation provided, the planning advice provided to our client, and the 
Opinion, is that it is clear that the application should be refused. We also consider that a 
decision to the contrary based on the application in the form currently presented to SKDC 
would be open to challenge. 

9.6 We look forward to receiving the information requested in paragraph 2 in line with the 
requirements of the FOIA and the EIR. 

Yours sincerely, 

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



 

 
Taylor Wessing LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales, registered number OC322935. A list of members is available for inspection at our registered office: 5 New 

Street Square, London EC4A 3TW.  

Any reference to a partner in relation to Taylor Wessing LLP is to a member of Taylor Wessing LLP or an employee or consultant of Taylor Wessing LLP with equivalent standing as the 

members of Taylor Wessing LLP. Taylor Wessing LLP is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority. 

Taylor Wessing is the trading name used by a number of distinct legal entities.  Further information can be found on our regulatory page at www.taylorwessing.com  
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16 April 2021 UASW/UJTB/THE172.U2 S17/2155 

 
 

 
Dear Mr Jordan 
 
Application S17/2155 - Letter of objection following consultation regarding new 
application documents 
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 We write further to our letter of 23 December 2020 (our "December Objection"), Rioja's 
letter of 16 December 2020 (the "Rioja Objection"), our call on 3 March 2021, the 
consultation letter sent by SKDC dated 12 March 2021 (the "Consultation Letter") and 
our subsequent emails extending the deadline for consultation responses to 18 April 
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 have reviewed the additional documents placed on the planning portal up to and 
including 26 March 2021, which we understand were prepared at your request following 
advice received by SKDC from Barton Willmore and Stantec. We look forward to 
receiving a copy of that advice once it has been finalised, and we hope that the enclosed 
report prepared by NTR Planning (the "NTR Report"), will be of assistance. 

1.3 We are disappointed to see that the comments submitted by us to date have not been 
dealt with in the additional documents prepared by the applicant, and that those 
documents only deal very superficially with the requests made by SKDC and its advisors 
(so far as we can glean from the references within the documents that have been 
shared). 

1.4 In this letter we deal with the following: 
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(a) our comments on the letter from Fisher German disclosed by SKDC in response 
to our FOI request in our December Objection; 

(b) our comments on the February 2021 "Response to the Review by Barton 
Willmore on the 2020 ES Addendum" (the "ES Review Response"), and in 
particular, the design year forecasts; 

(c) the findings of the NTR Report appended to this letter; and 

(d) the inadequacy of the applicant's comments on the impact of the application on 
SKDC's successful Future High Streets Fund ("FHSF") bid, which constitutes 
committed public investment into the town centre, and the adverse impact the 
DGDO would have on that committed investment.  

2. Response to the Fisher German Letter dated 14 August 2020 (the "FG Letter") 

2.1 Thank you for sharing the FG Letter with us following the freedom of information request 
in our December Objection. The majority of the points raised by Fisher German ("FG") 
have been dealt with either within our December Objection or through previous 
representations made by our client and Rioja1. Those comments still stand, however 
there are a limited number of additional points raised in the FG Letter that we consider 
we have no option but to respond to directly. 

2.2 On page 3 of the FG Letter, FG write that "the Council is required to assess the 
proposals on the basis of both DOCs being constructed and fully operational and 
consider their cumulative effects." We agree with this, and it is the cumulative effects of 
two designer outlets competing for the same brands and visitors within a ten minute drive 
of each other that we have made representations on and have presented expert advice 
from Ken Gunn, the UK's foremost expert on the designer outlet retail market. One of 
those cumulative impacts is the anticipated failure of the weaker designer outlet to 
achieve a Tier 1 status, which would then inevitably seek to resort to operating at a Tier 
3, 4 or 5 level in order to distinguish itself from its rival, thereby competing more directly 
with high street retailers. We drew out in our December Objection the absurdity of the 
applicant predicting a 25% impact on sales at both designer outlets due to a competition 
factor, yet failing to reduce the size of its scheme to account for this impact. 

2.3 Another of those impacts is the impact the DGDO may have on the GDOV, which is 
enshrined in SKDC's Local Plan, and therefore the impact it may have on SKDC's ability 
to achieve its objectives under the Local Plan. We are pleased to see that FG accepts 
that the grant of the GDOV is a material consideration (page 4 of the FG Letter) and 
agree that SKDC will need to assign weight to that material consideration.  

2.4 We are disappointed with the misleading statements made in the FG Letter, and in the 
application documents. The majority of these have been dealt with elsewhere, however 
we wish to highlight three points:  

(a) since February 2019 the applicant has been describing the draft section 106 
agreement as ready to sign or having an agreed final form. In our call on 3 March 
2020 we were reassured that the section 106 agreement is still very much in a 
draft form and negotiations continue. Given the importance of the representations 

 
1 see letters to SKDC dated: 1 October 2018 (from Rioja); 1 October 2018 (from Buckminster); 20 December 
2018 (from Buckminster); 4 February 2019 (from TW); 5 April 2019 (from Buckminster); 13 June 2019 (from 
Buckminster); 9 January 2020 (from TW); 6 March 2020 (from TW); 19 March 2020 (from TW); the Rioja 
Objection; and our December Objection. 
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we have made on the efficacy of the section 106 agreement in securing a Tier 1 
scheme, and the role of the section 106 in securing a scheme that is occupied by 
only premium retailers, we are pleased to hear this. However the applicant's 
continued attempts to mislead consultees, SKDC, committee members and even 
the Secretary of State2 as to the status of the section 106 agreement is deeply 
concerning and reflective of the applicant's tendency to make statements which 
sound reassuring, but cannot be true (see our comments on the proposed 
completion date and construction programme for the DGDO);  

(b) at the top of page 5 of the FG Letter, FG assert that "It should also be noted 
however, that Rioja Developments Ltd., Buckminster Estates' delivery partner for 
the Grantham Designer Outlet Village (GDOV) scheme, previously made 
representations (1st October 2018) acknowledging that it is not the function of the 
UK planning system to regulate market competition issues and that the "market 
should decide."" FG have removed some key words and context from what was 
written in that October 2018 letter. Firstly, Rioja explained in detail why the 
DGDO and the GDOV are fundamentally different. Rioja then wrote that "if the 
two schemes were similar it could be considered right to grant permission for 
both and 'let the market decide'. However, for the reasons explained in this 
representation and the attached appendices the two schemes are not similar" 
(emphasis added). Rioja are clearly stating that in this case the market should 
not decide. Further, the issues are planning issues and go beyond market 
competition issues, and where there are market competition issues, these are 
necessarily relevant to the determination of the DGDO, for all the reasons we 
have detailed in this letter and in our past correspondence on this matter; and 

(c) on page 11, FG point to the fact that Oldrids and Downtown have traded from the 
site "for over 30 years", and argue that "their history and heritage, carries 
significant weight, as does their clear intention to remain a significant local 
business and employer in the area." FG then states (as fact) that "the GDOV is 
just a development land deal for Buckminster and Rioja, to be sold on to 
someone without an interest in Grantham." FG provide no evidence for this, and 
in Rioja's letter of 16 December 2020 it confirmed that "one of our stated 
conditions for future investors to take part is that Rioja and Buckminster continue 
as investors with such a joint venture partner." Further, to the extent that the 
"history and heritage" of an applicant carries weight, we would remind the 
applicant that Buckminster's history of holding and investing in property interests 
in Grantham dates back hundreds of years and our client has a direct interest in 
securing the ongoing viability of Grantham town centre. Downtown appear to 
have no investment in the town centre. 

2.5 Finally, FG boast of a total net additional FTE jobs figure of 1,214, which is just 14 FTE 
jobs higher than the figure anticipated for the GDOV (see page 15). As detailed in our 
December Objection, the applicant's figure includes an estimated 182 FTE jobs for the 
office floorspace. We maintain that the offices do not have a functional relationship with 
the DGDO and would fail the sequential test. Further, as the offices would be for Oldrid's 
use only, it should be in a position to provide a definitive jobs figure. It should also be 
noted that as staff would presumably be re-located from existing offices, it does not follow 
that these positions would be filled by local people. In any event, even taking the 
applicant's maximum figure, it is clear that given only one Tier 1 outlet can survive, the 
DGDO would not produce a net benefit in terms of jobs as those offered by the GDOV 

 
2 In a letter to the Senior Planning Manager at the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (which 
was considering whether the application should be referred to the Secretary of State) dated 22 February 2019 the 
applicant stated "We are ready to sign the S106 Agreement…" 
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would necessarily not materialise for the DGDO to succeed. There is only one 'set' of 
jobs to be gained from a designer outlet village in the region, and the GDOV has been 
granted planning and is supported and relied upon by SKDC's Local Plan. 

3. Comments on the ES Review Response 

3.1 Design year forecasts and construction timetable 

3.2 In the ES Review Response, the applicant asserts that "With a conservative 30 month 
programme the DGDO can be opened in Autumn 2023." With respect, that programme is 
neither achievable nor conservative. 

3.3 The 30 month programme starts when construction work commences. 30 months from 
the date of this letter takes us through to October 2023. Before construction can 
commence the section 106 agreement needs to be completed, planning permission 
granted, pre-commencement obligations and conditions discharged and reserved matters 
applications approved. The applicant claims that the reserved matters and pre-
commencement condition discharge applications are ready to be submitted, although we 
note that certain pre-commencement conditions are unlikely to be able to be discharged 
prior to reserved matters approvals being granted. Accordingly, taking into account that 
our original timetable assumed a permission on 3 March which of course has passed, we 
would now expect the DGDO to open no earlier than September 2024, still a very 
ambitious target.  

3.4 Therefore, it cannot be the case that "the 2017 ES and 2020 ES Addendum provide 
accurate assessments and design year forecasts" as the design years used must be no 
earlier than the second full year of trading. Taking into account further uncertainty as to 
when an application fit for determination will be provided, design year forecasts using 
2027 should be prepared. NTR have adopted 2027 for the design year forecasts included 
in the NTR Report. 

3.5 2017 baseline highways data 

3.6 We note that, contrary to DfT guidance, the applicant seeks to justify the use of baseline 
data collected in June 2017 on the basis that data following the lockdown in March 2020 
would not be representative. However, the applicant does not explain why no efforts were 
made to source data from 2019 or early 2020. That data informs a number of documents 
submitted in support of the application and accordingly it is vital that the most up-to-date 
representative data is used.  

3.7 As we have expressed before, so much time has passed since the application was 
submitted, and circumstances have changed so materially in that time (new development 
plans for SKDC and surrounding areas, Covid, significant planning reforms) that the 
application needs a complete overhaul to ensure it represents a true picture of the 
impacts of what is proposed. 

3.8 Retail impact updates following advice from Stantec 

3.9 Throughout part 4.2 the ES Review Response consistently refers to updates to retail 
analysis following SKDC's advice from Stantec. The documents now being consulted 
upon were prepared in February 2021, as a response to SKDC's advice from Barton 
Willmore and Stantec following the information submitted in August 2020. It therefore 
appeared to us that a further RIA update dealing with those points must have been 
carried out after August 2020. 
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3.10 However, we have not seen any new RIA documents, save for the Retail Impacts Table 
and the letter concerning the FHSF (see below) and you have confirmed to us by email 
that "There is not an updated retail impact assessment beyond the update submitted in 
August 2020. The comments made in 4.2 refer to that update." 

3.11 We therefore understand that advice from Stantec must have been received both prior to 
and following the August 2020 submission. The later advice must have requested only 
the Retail Impacts Table and the letter concerning the FHSF.  

3.12 You have kindly agreed to share the advice from Stantec with us when it is finalised. As 
the advice received prior to July 2020 must have now been finalised, we request that it is 
now shared, as it has been with the applicant. We look forward to receiving the later 
advice in due course.  

3.13 As detailed in our December Objection, below, and the NTR Report, we nonetheless 
consider  that a great number of errors exist in the retail analysis carried out in July 2020, 
and we do not consider that the additional documents now submitted allay our concerns. 

4. Findings of the NTR Report 

4.1 As detailed in the NTR Report, the updated RIA prepared by the applicant in July 2020 
(the "RIA Update") is deeply flawed for the following key reasons: 

(a) it fails to consider updated development plan policies beyond SKDC's Local Plan; 

(b) the sequential assessment has not been properly carried out; 

(c) the design year of 2025 is now impossible to meet, and a design year of 2027 
should be adopted; 

(d) the percentage deductions for Special Forms of Trading ("SFT") are outdated; 

(e) the market share data is five years old; 

(f) it artificially reduces turnover as a result of "competition" with the GDOV; 

(g) the town centre health checks were carried out in 2017 and have not been 
updated (NTR have carried out in January 2021 proper up-to-date health checks 
for Grantham and Newark); and 

(h) the PCA/SCA trade draw adopted is unrealistic.  

4.2 The limited additional information provided by the applicant at SKDC's request only deals 
with (f) above, by producing a table of cumulative impacts where no competition factor is 
assumed. It does not then carry those increased impacts through to the wider retail 
impacts analysis. As identified by NTR in Part 8 of the NTR Report, when up-to-date data 
is used to inform the cumulative impact assessment, the impact under all scenarios 
tested is significantly higher than that identified by the applicant. 

4.3 Taking Scenario 1 from the NTR Report, which adopts the forecast trade draw figures 
used by the applicant in the RIA Update, the cumulative impact on Grantham and 
Newark is assessed to be 7.03% and 11.72% respectively. This is 1.33% and 2.02% 
(respectively) higher than the figures produced in the Retail Impact Table submitted by 
the applicant in February this year. 
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4.4 Further, for all the reasons we and SKDC's own advisers have detailed before, we do not 
consider that the trade draw figures adopted by the applicant are accurate. The DGDO is 
likely to draw a far higher percentage of trade from the PCA, and less from the SCA due 
to the difficulty the DGDO would face in attracting the premium retailers necessary to 
draw trade from the SCA (please see further reasoning for this in our previous 
correspondence). As a result, the cumulative impacts identified by NTR range from 
7.03% - 9.79% for Grantham and 11.72% - 14.94% for Newark. NTR assess the highest 
figures to be representative of the most likely impacts. 

4.5 The on-foot health checks for Grantham and Newark carried out by NTR found both 
centres to be in poor health with high vacancy rates. In January 2021 the vacancy rate 
for Grantham was 18.9% and for Newark it was 15.5%. Both figures are above the 
national average of 15%. As SKDC will be aware, those vacancy rates are likely to rise 
as the mid to long-term effects of Covid on the economy are realised.  

4.6 The health of a town centre is relevant when assessing whether the cumulative impact of 
a proposed development would be "significantly adverse". As the NTR Report identifies, 
a cumulative impact of 6.9% was assessed not to be "significantly adverse" in the Scotch 
Corner inquiry, in the context of a centre in "good health and with a high level of vitality 
and viability". However, in refusing planning permission for an extension to the Mall at 
Cribbs Causeway the Secretary of State considered the impact of 6.4% would "be likely 
to result in a significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Bristol city centre", 
despite the city centre being judged to be overall "a vital and viable shopping centre." It is 
notable that in both of those cases, the centres were judged by contrast to be in good 
health, and the impact assessed was lower than any of the impacts forecast by NTR. We 
agree with NTR's conclusion that the cumulative impact of the DGDO on Grantham and 
Newark would be significantly adverse. 

4.7 Accordingly, we consider that not only does the NTR Report demonstrate that the RIA 
Update fails to properly assess the impact of the DGDO, but that the impacts of the 
DGDO are such that the application must be refused. When the implications of the new 
Class E, and the impact of Covid on shopping habits and confidence3, and the economy, 
are factored in, the risk the DGDO would pose to Grantham and Newark only deepens. 

5. Impact on planned investment: the FHSF  

5.1 We understand that following advice from Stantec, SKDC asked the applicant to provide 
a commentary on how the DGDO may impact the FHSF award of £5.56m for the town 
centre. 

5.2 We are disappointed to note that the applicant and FG have adopted their own 
interpretation of what the award is for in their letter of 4 February 2021 (the "FHSF 
Letter"). As an out-of-town retailer with no town centre interests (unlike Buckminster), the 
applicant has no incentive to secure the viability of the town centre. Downtown, which 
currently hosts retail outlet "Boundary Mill" which competes directly with town centre 
retailers4, contributes to the expenditure leakage which the FHSF is seeking to address, 
and is therefore fundamentally incompatible with SKDC's objectives for the award. 

5.3 On page two of the FHSF Letter, FG specifically reference InvestSK's "Grantham Future 
High Street Fund Film" and state that that film notes the "opportunities to maximise 

 
3 See our December Objection in respect of the impact of Class E and Covid, and the NTR Report for further 
detail on changing shopper habits, for example the increase in SFT. 
4 We understand that the wide range of goods on offer have put Grantham town centre retailing at a 
disadvantage for years. 
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driving people towards Grantham and its wider area." This is not the case. The film very 
specifically and repeatedly refers to the need to "drive people into the town centre", not 
the "wider area". Further, FG state that one of the three areas the FHSF award focuses 
on is "strengthening external links to the Town Centre, notably the station and the A1." 
The documents we have seen, and the presentation by InvestSK available on Youtube, 
do not refer to the strengthening of the A1 as a focus of the FHSF: the comment 
therefore appears to be a fabrication. 

5.4 Further, FG states that it does not "consider that the proposals cause significant adverse 
impact to the aspirations within the Town Centre outlined in the FHSF, especially when a 
key part of the bid is repurposing retail space towards other uses." This fails to recognise 
the objective of repurposing some existing retail space. The intention is not to remove 
retail uses from the town centre, it is to drive people to the town centre through other 
uses (e.g. residential, expected mainly in the upper floors of properties which retain a 
retail use at ground floor level) so that the town centre is literally on their doorstep.  

5.5 The applicant's own calculations, which for the reasons we have detailed in the past and 
in this letter are seriously flawed, predict a retail impact on Grantham of 5.7%. NTR's 
calculations predict an impact of 7.03% - 9.79% and this is before the true impact of the 
pandemic has been felt due to government measures such as rent moratoriums and 
furlough. It is therefore preposterous of the applicant to argue that the DGDO will help to 
claw back expenditure leakage and "enhance opportunities" and we even note that the 
impact of proposed out-of-town retail is listed as a threat to the town centre in the SWOT 
analysis commissioned by InvestSK5.  

6. Conclusion 

6.1 The core concerns we and our client share regarding the DGDO remain unchanged since 
the application was first submitted in November 2017. At the time of the original 
committee decision in February 2019 we expressed through correspondence with SKDC 
and the Ministry for Housing, Community & Local Government our view that the 
resolution to grant was a mistake, and one that committee members would live to regret if 
permission was ultimately granted. 

6.2 In the 26 months since that resolution circumstances have changed such that the DGDO 
becomes an ever-greater threat to Grantham, Newark and other town centres in the PCA 
and SCA. The applicant has persisted in failing to engage with SKDC's new Local Plan, 
(and in particular the role the Local Plan recognises the GDOV has in realising its policy 
objectives) the consequences of Covid on town centre health and shopping habits, and 
the need to comprehensively update the application documents, including the baseline 
data and design year forecasts. 

6.3 In the absence of a proper RIA, NTR have prepared the NTR Report which demonstrates 
that the impact of the DGDO on Grantham and Newark would be significantly adverse. 
The existence of the FHSF grant emphasises the need to properly consider the impact of 
the DGDO on Grantham and whether it is appropriate to spend taxpayers' money 
reviving a town centre, whilst at the same time granting a scheme which threatens that 
town centre's viability. 

6.4 For the reasons expressed in our and Rioja's past correspondence and the Ken Gunn 
Report, the DGDO will not function as a Tier 1 designer outlet, and the draft section 106 
agreement fails to limit the DGDO to operating as a Tier 1 designer outlet only. In any 

 
5 See page 22 of the "Grantham Future High Street Fund (FHSF) Town Centre Spatial Masterplan" prepared for 
InvestSK in March 2020. 
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event, a Tier 1 designer outlet at Downtown would offer no benefits beyond those that will 
be brought by the GDOV as only one Tier 1 designer outlet at Grantham can survive. 
Further, the NTR Report demonstrates that if the DGDO was delivered as a Tier 1 
designer outlet, the impact on Grantham and Newark would nonetheless be significantly 
adverse and accordingly the application must be refused. 

6.5 We look forward to receiving the advice provided by Stantec prior to the August 2020 
submission documents, and the latest advice from Stantec and Barton Willmore in due 
course. 

6.6 Should you have any questions in relation to the above, please do not hesitate to contact 
Joanna Bassett of this firm, or Niall Roberts in relation to the NTR Report. 

Yours sincerely, 

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

Enc. The NTR Report 
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