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DEFINITION OF VITALITY AND VIABILITY 
INDICATORS  

The town centre health checks were undertaken in May 2009 and as such the indicator 

definitions used were those from PPS6, the former national policy statement for town 

centres. However the health check indicators in PPS4 (December 2009) have remained 

largely unchanged and thus the Teignbridge town centre heath checks are compliant with 

current planning policy. 

Indicator 1 – Movement in retail rankings 

We have charted the movement of each of the centres in the national retail rankings, 

using time-series data from Management Horizons Europe‟s (MHE‟s) UK Shopping Index 

for the years 1995/96, 1998/99, 2000/01, 2003/04, and 2008.  

Indicator 2 – Diversity of retail and service uses 

We assessed the diversity of retail and service uses in Newton Abbot, Teignmouth, 

Dawlish, Ahsburton and Bovey Tracey using data from Experian‟s latest GOAD surveys.  

Experian does not undertake GOAD surveys for the remaining centres, so we undertook 

our own surveys of these centres in May 2009 and updated the GOAD surveys where 

there were changes.  The data on diversity of retail uses for the study centres are 

provided in Tables 2 to 8 of this appendix.  For all centres we compare the representation 

of convenience, comparison and service uses (and their respective sub-sectors) to the 

current UK averages, and so it is possible to identify any areas in which a centre might 

have a qualitative shortfall. 

Indicator 3 – Presence of national multiples and high profile retailers 

Our assessment of performance against this indicator is based on the findings from 

Experian‟s GOAD surveys and our own on-foot surveys.  Our assessment is informed by 

Experian‟s definition of a „national multiple‟, which is an operator that is part of a network 

of nine or more outlets. 

Indicator 4 – Assessment of retail and leisure Operator Demand 

For this indicator, we have utilised a range of sources, as follows: 

 the FOCUS database, which provides twice yearly time series data on the number of 

retail requirements, as set out in Table 14;  

 a telephone survey of locally active property agents to obtain anecdotal evidence of 

operator demand. 

It should be noted, however, that the level of potential operator demand for any town 

centre is always influenced by whether or not any major new development is being 

promoted; thus, if a major new development scheme is in the pipeline, the number of 

requirements would be expected to show a noticeable increase. 



 

   

Indicator 5 – Assessment of the Retail Property Offer 

For those centres which have an Experian GOAD plan, we looked at the „average‟ size of 

town centre units, which gives a flavour of how the size of typical units relates to the size 

of property that is commonly sought by retail and leisure operators.  Corresponding 

floorspace data were not available for the smaller centres and so, for all centres, we 

obtained evidence of the property stock from our field work and from locally active agents 

and other stakeholders. 

Indicators 6 and 7 – Retail Rents and Retail Yields 

Published time-series retail rental data is only available for Newton Abbot. For the other 

study centres, we therefore had to source anecdotal evidence of retail rents from locally 

active property agents. 

Similarly, published time-series data on movements in prime retail yield are only available 

for Newton Abbot (Table 17 and Figure 9).  For the smaller centres, we have again 

sourced data from locally active property agents.   

Indicator 8 – Analysis of the Proportion of Vacant Street Level 
Property 

The standard source of vacancy data for larger centres is Experian GOAD, although in 

Teignbridge these are only available for Newton Abbot, Teignmouth, Dawlish, Bovey 

Tracey and Ashburton town centres.  For the remaining study centres, we assessed the 

number and location of vacant units as part of our on-foot survey of the centres in 

February 2009. 

Indicator 9 – Pedestrian Flow 

NEMS Market Research was commissioned to undertake pedestrian flow counts in all of 

the study settlements which are discussed in Section 3.  

Indicator 10 – State of Town Centre Environmental Quality 

We have undertaken a broad assessment of the environmental quality of each of the 

centres, based on field visits in May 2009.  In particular, we comment on the overall 

quality of the public realm, areas that are substandard and in need of environmental or 

other improvements (such as, street lighting or CCTV coverage), and any evidence of 

litter and graffiti. 

  



 

   

RETAIL RANKINGS 

Table 1 Retail Rankings of Centres 

  

Location Grade A 

Fashion 
Market 

Position 
B 

Retail rankC 
Retail rank points 

change 

2008A 
2003/20

04 
2000/2

001 
1998/1

999 
1995/1

996 
2003/04 

-2008 
1995/96 

- 2008 

Plymouth Major Regional Middle 17 35 36 35 31 18 14 

Exeter Regional Middle 37 39 34 34 36 2 -1 

Torquay Regional Lower 112 120 93 90 72 8 -40 

Newton Abbot Major District Middle 249 270 267 ~ 238 21 -11 

Paignton District Lower 468 415 406 402 402 -53 -66 

Kingsteignton Minor District Value 754 1,348 ~ ~ ~ -594 ~ 

Totnes Minor District Lower 858 685 644 695 657 -173 -201 

Tavistock Minor District Lower 1066 773 644 614 565 -293 -501 

Teignmouth Minor District Lower 1139 829 670 659 587 -310 -552 

Dawlish Local Lower 1789 1194 828 826 953 -595 -836 

Okehampton Local Value 1950 1194 ~ ~ ~ -756 ~ 

Crediton Minor Local ~ 3120 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Ashburton Minor Local ~ 3120 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Buckfastleigh Minor Local ~ 3575 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Bovey Tracey Minor Local ~ 3870 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Chudleigh Minor Local ~ 3870 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Moretonhampstead Minor Local ~ 4226 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

South Brent Minor Local ~ 4226             

Chagford Minor Local ~ 5720 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Exminster Minor Local ~ 5720 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Shaldon Minor Local ~ 5720 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Source: Management Horizons Europe, November 2008 

Notes: 

We have analysed shopping indexes produced by Management Horizons Europe (MHE) 

in order to assess change in retail rankings over time (1995 - 2008).  MHE published a 
Shopping Index between 1995/06, 2003/04 and in 2008, but provides no rankings data for 

the period between 2003/04 and 2008. 

A - The MHE Index allocates each centre within a tier, reflecting the level of retail 

provision within the town. The nine tiers which comprise the Index are (highest to lowest), 
‘Major City’ (highest ranking centre: London West End, 1st); ‘Major Regional’ (Reading, 

12th); ‘Regional’ (Derby, 58th); ‘Sub-Regional’ (Aylesbury, 117th); ‘Major District’ 
(Cwmbran, 218th); ‘District’ (Guernsey St Peter Port, 367th); ‘Minor District’ (Enfield Retail 

Park, 581st); ‘Local’ (Dover Whitfield, 1,207th) and ‘Minor Local (Chelmsford Moulsham, 
2,247th). 



 

   

B - MHE's 2008 'Fashion Market Position' illustrates the relative attractive of a venue in 

terms of the quality of its fashion offer.  Each retailer present in the fashion sector is 
assessed across a spectrum running from 'luxury' to 'value'. 

C - MHEs UK Shopping Index has ranked a greater number of centres (6720) than 
previously included within its index. Whilst this means that all the identified centres within 

the Teignbridge study have been ranked, not all will have historic comparative rankings 
from previous years as 2008 is the first year that they have been included within the index.  

~ No data published.



 

   

Diversity of Retail and Service uses in the town centres 

Figure 1  Location of convenience, comparison and vacant units in Newton Abbot Town Centre (units updated during town centre visit May 
2009) 

  



 

   

Figure 2  Location of convenience, comparison and vacant units in Teignmouth Town Centre (units updated during town centre visit May 
2009) 

 
  



 

   

Figure 3  Location of convenience, comparison and vacant units in Dawlish Town Centre (units updated during town centre visit May 2009) 

 

  



 

   

Figure 4  Location of convenience, comparison and vacant units in Ashburton Town Centre (units updated during town centre visit May 
2009) 

 



 

   

Figure 5  Location of convenience, comparison and vacant units in Bovey Tracey Town Centre (units updated during town centre visit May 
2009) 

 



 

   

Table 2  Goad diversity of uses, Newton Abbot Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 

UK 
Average 
(May 
09)% 

No. 
(Centre
) 

% 
(Centre) 

Differe
nce to 
UK avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers   
    

G1A Bakers 1.96% 6 2.21% 0.25% 113 
G1B Butchers 0.84% 1 0.37% -0.47% 44 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 4 1.47% 0.80% 219 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 6 2.21% -0.76% 74 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 0 0.00% -0.75% 0 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 7 2.57% 0.25% 111 

  TOTAL 9.52% 24 8.82% -0.70% 93 

  Comparison goods retailers           

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 5 1.84% -0.26% 88 
G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 1 0.37% -0.70% 34 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 7 2.57% -2.51% 51 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 8 2.94% -0.52% 85 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 12 4.41% 0.43% 111 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 16 5.88% 1.76% 143 

G2G 
Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and 
video 

4.32% 
18 6.62% 2.30% 153 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 5 1.84% -1.06% 63 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 2 0.74% -0.93% 44 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 4 1.47% 0.09% 107 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 11 4.04% 0.10% 103 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 6 2.21% 1.41% 276 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 3 1.10% 0.02% 102 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 6 2.21% -0.02% 99 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 6 2.21% 0.07% 103 
G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 17 6.25% 2.54% 168 

  TOTAL 43.97% 127 46.69% 2.72% 106 

  Services           

G3A 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-
aways 

14.84% 
32 11.76% -3.08% 79 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 23 8.46% 0.74% 110 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 2 0.74% -0.29% 71 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 3 1.10% -0.32% 78 
G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 12 4.41% 0.19% 105 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 2 0.74% 0.13% 121 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 15 5.51% 1.56% 140 

  TOTAL 33.80% 89 32.72% -1.08% 97 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units           

G4A 
Employment, careers, Post Offices and 
information 

1.27% 
5 1.84% 0.57% 145 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 27 9.93% -1.51% 87 

  TOTAL 12.71% 32 11.76% -0.95% 93 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 272 100.00%     



 

   

Table 2a: Newton Abbot Indoor Market Diversity of Uses (November 2009) 
Goad 
Class Retailer Category Number  

% of 
Total 

Convenience Goods   

G1A Bakers 2 8.33% 

G1B Butchers 1 4.17% 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 2 8.33% 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 3 12.50% 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 2 8.33% 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 1 4.17% 

  TOTAL 11 45.83% 

Comparison Goods   

G2D Mixed and general clothing 2 8.33% 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureaux 2 8.33% 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and 
video 2 8.33% 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 3 12.50% 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 1 4.17% 

  TOTAL 10 41.67% 

Services   

G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-
aways 2 8.33% 

  TOTAL 2 8.33% 

Miscellaneous   

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and 
information 

1 4.17% 

  TOTAL 1 4.17% 

  TOTAL 24 100.00% 



 

   

Table 3 Goad diversity of uses, Teignmouth Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 
UK 
Average 
(May 09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% 
(Centre) 

Differen
ce to UK 
avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers           

G1A Bakers 1.96% 8 3.85% 1.89% 8 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 2 0.96% 0.12% 2 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 3 1.44% 0.77% 3 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 6 2.88% -0.09% 6 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 2 0.96% 0.21% 2 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 5 2.40% 0.08% 5 

  TOTAL 9.52% 26 12.50% 2.98% 26 

  Comparison goods retailers     
  

  

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 5 2.40% 0.30% 5 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 1 0.48% -0.59% 1 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 8 3.85% -1.23% 8 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 4 1.92% -1.54% 4 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 7 3.37% -0.61% 7 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 13 6.25% 2.13% 13 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 10 4.81% 0.49% 10 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 8 3.85% 0.95% 8 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 5 2.40% 0.73% 5 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 1 0.48% -0.90% 1 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 7 3.37% -0.57% 7 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 3 1.44% 0.36% 3 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 5 2.40% 0.17% 5 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 4 1.92% -0.22% 4 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 14 6.73% 3.02% 14 

  TOTAL 43.97% 95 45.67% 1.70% 95 

  Services     
  

  

G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-aways 14.84% 35 16.83% 1.99% 35 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 17 8.17% 0.45% 17 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 1 0.48% -0.55% 1 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 2 0.96% -0.46% 2 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 7 3.37% -0.85% 7 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 1 0.48% -0.13% 1 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 7 3.37% -0.58% 7 

  TOTAL 33.80% 70 33.65% -0.15% 70 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units     
  

  

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 2 0.96% -0.31% 2 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 15 7.21% -4.23% 15 

  TOTAL 12.71% 17 8.17% -4.54% 17 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 208 100.00% 
 

  



 

   

Table 4  Goad diversity of uses, Dawlish Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 
UK 
Average 
(May 09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% 
(Centre) 

Differen
ce to UK 
avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers           

G1A Bakers 1.96% 6 5.13% 3.17% 6 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 1 0.85% 0.01% 1 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 1 0.85% 0.18% 1 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 5 4.27% 1.30% 5 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 1 0.85% 0.10% 1 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 3 2.56% 0.24% 3 

  TOTAL 9.52% 17 14.53% 5.01% 17 

  Comparison goods retailers     
  

  

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 2 1.71% -0.39% 2 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 0 0.00% -1.07% 0 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 3 2.56% -2.52% 3 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 3 2.56% -0.90% 3 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 3 2.56% -1.42% 3 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 6 5.13% 1.01% 6 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 6 5.13% 0.81% 6 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 1 0.85% -2.05% 1 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 5 4.27% 2.60% 5 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 0 0.00% -1.38% 0 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 4 3.42% -0.52% 4 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 4 3.42% 2.34% 4 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 4 3.42% 1.19% 4 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 1 0.85% -1.29% 1 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 7 5.98% 2.27% 7 

  TOTAL 43.97% 49 41.88% -2.09% 49 

  Services     
  

  

G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-aways 14.84% 24 20.51% 5.67% 24 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 9 7.69% -0.03% 9 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 1 0.85% -0.18% 1 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 1 0.85% -0.57% 1 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 2 1.71% -2.51% 2 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 1 0.85% 0.24% 1 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 5 4.27% 0.32% 5 

  TOTAL 33.80% 43 36.75% 2.95% 43 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units     
  

  

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 1 0.85% -0.42% 1 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 7 5.98% -5.46% 7 

  TOTAL 12.71% 8 6.84% -5.87% 8 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 117 100.00% 
 

  



 

   

Table 5  Goad diversity of uses, Ashburton Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 

UK 
Average 
(May 
09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% 
(Centre) 

Differen
ce to UK 
avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers           

G1A Bakers 1.96% 1 1.28% -0.68% 65 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 2 2.56% 1.72% 305 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 1 1.28% 0.61% 191 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 4 5.13% 2.16% 173 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 1 1.28% 0.53% 171 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 3 3.85% 1.53% 166 

  TOTAL 9.52% 12 15.38% 5.86% 162 

  Comparison goods retailers           

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 0 0.00% -2.10% 0 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 0 0.00% -1.07% 0 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 1 1.28% -3.80% 25 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 1 1.28% -2.18% 37 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 8 10.26% 6.28% 258 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 4 5.13% 1.01% 124 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 2 2.56% -1.76% 59 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 3 3.85% 0.95% 133 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 5 6.41% 4.74% 384 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 0 0.00% -1.38% 0 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 2 2.56% -1.38% 65 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 1 1.28% 0.20% 119 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 0 0.00% -2.23% 0 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 1 1.28% -0.86% 60 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 4 5.13% 1.42% 138 

  TOTAL 43.97% 32 41.03% -2.94% 93 

  Services           

G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-aways 14.84% 10 12.82% -2.02% 86 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 7 8.97% 1.25% 116 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 0 0.00% -1.03% 0 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 0 0.00% -1.42% 0 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 3 3.85% -0.37% 91 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 0 0.00% -0.61% 0 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 5 6.41% 2.46% 162 

  TOTAL 33.80% 25 32.05% -1.75% 95 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units           

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 2 2.56% 1.29% 202 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 7 8.97% -2.47% 78 

  TOTAL 12.71% 9 11.54% -1.17% 91 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 78 
100.00
% 

    

 

  



 

   

Table 6  Goad diversity of uses, Bovey Tracey Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 
UK 
Average 
(May 09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% 
(Centre) 

Difference 
to UK avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers           

G1A Bakers 1.96% 1 1.64% -0.32% 84 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 2 3.28% 2.44% 390 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 2 3.28% 2.61% 489 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 1 1.64% -1.33% 55 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 0 0.00% -0.75% 0 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 4 6.56% 4.24% 283 

  TOTAL 9.52% 10 16.39% 6.87% 172 

  Comparison goods retailers           

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 0 0.00% -2.10% 0 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 0 0.00% -1.07% 0 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 2 3.28% -1.80% 65 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 2 3.28% -0.18% 95 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 3 4.92% 0.94% 124 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 2 3.28% -0.84% 80 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 1 1.64% -2.68% 38 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 1 1.64% -1.26% 57 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 0 0.00% -1.67% 0 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 1 1.64% 0.26% 119 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 1 1.64% -2.30% 42 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 1 1.64% 0.56% 152 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 0 0.00% -2.23% 0 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 1 1.64% -0.50% 77 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 5 8.20% 4.49% 221 

  TOTAL 43.97% 20 32.79% -11.18% 75 

  Services           

G3A 
Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-
aways 

14.84% 8 13.11% -1.73% 88 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 6 9.84% 2.12% 127 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 1 1.64% 0.61% 159 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 1 1.64% 0.22% 115 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 6 9.84% 5.62% 233 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 0 0.00% -0.61% 0 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 4 6.56% 2.61% 166 

  TOTAL 33.80% 26 42.62% 8.82% 126 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units           

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 1 1.64% 0.37% 129 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 4 6.56% -4.88% 57 

  TOTAL 12.71% 5 8.20% -4.51% 64 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 61 100.00%   100 



 

   

Table 7  Goad diversity of uses, Buckfastleigh Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 
UK 
Average 
(May 09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% (Centre) 
Differen
ce to UK 
avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

 
Convenience goods retailers 

     
G1A Bakers 1.96% 0 0.00% -1.96% 0 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 0 0.00% -0.84% 0 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 0 0.00% -0.67% 0 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 4 13.79% 10.82% 464 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 0 0.00% -0.75% 0 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 1 3.45% 1.13% 149 

 
TOTAL 9.52% 5 17.24% 7.72% 181 

 
Comparison goods retailers 

     
G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 0 0.00% -2.10% 0 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 0 0.00% -1.07% 0 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 0 0.00% -5.08% 0 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 0 0.00% -3.46% 0 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 1 3.45% -0.53% 87 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 1 3.45% -0.67% 84 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 1 3.45% -0.87% 80 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 0 0.00% -2.90% 0 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 0 0.00% -1.67% 0 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 0 0.00% -1.38% 0 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 1 3.45% -0.49% 88 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 1 3.45% 2.37% 319 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 0 0.00% -2.23% 0 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 0 0.00% -2.14% 0 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 1 3.45% -0.26% 93 

 
TOTAL 43.97% 6 20.69% -23.28% 47 

 
Services 

     
G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-aways 14.84% 6 20.69% 5.85% 139 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 1 3.45% -4.27% 45 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 0 0.00% -1.03% 0 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 0 0.00% -1.42% 0 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 0 0.00% -4.22% 0 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 0 0.00% -0.61% 0 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 2 6.90% 2.95% 175 

 
TOTAL 33.80% 9 31.03% -2.77% 92 

 
Miscellaneous and vacant units 

     
G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 2 6.90% 5.63% 543 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 7 24.14% 12.70% 211 

 
TOTAL 12.71% 9 31.03% 18.32% 244 

 
GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 29 100.00% 

 
100 



 

   

Table 8  Goad diversity of uses, Chudleigh Town Centre (survey date May 2009) 

Goad 
Code 

Retailer category 
UK 
Average 
(May 09)% 

No. 
(Centre) 

% 
(Centre) 

Difference 
to UK avg 

Index 
(UK 
100) 

  Convenience goods retailers           

G1A Bakers 1.96% 1 2.70% 0.74% 138 

G1B Butchers 0.84% 1 2.70% 1.86% 322 

G1C Greengrocers & fishmongers 0.67% 1 2.70% 2.03% 403 

G1D Grocery and frozen foods 2.97% 2 5.41% 2.44% 182 

G1E Off-licences and home brew 0.75% 0 0.00% -0.75% 0 

G1F Confectioners, tobacconists, newsagents 2.32% 1 2.70% 0.38% 116 

  TOTAL 9.52% 6 16.22% 6.70% 170 

  Comparison goods retailers           

G2A Footwear & repairs 2.10% 0 0.00% -2.10% 0 

G2B Men's & boys’ wear 1.07% 0 0.00% -1.07% 0 

G2C Women's, girls, children's clothing 5.08% 0 0.00% -5.08% 0 

G2D Mixed and general clothing 3.46% 0 0.00% -3.46% 0 

G2E Furniture, carpets & textiles 3.98% 2 5.41% 1.43% 136 

G2F Booksellers, arts/crafts, stationers/copy bureau 4.12% 3 8.11% 3.99% 197 

G2G Electrical, home entertainment, telephones and video 4.32% 0 0.00% -4.32% 0 

G2H DIY, hardware & household goods 2.90% 1 2.70% -0.20% 93 

G2I Gifts, china, glass and leather goods 1.67% 1 2.70% 1.03% 162 

G2J Cars, motorcycles & motor accessories 1.38% 0 0.00% -1.38% 0 

G2K Chemists, toiletries & opticians 3.94% 1 2.70% -1.24% 69 

G2L Variety, department & catalogue showrooms 0.80% 0 0.00% -0.80% 0 

G2M Florists and gardens 1.08% 0 0.00% -1.08% 0 

G2N Sports, toys, cycles and hobbies 2.23% 0 0.00% -2.23% 0 

G2O Jewellers, clocks & repair 2.14% 0 0.00% -2.14% 0 

G2P Charity shops, pets and other comparison 3.71% 6 16.22% 12.51% 437 

  TOTAL 43.97% 14 37.84% -6.13% 86 

  Services           

G3A Restaurants, cafes, coffee bars, fast food & take-aways 14.84% 5 13.51% -1.33% 91 

G3B Hairdressers, beauty parlours & health centres 7.72% 2 5.41% -2.31% 70 

G3C Laundries & drycleaners 1.03% 0 0.00% -1.03% 0 

G3D Travel agents 1.42% 0 0.00% -1.42% 0 

G3E Banks & financial services (incl. accountants) 4.22% 1 2.70% -1.52% 64 

G3F Building societies 0.61% 0 0.00% -0.61% 0 

G3G Estate agents & auctioneers 3.95% 3 8.11% 4.16% 205 

  TOTAL 33.80% 11 29.73% -4.07% 88 

  Miscellaneous and vacant units           

G4A Employment, careers, Post Offices and information 1.27% 1 2.70% 1.43% 213 

G4B Vacant units (all categories) 11.44% 5 13.51% 2.07% 118 

  TOTAL 12.71% 6 16.22% 3.51% 128 

  GRAND TOTAL 100.00% 37 100.00%   100 



 

   

Table 9  Goad retail plan, summary floorspace data for Newton Abbot 

Floorspace Total Sqm Gross % of Total 
UK Avg 

 

Convenience 14,840 25.22% 17.18% 

Comparison 26,600 45.08% 50.01% 

Services 13,490 22.86% 21.98% 

Miscellaneous 360 0.61% 1.05% 

Vacant 3,670 6.22% 9.78% 

Total 58,960 100.00% 100.00% 

Other uses with No Experian Goad Trade Type 21,980 n/a n/a 

 

Table 10  Goad retail plan, summary floorspace data for Teignmouth 

Floorspace Total Sqm Gross % of Total UK Avg % 

Convenience 4,930 20.33% 17.18% 

Comparison 10,260 42.58% 50.01% 

Services 6,700 27.43% 21.98% 

Miscellaneous 210 0.84% 1.05% 

Vacant 2,690 8.82% 9.78% 

Total 24,790 100.00% 100.00% 

Other uses with No Experian Goad Trade Type 12,820 n/a n/a 

 

Table 11  Goad retail plan, summary floorspace data for Dawlish 

Floorspace Total Sqm Gross % of Total UK Avg % 

Convenience 2,370 18.30% 17.18% 

Comparison 4,640 35.28% 50.01% 

Services 4,930 37.48% 21.98% 

Miscellaneous 100 0.78% 1.05% 

Vacant 1,080 8.16% 9.78% 

Total 13,120 100.00% 100.00% 

Other uses with No Experian Goad Trade Type 8,030 n/a n/a 

 

Table 12  Goad retail plan, summary floorspace data for Ashburton 

Floorspace Total 
Sqm 
Gross 

% of Total UK Avg % 

Convenience 1,260 17.95% 17.18% 

Comparison 2,850 41.16% 50.01% 

Services 2,070 30.36% 21.98% 

Miscellaneous 270 3.91% 1.05% 

Vacant 440 6.61% 9.78% 

Total 6,890 100.00% 100.00% 

Other uses with No Experian Goad Trade Type 1,880 n/a n/a 

 
  



 

   

Table 13  Goad retail plan, summary floorspace data for Bovey Tracey 

Floorspace Total 
Sqm 
Gross 

% of Total UK Avg % 

Convenience 1,217 21.42% 21.42% 

Comparison 1,963 34.61% 34.61% 

Services 2,066 36.00% 36.00% 

Miscellaneous 50 0.81% 0.81% 

Vacant 410 7.16% 7.16% 

Total 5,706 100.00% 100.00% 

Other uses with No Experian Goad Trade Type 2,752 n/a n/a 

Operator Demand 

Table 14  Retailer Requirements for the Available Study Centres and Comparator Centres 

Centres Exeter Plymouth Torquay Paignton Newton Abbot Teignmouth 

Apr-00 105 76 33 6 9 1 

Oct-00 95 65 38 9 12 3 

Apr-01 107 72 34 10 8 3 

Oct-01 106 82 38 11 7 1 

Apr-02 126 92 45 17 13 2 

Oct-02 126 96 46 21 14 2 

Apr-03 118 91 43 20 21 2 

Oct-03 126 98 44 22 26 4 

Apr-04 120 87 43 18 29 5 

Oct-04 120 91 41 16 27 9 

Apr-05 127 94 44 17 24 7 

Oct-05 137 101 59 23 31 5 

Apr-06 133 100 63 18 27 4 

Oct-06 135 95 58 20 25 4 

Apr-07 135 99 56 21 25 4 

Oct-07 123 85 45 17 27 4 

Jan-09 84 47 18 5 11 4 

Source: FOCUS Town Reports, April 2009 
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Figure 6  Graph of Retailer Operator Requirements 

 

 
Source: FOCUS Town Reports, April 2009 

Figure 7  Comparison Retailer Requirements, April 2009 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: FOCUS, Retailer Requirements, April 2009.  NB Excludes charity shops and double counts  
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Table 15  Summary of Aggregated Comparison Floorspace Requirements 

  
Aggregated Min 

m2 
Aggregated 

Max m2 
Number of 

Requirements 

Exeter 11,046 32,080 46 

Plymouth  8,089 17,048 28 

Newton Abbot 6,801 23,054 9 

Torquay 5,649 21,089 8 

Tavistock 2,518 4,803 6 

Paignton 1,858 3,437 4 

Teignmouth 1,905 3,205 3 

Totnes 1,951 3,995 3 

Okehampton 279 1,394 1 

Crediton 743 1,394 1 

Source: FOCUS, Retailer Requirements, April 2009.  NB Excludes charity shops and double counts, 

April 2009 

Retail Rents and Yields 

Table 16 Valuation Office Agency Retail Yields 2000-2008 

Shopping 
Centre: 
Zone A O
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Exeter 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6 5.75 5.5 5 4.5 4.5 4.5 5 

Torquay 6.75 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7 7 6.75 6.25 5.5 5.5 5 6 

Newton Abbot 7.75 8.5 8.5 8 8 8 8 8 7.5 7.5 7.25 7 6 5.75 5.5 6.5 

Paignton 8.25 8.75 8.75 8.75 8.75 8.75 8.75 8.75 8.25 8 7.75 7.25 6.75 6.75 6.25 7 

Dawlish 9 9.25 9.25 9 9 9 9 9 8.5 8 8 7.75 7 7 7 8 

Teignmouth 9 9.5 9.5 9 9 9 9 9 8.5 8 8 7.5 6.75 6.75 6.75 7.75 

Plymouth 5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6 6 5.5 5 4.75 4.5 4.5 4.5 

Tavistock 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 8.5 8 7.5 7 6.75 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Totnes 8 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5 8 7.5 7 6.5 6.25 6 6 6 



 

   

Figure 8  Graph of Retail Yields 

 

Source: Property Market Report, Valuation Office, April 2009 

Notes: The yields quoted in the tables are ‘all risk yields’ calculated by dividing the annual 
rent, as though it had been received as a single sum at the year end, by the capital value 

or sale price of the property. The ‘all risks yield’ is a simple benchmark which the property 
market uses to assess the comparative attractiveness of different shopping centres. It is 

the ratio of rental income to capital value and is expressed in terms of the open market 
rent of a property as percentage of the capital value. The lower the yield the lower the risk 

and greater return on rental values.  

The level of yield broadly represents the market’s evaluation of the risk and return 

attached to the income stream of shop rents. The market is made up of purchasers of 
freehold and long leasehold property. 

Table 17  Prime Zone A Retail Rents for the Study Centres and Comparator Centres, 
2001-2008 (£psm) 

   Jun 01  Jun 02  Jun 03  Jun 04  Jun 05  Jun 06  Jun 07  Jun 08 

Exeter £1,722 £1,883 £1,937 £1,937 £2,044 £2,152 £2,367 £2,421 

Plymouth £1,506 £1,614 £1,722 £1,722 £1,937 £1,937 £1,937 £1,937 

Torquay £807 £861 £915 £915 £915 £915 £968 £968 

Paignton £409 £430 £430 £484 £538 £538 £538 £538 

Newton Abbot £538 £592 £592 £646 £699 £753 £753 £753 

Source: Colliers CRE/FOCUS Town Centre Report, June 08 
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Figure 9  Graph of Prime Zone A Rents for Study Centres and Comparator Centres, 2001-
2008 

 

Source: Colliers CRE/FOCUS Town Centre Report, June 2008 

Property Agent consultations 

We have consulted with the following property agents during March 2009 regarding the 

retail property market in towns in Teignbridge: 

Team 

Howard Douglas 

Waycotts 

Alder King 

Jackson Criss 

Macarthur Wilson 

Robin Michelmore 

(Chartered Surveyor) 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
In-Centre Pedestrian Surveys





 

   

PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 

Introduction 

A market research firm (NEMS) was instructed to conduct face-to-face surveys with a 
random sample of visitors at each of the study town centres during May 2009. In total, 

NEMS completed 910 successful interviews distributed across the study town centres as 
follows: 

 Newton Abbot – 200 surveys  
 Teignmouth – 150 surveys 

 Dawlish – 150 surveys 
 Bovey Tracey – 100 

 Chudleigh – 100 
 Ashburton – 100 

 Buckfastleigh – 110. 

The surveys were undertaken on different days of the week and at different times of the 

day to ensure a representative sample of pedestrians. 

The objectives of the pedestrian survey were to establish the postcode origin of 

respondents, so as to define the likely extent of the overall catchment area (OCA) of the 
town centres; and to establish the respondents’ reasons for visiting the centres. We also 

took the opportunity to ascertain views/attitudes in relation to a number of key issues. 

The results of the street survey are weighted by frequency of visit.  The results are 

weighted by the inverse of the frequency of the visit, in order to down-weight the potential 
for overrepresentation in the survey from more frequent visitors. This approach to 

weighting follows the advice in URPI’s Information Brief 91/2, which states:  

‘Since people who shop more frequently are more likely to be interviewed than those who 

shop less frequently, they will be over-represented in a sample of shopping trips. To 
correct this over-representation, each respondent's data should be weighted, using a 

weight less than one for frequent shoppers, and a weight greater than one for infrequent 
shoppers.’ 

 Mode of Travel 

As discussed the following pedestrian survey results are weighted in order to express the 

findings as a proportion of people.  However, when looking at the mode of transport 
people take to reach the town centres the unweighted findings are also useful to evaluate 

the mode of travel as a proportion of trips travelled. 

When looking at the results in terms of trips travelled, travelling on foot is the most popular 

choice of transport to all but Newton Abbot, Bovey Tracey and Ashburton where trips to 
the town centre are more likely to be taken by car or van.  This said, the proportion of trips 

taken walking to Bovey Tracey is very similar to those taken by car or van.  This indicates 
that trips to Teignmouth, Dawlish, Chudleigh, Buckfastleigh (and Bovey Tracey) are more 

likely to be made by local people who live within walking distance of the town centre.   



 

   

Newton Abbot is the only centre to have a significant number of trips made by bus (25 per 

cent), and the only centre to have trips made by train (two per cent). 

Q1b: How did you travel to the town centre today? (Unweighted - % of Trips) 
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Car / Van - driver 35% 38% 31% 24% 48% 26% 46% 35% 

Car / Van - passenger 9% 12% 9% 15% 2% 2% 10% 6% 

Bus 9% 25% 7% 6% 1% 5% 3% 3% 

Bicycle 1% 3% 2% 0% 2% 0% 0% 3% 

Rail 1% 1% 1% 3% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

Taxi 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 

On foot 43% 20% 47% 50% 47% 66% 39% 52% 

Mobility Scooter 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Motorcycle 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 

Train 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

When looking at the weighted results it is clear that in terms of the proportion of people 
the most likely mode of travel to each of the centres is by car or van, especially to Bovey 

Tracey (81 per cent of people).   

Q1b: How did you travel to the town centre today? (Weighted - % of People) 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Car / Van - driver 46% 46% 49% 33% 81% 42% 51% 45% 

Car / Van - 
passenger 

19% 19% 17% 24% 1% 17% 24% 21% 

Bus 8% 16% 6% 8% 1% 9% 10% 2% 

Bicycle 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 

Rail 4% 1% 2% 6% 0% 0% 0% 12% 

Taxi 1% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

On foot 20% 15% 24% 28% 16% 32% 9% 16% 

Motorcycle 2% 3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 

Train 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Frequency of Visit 

The largest proportion of people surveyed indicated that they never did their food and 
grocery shopping in the town centres, with the exceptions of Bovey Tracey and Ashburton 

where people had done their food and grocery shopping for the first time on the day of 
survey.  This may reflect that people now tend to shop in large out of centre supermarkets 

for food and grocery items. 



 

   

Q2a: How often do you do food and groceries shopping in the town centre (including 
Sunday)? 

  Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 3% 1% 1% 

4 to 6 days a week 2% 1% 2% 1% 3% 3% 2% 1% 
2 to 3 days a week 6% 8% 6% 3% 14% 10% 3% 4% 

1 day a week 7% 12% 7% 4% 7% 8% 6% 5% 

Once every 2 weeks 4% 5% 6% 1% 8% 18% 2% 3% 

Once every month 6% 12% 3% 1% 12% 14% 7% 2% 

Once a quarter 3% 2% 3% 2% 5% 12% 0% 0% 
Less often than once 
a quarter 

10% 4% 21% 14% 12% 8% 10% 2% 

First time today 16% 10% 12% 22% 19% 0% 37% 8% 

Never 46% 47% 39% 52% 18% 20% 31% 75% 
(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 

Eighty six per cent of people surveyed in Newton Abbot do their non-food shopping in 
Newton Abbot.  This is much higher than in any of the other centres, followed by 

Teignmouth (70 per cent).  Forty nine per cent of people surveyed visit Newton Abbot 
once a month or more, this is followed by 27 per cent in Chudleigh and just six per cent in 

Dawlish.  The majority of people in Buckfastleigh never shop in the town centre for non-
food shopping (58 per cent). 

Q2b: How often do you do non-food shopping (ie clothes, shoes electrical goods etc) in 
the town centre (including Sunday)? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
4 to 6 days a week 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
2 to 3 days a week 2% 5% 2% 1% 4% 3% 1% 1% 
1 day a week 5% 12% 5% 2% 5% 3% 3% 3% 
Once every 2 
weeks 

4% 9% 4% 0% 7% 7% 5% 2% 

Once every month 8% 15% 4% 3% 4% 14% 9% 8% 
Once a quarter 6% 7% 6% 3% 2% 15% 5% 6% 
Less often than 
once a quarter 

15% 12% 30% 15% 25% 12% 13% 2% 

First time today 24% 25% 19% 38% 15% 0% 22% 20% 
Never 36% 14% 30% 38% 37% 44% 40% 58% 
(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 

When asked how often they go drinking or eating in the town centres, in most cases the 
largest response was that people never went drinking or eating in the town centres.  This 

was with the exception of Teignmouth where 27 per cent of people indicated that they ate 
in the town centre, but that this was less often than once a quarter, and Buckfastleigh, 

where 56 per cent of people were eating or drinking there for the first time on the day of 
survey.  



 

   

Q2c: How often do you go drinking/eating out in the town centre (including Sunday)? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
4 to 6 days a week 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 
2 to 3 days a week 2% 2% 3% 2% 4% 3% 1% 1% 
1 day a week 4% 9% 3% 3% 5% 4% 3% 2% 
Once every 2 weeks 3% 7% 2% 1% 2% 7% 2% 1% 
Once every month 7% 8% 8% 4% 8% 20% 8% 4% 
Once a quarter 8% 9% 8% 7% 17% 14% 7% 6% 
Less often than once 
a quarter 

15% 10% 27% 17% 16% 14% 18% 4% 

First time today 29% 25% 26% 29% 0% 15% 30% 56% 
Never 31% 31% 21% 37% 49% 23% 32% 24% 
(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 

The majority of the people surveyed indicated that they never used public or private 
services, such as the bank, solicitor and council offices in the town centres.  This 

response was particularly strong in Buckfastleigh (83 per cent).   

Q2d: How often do you use public/private services (bank, solicitor, council offices, library 
etc.) in the town centre (including Sunday)? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
4 to 6 days a week 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 
2 to 3 days a week 2% 3% 2% 1% 5% 1% 1% 1% 
1 day a week 7% 13% 8% 5% 11% 7% 5% 4% 
Once every 2 weeks 4% 7% 2% 2% 6% 5% 6% 1% 
Once every month 6% 10% 7% 2% 4% 11% 5% 5% 
Once a quarter 4% 5% 8% 3% 5% 3% 3% 0% 
Less often than once 
a quarter 

9% 12% 16% 9% 12% 1% 7% 4% 

First time today 12% 15% 20% 14% 0% 15% 15% 2% 
Never 55% 36% 37% 65% 55% 55% 56% 83% 
(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

When asked how often they used commercial leisure facilities in the town centres, the 

majority of people replied that they never used such facilities in the town centres, again 
this response was strongest in Buckfastleigh (93 per cent). 

  



 

   

Q2e: How often do you use commercial leisure facilities (casino, gym, bingo etc.) in the 
town centre (including Sunday)? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
4 to 6 days a week 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
2 to 3 days a week 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 
1 day a week 1% 3% 1% 1% 2% 3% 0% 1% 
Once every 2 
weeks 

1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 3% 1% 0% 

Once every month 2% 4% 4% 1% 2% 0% 2% 0% 
Once a quarter 1% 0% 2% 1% 5% 4% 0% 0% 
Less often than 
once a quarter 

4% 2% 11% 8% 1% 0% 0% 1% 

First time today 6% 3% 11% 8% 19% 1% 0% 3% 
Never 82% 86% 70% 78% 70% 88% 89% 93% 
(Don’t know) 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 1% 8% 1% 

Respondents were then asked the same range of questions with regard to frequency of 

visit, but with reference to Sunday shopping alone.  The findings show that the majority of 
people across all the town centres do neither their food, groceries and non-food shopping, 

drink or eat or use commercial leisure facilities in the town centres on a Sunday.   

Q3a: How often do you do food and groceries shopping in the town centre on a Sunday? 

  Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Every Sunday 2% 0% 2% 1% 4% 4% 1% 2% 
Once every 2 weeks 2% 0% 1% 1% 3% 7% 2% 3% 
Once every month 3% 1% 1% 1% 10% 14% 1% 2% 
Once a quarter 2% 0% 4% 1% 3% 7% 2% 1% 
Less often than once 
a quarter 

4% 2% 7% 6% 0% 9% 4% 0% 

Never 88% 96% 84% 90% 79% 55% 91% 93% 
(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0% 0% 

Q3b: How often do you do non-food shopping (ie clothes, shoes electrical goods etc) in 
the town centre on a Sunday? 

  Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Every Sunday 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 
Once every 2 weeks 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 2% 
Once every month 1% 3% 1% 0% 1% 3% 0% 2% 
Once a quarter 1% 0% 6% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 
Less often than once a 
quarter 

4% 2% 9% 8% 1% 4% 2% 0% 

Never 91% 93% 84% 90% 96% 84% 97% 95% 
(Don’t know) 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 7% 0% 0% 

 

  



 

   

Q3c: How often do you go drinking/eating out in the town centre on a Sunday? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Every Sunday 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 
Once every 2 weeks 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 3% 0% 1% 
Once every month 2% 2% 5% 1% 2% 3% 1% 4% 
Once a quarter 3% 0% 6% 5% 3% 4% 3% 1% 
Less often than once a 
quarter 

5% 2% 10% 6% 1% 10% 5% 0% 

Never 88% 95% 78% 86% 92% 74% 90% 95% 
(Don’t know) 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 5% 0% 0% 

Q3d: How often do you use commercial leisure facilities (casino, gym, bingo etc.) in the 
town centre on a Sunday? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Every Sunday 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Once every 2 weeks 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 
Once every month 1% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 0% 2% 
Once a quarter 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Less often than once a 
quarter 

3% 0% 9% 5% 0% 5% 0% 0% 

Never 95% 99% 89% 94% 97% 90% 100% 97% 
(Don’t know) 1% 0% 1% 1% 1% 5% 0% 1% 

Main Purpose of Visit 

The top response for main purpose of visit for Ashburton, Buckfastleigh and Teignmouth, 

and second most frequent response in Newton Abbot and Dawlish, was that people were 
on a day visit; people’s top response in Dawlish, second most frequent response in 

Teignmouth, Ashburton and Buckfastleigh, and third most frequent response in Newton 
Abbot was that they were on a staying visit.   

Only in Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh did people indicate that their top three main 
purposes of visit were something other than a day or staying visit.  In Bovey Tracey 

people were mainly visiting to use other public services (22 per cent), while in Chudleigh 
they were mainly visiting to buy food and grocery items (22 per cent), and use personal 

services (20 per cent).  The main purpose of visit in Newton Abbot was to buy non-food 
items (17 per cent).   

This gives a clear picture that in contrast to Ashburton, Buckfastleigh, Teignmouth and 
Dawlish, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh play more of a role as local service centres than 

visitor destinations.  Newton Abbot is somewhere people choose to shop for non-food 
items, but also appears to have an important secondary role as a visitor destination.   



 

   

Q4: What is the main reason for your visit here today ? 

Centre  
Top 3 Responses - % of Total Responses in Each Centre 

1 2 3 

Total 
As a day visitor 

(27%) 
As a staying visitor (21%) 

To buy food and grocery 
items (not take-away / 
café / restaurant / pub / 

bar)  
(9%) 

Newton Abbot 

To buy non-food goods 
(e.g. shoes, clothes, 

jewellery)  
(17%) 

As a day visitor  
(16%) 

As a staying visitor (15%) 

Teignmouth 
As a day visitor 

 (40%) 
As a staying visitor  

(19%) 
To meet someone  

(9%) 

Dawlish 
As a staying visitor 

 (41%) 
As a day visitor  

(30%) 
To meet someone  

(7%) 

Bovey Tracey 

Other public services 
(library, museum, doctor, 

dentist, etc.)  
(22%) 

To buy food and grocery 
items (not take-away / 
café / restaurant / pub / 

bar)  
(16%) 

Work  
(12%) 

Chudleigh 

To buy food and grocery 
items (not take-away / café 

/ restaurant / pub / bar)  
(22%) 

For personal services 
(e.g. bank, hairdresser, 

solicitor etc)  
(20%) 

To buy non-food goods 
(e.g. shoes, clothes, 

jewellery)  
(14%) 

Ashburton 
As a day visitor  

(28%) 
As a staying visitor 

 (22%) 

To buy food and grocery 
items (not take-away / 
café / restaurant / pub / 

bar)  
(14%) 

Buckfastleigh 
As a day visitor  

(41%) 
As a staying visitor  

(18%) 

Eat out / drinking (e.g. 
restaurant / pub / bar) 

 (9%) 

Likes and Dislikes 

When asked what they liked most about the town centres, for all but Newton Abbot and 
Dawlish the top response was that people liked the character and atmosphere.  The top 

response in Dawlish was also related to the town centre’s environment – in that people 
liked the green spaces.  In Newton Abbot people mostly liked nothing in particular.   

In all but Buckfastleigh the top response as to what people disliked most about the town 
centre was ‘nothing in particular’.   In Buckfastleigh, people’s top response to what they 

disliked about the town centre was its lack of specialist/independent shops, this was also 
the third most frequent response in Teignmouth and Chudleigh.  People mainly had 

transport related issues with Bovey Tracey, Dawlish and Ashburton.  

  

 



 

   

Q5&6: What do you like/dislike most about the town centres? 

Centre 

Top 3 Responses - % of Total Responses in Each Centre 

Like Most Dislike Most 

1 2 3 1 2 3 

Total 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(28%) 

Selection / 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops 
 (17%) 

Green 
space/area 

(13%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(42%) 

Lack of 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops 
 (8%) 

Road 
congestion / 

too much 
traffic (6%) & 

Other  
(6%) 

Newton Abbot 
Nothing in 
Particular 

(24%) 

Selection / 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops  
(20%) 

Pedestrianis
ed streets 

(14%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(52%) 

Other  
(12%) 

Dirty 
shopping 

streets/litter 
(11%) 

Teignmouth 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(44%) 

Beach/Seafr
ont  

(23%) 

Selection / 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops  
(19%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(29%) 

Dirty 
shopping 

streets/litter 
(9%) 

Lack of 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops  
(8%) 

Dawlish 
Green 

space/area 
(46%) 

Character / 
atmosphere 

(36%) 

Beach/Seafr
ont  

(21%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(53%) 

Shortage of 
parking 

spaces for 
visitors (8%) 

Other 
environment

al factor 
(5%) 

Bovey Tracey 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(41%) 

Selection / 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops 
 (29%) 

(Don’t know) 
(15%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(25%) 

Road 
congestion / 

too much 
traffic  
(16%) 

(Don’t know) 
(15%) 

Chudleigh 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(42%) 

Near to 
home / 

convenient 
(32%) 

Friendly 
(25%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(57%) 

Need a bank 
(7%) 

Lack of 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops  
(6%) 

Ashburton 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(68%) 

Selection / 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops  
(49%) 

Compact 
centre (i.e. 
shops close 

together) 
(17%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(43%) 

Road 
congestion / 

too much 
traffic  
(23%) 

Other 
transport / 

access 
factor  
(16%) 

Buckfastleigh 
Character / 
atmosphere 

(41%) 

(Don’t know) 
(20%) 

Not too 
crowded 

(17%) 

Lack of 
choice of 

independent 
/ specialist 

shops 
 (30%) 

(Nothing in 
particular) 

(29%) 

Lack of 
choice of 
national 
multiple 

(high street 
chain) shops 

(23%) 

Satisfaction with Range and Quality of Shops and Supermarket Provision 

The following questions were responded to using Likert scales which were scored so that 
‘very satisfied’ = 5, ‘satisfied’ = 4, ‘neutral’ = 3, ‘dissatisfied’ = 2 and ‘very satisfied’ = 1. 



 

   

The mean of the sum of all scored responses is given at the bottom of each of the tables. 

Respondents indicated a general overall satisfaction with the range and quality of shops 
across the centres, especially in Ashburton, where a good number of respondents 

indicated that they were very satisfied (58 per cent).  The highest levels of dissatisfaction 
were recorded in Buckfastleigh where 20 per cent were dissatisfied and 10 per cent were 

very dissatisfied.   

Q7: How satisfied are you with the overall range and quality of shops in the town centre? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very satisfied 21% 27% 19% 14% 20% 10% 58% 2% 

Satisfied 39% 41% 43% 48% 44% 34% 28% 28% 

Neutral 13% 16% 15% 11% 16% 29% 4% 9% 

Dissatisfied 11% 11% 11% 12% 5% 11% 1% 20% 

Very dissatisfied 3% 0% 4% 1% 1% 0% 0% 10% 

(No opinion) 8% 0% 8% 9% 0% 0% 2% 26% 

(Don’t know) 6% 6% 0% 4% 15% 15% 8% 6% 

Mean Score 3.74 3.88 3.65 3.7 3.9 3.5 4.59 2.87 

Responses to levels of satisfaction with supermarket provision in the town centres were 
more varied between the town centres.  In Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh, Buckfastliegh and 

Ashburton the most frequent response was that people are satisfied or very satisfied.  The 
largest response in Dawlish was that people were dissatisfied with supermarket provision, 

as is reflected by the low mean of the Likert scale score.  Meanwhile, in Newton Abbot 
and Teignmouth people most frequently had no opinion, perhaps reflecting the fact that 

the majority of people visiting these two town centres do not visit to use a supermarket 
(Question 9 below).   

Q8: How satisfied are you with the supermarket provision in the town centre? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very satisfied 9% 13% 5% 1% 8% 15% 28% 1% 

Satisfied 25% 26% 22% 21% 34% 45% 18% 27% 

Neutral 10% 7% 9% 10% 22% 16% 8% 10% 

Dissatisfied 10% 2% 13% 23% 8% 10% 2% 6% 

Very dissatisfied 3% 0% 7% 2% 1% 0% 1% 8% 

(No opinion) 22% 38% 26% 16% 5% 0% 20% 26% 

(Don’t know) 21% 13% 18% 27% 23% 15% 24% 21% 

Mean Score 3.45 4.03 3.06 2.93 3.55 3.76 4.25 3.12 

Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh are the only two centres where the majority response to the 
question asking whether people ever visit any supermarkets in the town centre was 

positive.  This goes to consolidate the role of these two centres as local service centres.   

Q9: Do you ever visit any supermarket/s in the town centre? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Yes 40% 37% 40% 33% 56% 84% 42% 32% 

No 60% 63% 60% 68% 44% 16% 58% 68% 

Only in Teignmouth, Bovey Tracey and Ashburton do a significant number of people visit 

other shops and services every time they visit the supermarket in the town centre.  The 



 

   

only relatively strong response indicating that people never visit other shops or services in 

the town centre, when they visit a supermarket there, was in Buckfastleigh (23 per cent).   

Q10: When you visit a supermarket do you also visit other shops and services on the 
same trip (Question asked of positive respondents to Q9 only)? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Every time 26% 23% 47% 24% 43% 6% 35% 5% 

Most times 27% 33% 26% 23% 29% 33% 21% 22% 

Occasionally 23% 18% 13% 34% 26% 33% 13% 29% 

Rarely 11% 3% 6% 13% 1% 20% 11% 21% 

Never 9% 9% 9% 8% 1% 6% 2% 23% 

(Don’t know) 5% 14% 0% 0% 0% 1% 18% 0% 

Markets 

At the time of survey markets were known to be held in Newton Abbot and Teignmouth.  

Evidently, more people visiting Newton Abbot visit the town’s market (74 per cent) than 
those that were visiting Teignmouth, where only 20 per cent also visit the town’s market.   

The majority of those that visit the markets questioned in Newton Abbot visit the Newton 
Abbot indoor market and hall (72 per cent), closely followed by the outdoor market on 

Wednesday (71 per cent), in Market Walk.  Of those that visit a market in Teignmouth, the 
majority visit the Local Produce Market held on a Saturday in the Triangle (81 per cent).   

Q11: Do you visit the markets in the town centre? (Newton Abbot and Teignmouth only) 

   Total Newton Abbot Teignmouth 

Yes 50% 74% 20% 
No 50% 26% 80% 

Q12: Which markets do you visit? (Question asked of positive respondents to Q11 only) 

   Total NA TGN 

Newton Abbot (indoor Market Hall and Food Hall) 61% 72% 10% 

Newton Abbot (outdoor stalls in Market Walk) Wednesday 60% 71% 9% 

Newton Abbot (outdoor stalls in Market Walk) Saturday 30% 35% 8% 

Newton Abbot (Livestock Cattle market) Wednesday 5% 6% 0% 
Newton Abbot (Courtenay Street – Farmers and Produce Market) 
Tuesday 

5% 6% 1% 

Teignmouth (Triangle – Local Produce Market) Saturday 14% 0% 81% 

(None of these) 2% 0% 11% 

Evening Visits 

The majority of people surveyed never visit the town centres in the evening indicating that 

they are generally not centres for evening entertainment.  The three centres that are 
frequented most in the evening are Buckfastleigh (23 per cent visit once a quarter or 

more), Chudleigh (19 per cent visit once a quarter or more) and Bovey Tracey (19 per 
cent visit once a quarter or more). 

  



 

   

Q13: How often do you visit the town centre in the evening? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Everyday 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 0% 1% 

4 to 6 days a week 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

2 to 3 days a week 3% 2% 2% 6% 5% 4% 2% 1% 

1 day a week 4% 5% 2% 1% 2% 6% 2% 9% 

Once every 2 weeks 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 3% 0% 1% 

Once every month 3% 3% 6% 3% 7% 6% 2% 1% 

Once a quarter 3% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 4% 10% 
Less often than once a 
quarter 14% 11% 16% 28% 11% 13% 6% 6% 

Never 70% 77% 68% 61% 67% 61% 83% 71% 

(Don’t know) 1% 0% 0% 0% 4% 4% 0% 0% 

Of the people that visit the town centres once a quarter or more in the evening, the main 
purpose for visiting varies a lot between the different locations.  The two coastal locations 

of Teignmouth and Dawlish are mainly visited for eating out (37 per cent and 40 per cent 
respectively).  Newton Abbot and Chudleigh are mostly visited in the evenings for their 

pubs and bars (42 per cent and 36 per cent respectively).  Buckfastleigh and Ashburton 
are mostly visited to meet friends (57 per cent and 37 per cent respectively).  Bovey 

Tracey is mainly visited in the evening by people to do food shopping (29 per cent) – both 
Tesco Express and Spar are open in the evenings. 

Q14: What is the main purpose of your evening visits? (Question asked of those that go 
once a quarter or more at Q13 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Bars / pubs 28% 42% 34% 29% 9% 36% 24% 19% 

Eating out 20% 19% 37% 40% 17% 14% 11% 2% 

Night Clubs 1% 3% 1% 1% 2% 0% 0% 0% 

Theatre/cinema 4% 23% 0% 2% 0% 1% 5% 0% 

Concerts 2% 0% 0% 1% 2% 0% 2% 7% 
Gym / Health & fitness 
club 

1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Bingo / Casino 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

Shopping 4% 1% 1% 3% 7% 13% 8% 6% 

Meeting friends 21% 6% 3% 2% 2% 17% 37% 57% 

Other 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 4% 0% 

Food shopping 3% 0% 0% 1% 29% 0% 0% 1% 

General shopping 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 1% 1% 0% 

Societies 2% 3% 0% 0% 1% 12% 1% 0% 

Takeaways 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 

Going for a walk 3% 0% 4% 6% 3% 1% 1% 4% 

Work 1% 0% 0% 1% 9% 0% 2% 0% 

Whist 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 

Bank 1% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 

(No main purpose) 7% 1% 19% 13% 3% 1% 0% 3% 

Satisfaction with Evening, Cultural and Family Entertainment Offer 

Levels of satisfaction with the town centres’ performance as  locations for evening 
entertainment are generally good, or in the case of Dawlish, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh, 



 

   

neutral.  Levels of satisfaction are highest in Newton Abbot (68 per cent), while 

dissatisfaction is highest in Chudleigh (19 per cent).    

Q15: How satisfied are you with the town centre’s performance as a location for evening 
entertainment, that is its pubs, restaurants, cinema / theatre etc?  (Question asked of 
those that go once a quarter or more at Q13 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very satisfied 7% 10% 15% 1% 14% 13% 5% 0% 

Satisfied 46% 68% 59% 25% 31% 23% 46% 52% 

Neutral 29% 12% 19% 50% 43% 31% 19% 32% 

Dissatisfied 9% 5% 5% 12% 6% 19% 5% 13% 

Very dissatisfied 1% 2% 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 1% 

(No opinion) 2% 0% 0% 0% 4% 11% 5% 0% 

(Don’t know) 5% 3% 0% 12% 2% 2% 20% 2% 

Mean Score 3.51 3.81 3.8 3.13 3.56 3.32 3.67 3.37 

A good number of respondents indicated that they didn’t know how satisfied they were 
with the town centre’s cultural offer, perhaps indicating that they were not aware of the 

cultural offer.  There were three stark exceptions to this observation: 73 per cent of people 
in Bovey Tracey indicated that they were satisfied or very satisfied with the town centre’s 

cultural offer (perhaps due to the prominent Devon Guild of Craftsmen building); and 
Ashburton, where 52 per cent were satisfied or very satisfied and Buckfastleigh where 32 

per cent were satisfied or very satisfied. 

Q16: How satisfied are you with the town centre’s cultural offer – that is, museum / art 
gallery / places of interest and so on? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very satisfied 8% 0% 4% 3% 31% 1% 27% 6% 

Satisfied 21% 12% 17% 22% 42% 16% 25% 26% 

Neutral 15% 12% 14% 15% 19% 15% 10% 25% 

Dissatisfied 6% 6% 5% 4% 0% 11% 5% 10% 

Very dissatisfied 6% 10% 7% 4% 5% 1% 0% 9% 

(No opinion) 16% 24% 16% 23% 2% 19% 4% 10% 

(Don’t know) 28% 36% 37% 29% 1% 36% 30% 15% 

Mean Score 3.36 2.69 3.15 3.34 3.97 3.12 4.11 3.14 

The majority of responses to the question gauging levels of satisfaction with the town 
centres’ overall family entertainment offer were either of no opinion or didn’t know, 

perhaps indicating a lack of knowledge or connection with the issue.  Those surveyed in 
Dawlish indicated the highest levels of satisfaction with the town centre’s overall family 

entertainment offer (33 per cent). 



 

   

Q17: How satisfied are you with the town centre’s overall family entertainment offer? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very satisfied 3% 1% 3% 11% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Satisfied 14% 16% 17% 22% 12% 5% 2% 12% 

Neutral 15% 8% 11% 15% 28% 8% 15% 23% 

Dissatisfied 5% 3% 7% 4% 1% 8% 4% 9% 

Very dissatisfied 3% 8% 5% 0% 6% 2% 1% 1% 

(No opinion) 23% 35% 16% 22% 17% 21% 22% 23% 

(Don’t know) 37% 30% 41% 26% 36% 55% 56% 34% 

Mean Score 3.23 2.97 3.14 3.75 3.03 2.69 2.8 3.03 

Environmental Quality 

The following questions were answered using a Likert scale that was scored as follows: 
‘very good’ = 5, ‘good’ = 4, ‘satisfactory’ = 3, ‘poor’ = 2 and ‘very poor’ = 1.  The mean of 

this score is included at the bottom of each of the tables below.  Across all the town 
centres the majority of respondents indicated that their assessment of the environmental 

quality in terms of cleanliness of shopping streets was either very good or good, with 
especially positive assessments in Ashburton and Buckfastleigh. 

Q18a: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of the town 
centre in terms of the cleanliness of shopping streets? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 35% 17% 34% 39% 18% 32% 53% 46% 

Good 34% 37% 27% 24% 49% 40% 35% 44% 

Satisfactory 23% 31% 21% 29% 32% 25% 12% 10% 

Poor 6% 14% 8% 7% 0% 3% 0% 1% 

Very poor 2% 1% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

Mean Score 3.95 3.54 3.67 3.96 3.85 4.02 4.41 4.33 

In terms of personal safety, lighting and policing issues, positive assessments were the 

main response in all except Bovey Tracey’s case, where a significant number of 
respondents indicated that they thought that safety, lighting and policing issues were only 

satisfactory (35 per cent).   

Q18b: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of personal safety / lighting / policing issues? 

  Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 28% 18% 21% 32% 21% 7% 25% 56% 

Good 36% 36% 48% 29% 31% 47% 38% 28% 

Satisfactory 17% 23% 13% 23% 35% 21% 8% 6% 

Poor 7% 10% 4% 9% 7% 2% 10% 1% 

Very poor 1% 0% 2% 0% 1% 0% 1% 2% 

(Don’t know) 11% 13% 12% 7% 5% 22% 19% 7% 

Mean Score 3.95 3.72 3.95 3.89 3.68 3.77 3.93 4.47 

When asked to assess the quality of buildings and townscape the most positive response 

was received in Buckfastleigh (55 per cent assessed as ‘very good’) which has benefitted 
from a Conservation Area Partnership Scheme which helped to repair and enhance the 



 

   

historic fabric of the town.  In Chudleigh and Newton Abbot responses were highest 

against an assessment that the quality of the buildings and townscape was satisfactory 
(32 per cent and 36 per cent respectively).   

Q18c: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of quality of buildings / townscape? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 28% 11% 24% 25% 7% 27% 42% 55% 

Good 38% 35% 42% 40% 50% 31% 49% 23% 

Satisfactory 23% 36% 18% 27% 35% 32% 2% 16% 

Poor 7% 12% 8% 8% 8% 8% 0% 5% 

Very poor 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 3% 5% 6% 0% 0% 1% 8% 2% 

Mean Score 3.89 3.46 3.84 3.81 3.56 3.78 4.44 4.3 

The most frequent response from people in Dawlish indicated that there was satisfactory 

shelter from the weather (44 per cent).  While a high proportion of those in Bovey Tracey 
were split between not knowing and believing there to be satisfactory shelter from the 

weather.   Highest proportions of poor or very poor assessments were recorded in 
Chudleigh (38 per cent) and Newton Abbot (35 per cent).   

Q18d: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of shelter from the weather? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 8% 3% 1% 21% 2% 0% 3% 13% 

Good 19% 12% 16% 15% 11% 11% 41% 23% 

Satisfactory 23% 16% 13% 44% 29% 22% 11% 21% 

Poor 20% 29% 24% 7% 19% 31% 16% 24% 

Very poor 3% 6% 4% 0% 11% 7% 1% 3% 

(Don’t know) 26% 33% 43% 13% 29% 29% 28% 17% 

Mean Score 3.11 2.66 2.76 3.56 2.65 2.53 3.4 3.23 

The majority of responses to the question requesting an assessment of the town centre in 
terms of the availability and cleanliness of public toilets in Buckfastleigh indicated that 

they did not know (64 per cent).  This perhaps reflects the fact that the public toilets are 
just outside of the immediate town centre.  Most positive levels of assessment of the town 

centres’ public toilets were recorded at Dawlish where 72 per cent of respondents thought 
they were either good or very good.   



 

   

Q18e: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of availability & cleanliness of public toilets? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 20% 13% 14% 25% 16% 28% 34% 12% 

Good 25% 14% 28% 47% 29% 21% 25% 5% 

Satisfactory 14% 22% 17% 7% 16% 21% 11% 13% 

Poor 7% 7% 17% 3% 12% 2% 6% 4% 

Very poor 3% 9% 4% 0% 1% 1% 1% 2% 

(Don’t know) 31% 35% 20% 19% 27% 26% 23% 64% 

Mean Score 3.75 3.23 3.41 4.16 3.64 3.99 4.1 3.6 

When assessing the town centres in terms of their public spaces and seating areas, a 

high proportion of those in Ashburton and Chudleigh did not know, while high proportions 
in all the other centres responded positively to this question, especially in Dawlish and 

Teignmouth.   

Q18f: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of public spaces / seating areas? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 15% 12% 11% 39% 21% 0% 4% 3% 

Good 41% 32% 62% 51% 25% 22% 28% 40% 

Satisfactory 19% 29% 17% 9% 20% 24% 19% 20% 

Poor 7% 10% 8% 1% 8% 15% 14% 5% 

Very poor 2% 8% 0% 0% 7% 1% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 16% 8% 2% 1% 20% 39% 35% 33% 

Mean Score 3.71 3.33 3.78 4.29 3.55 3.09 3.33 3.59 

In all but Bovey Tracey, the majority of respondents indicated that they did not know how 

to assess the town centres’ public art.  In Bovey Tracey 34 per cent of people believed 
that the town centre’s public art was satisfactory, however, this was closely followed by 

people who did not know how to assess the public art (29 per cent). 

Q18g: Could you please provide your assessment of the environmental quality of town 
centre in terms of public art? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 1% 0% 1% 0% 8% 1% 1% 0% 

Good 9% 3% 23% 14% 9% 1% 0% 6% 

Satisfactory 10% 2% 10% 9% 34% 3% 2% 20% 

Poor 11% 5% 9% 11% 11% 20% 14% 14% 

Very poor 6% 22% 2% 0% 9% 4% 2% 3% 

(Don’t know) 63% 69% 55% 67% 29% 71% 81% 57% 

Mean Score 2.65 1.53 3.26 3.06 2.96 2.16 2.1 2.68 

Accessibility  

When asked to assess the town centres’ accessibility in terms of location of car parks, the 

majority of responses were positive.  This is with exception to those surveyed in 
Teignmouth, a significant number of whom indicated that they believed the location of the 

town centre’s car parks to be poor (22 per cent).  This is perhaps due to the fact that there 



 

   

is no large car park, or on street parking, in the town centre itself.  Adequate parking is 

available on the sea front and to the north of the town centre.   

Q19a: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of location of car parks? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 23% 8% 13% 9% 20% 38% 48% 46% 

Good 38% 47% 21% 34% 53% 44% 35% 42% 

Satisfactory 13% 17% 19% 14% 18% 7% 8% 4% 

Poor 9% 1% 22% 17% 9% 5% 0% 1% 

Very poor 1% 0% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 17% 27% 22% 25% 1% 6% 10% 7% 

Mean Score 3.88 3.84 3.26 3.43 3.83 4.22 4.43 4.42 

A high proportion of those surveyed in Newton Abbot, Teignmouth and Dawlish did not 

know how to assess the centres in terms of the security of their car parks.  Meanwhile, 
high proportions of those surveyed in Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh, Ashburton and 

Buckfastleigh thought that the security of their car parks was good.   

Q19b: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of security of car parks? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 15% 5% 3% 13% 13% 10% 32% 28% 

Good 33% 35% 13% 26% 55% 43% 44% 41% 

Satisfactory 13% 7% 21% 20% 13% 18% 6% 4% 

Poor 2% 2% 6% 1% 11% 1% 0% 1% 

Very poor 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 37% 51% 57% 40% 9% 27% 18% 26% 

Mean Score 3.94 3.84 3.29 3.84 3.75 3.82 4.32 4.31 

Very few people were able to comment on the town centres’ ease of cycling access, 
perhaps reflecting the fact that few people cycle to the town centres (Question 1).  The 

highest levels of positive assessment for ease of cycling access were recorded in 
Buckfastleigh.   

Q19c: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of ease of cycling access? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 1% 1% 1% 0% 3% 1% 4% 1% 

Good 10% 11% 2% 12% 5% 14% 5% 17% 

Satisfactory 5% 1% 5% 3% 7% 3% 3% 12% 

Poor 3% 3% 5% 3% 6% 3% 4% 1% 

Very poor 2% 5% 2% 0% 3% 0% 1% 1% 

(Don’t know) 79% 80% 85% 82% 76% 79% 83% 68% 

Mean Score 3.27 2.93 2.55 3.51 2.99 3.65 3.49 3.55 

Levels of assessment in relation to the amount and quality of pedestrianisation in each 
town centre were generally positive, especially in Teignmouth, Newton Abbot and 

Buckfastleigh.  A high proportion of respondents in Bovey Tracey indicated that they only 



 

   

thought the pedestrianisation to be satisfactory (41 per cent) perhaps because of the 

narrow pavements and two separate retail areas. 

Q19d: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of amount/quality of pedestrianisation? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 13% 19% 11% 10% 2% 4% 2% 29% 

Good 42% 47% 58% 32% 16% 37% 52% 39% 

Satisfactory 18% 24% 11% 16% 41% 19% 20% 12% 

Poor 13% 7% 5% 30% 15% 9% 16% 1% 

Very poor 2% 1% 4% 2% 6% 2% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 12% 1% 11% 11% 20% 30% 10% 19% 

Mean Score 3.59 3.75 3.77 3.22 2.92 3.46 3.45 4.18 

In terms of ease of movement around the town centres on foot, the majority of responses 
were positive, especially in Teignmouth.  A relatively higher proportion of people in Bovey 

Tracey indicated that they thought this aspect of the town centre to be only satisfactory 
(37 per cent). 

Q19e: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to the town 
centre in terms of ease of movement around the centre on foot? 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 19% 22% 11% 7% 12% 23% 23% 39% 
Good 54% 53% 73% 59% 32% 49% 57% 39% 
Satisfactory 19% 19% 10% 24% 37% 25% 19% 15% 
Poor 3% 5% 1% 4% 12% 3% 2% 1% 
Very poor 1% 2% 3% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 
(Don’t know) 3% 0% 3% 5% 5% 0% 0% 6% 
Mean Score 3.9 3.89 3.92 3.72 3.41 3.93 4.01 4.24 

The pattern for responses to the assessment of the town centres’ pedestrian and 

vehicular safety issues are similar to those assessing the ease of movement around the 
centre on foot.  That is that most responses are generally positive, with the exception of 

Bovey Tracey, where a relatively higher response was recorded that people found 
pedestrian and vehicular safety issues only satisfactory (34 per cent). 

Q19f: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of pedestrian / vehicular safety issues? 

  Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 13% 16% 4% 7% 6% 7% 9% 36% 
Good 39% 38% 53% 39% 15% 45% 34% 38% 
Satisfactory 22% 18% 20% 24% 34% 27% 26% 16% 
Poor 12% 4% 11% 17% 21% 8% 23% 3% 
Very poor 3% 6% 3% 0% 4% 1% 9% 0% 
(Don’t know) 11% 17% 9% 13% 20% 12% 0% 6% 
Mean Score 3.53 3.64 3.48 3.41 2.99 3.55 3.12 4.13 

The highest proportion of people in all but Buckfastleigh and Teignmouth responded that 
they did not know how to assess the town centre in terms of access for people with 

mobility, hearing or sight impairment.  In Teignmouth and Buckfastleigh, slightly higher 



 

   

proportions of people commented that the town centres were good in terms of access for 

people with mobility, hearing and sight impairments.  

Q19g: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of access for people with mobility / hearing / sight impairment? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Very good 7% 6% 7% 5% 0% 1% 5% 20% 

Good 21% 21% 37% 15% 9% 14% 14% 28% 

Satisfactory 14% 9% 14% 9% 11% 36% 15% 17% 

Poor 10% 7% 7% 9% 17% 9% 12% 12% 

Very poor 3% 8% 3% 2% 7% 1% 1% 0% 

(Don’t know) 45% 49% 32% 61% 55% 39% 53% 23% 

Mean Score 3.36 3.17 3.57 3.33 2.51 3.06 3.23 3.72 

People surveyed in Newton Abbot were asked to assess the ease of access to the town 

centre in terms of the location of Newton Abbot Bus Interchange 3.  The majority of people 
did not know, perhaps reflecting the relatively small proportion of people that take the bus 

into Newton Abbot (Question 1).  The majority of those that did comment indicated that 
they thought the location of Newton Abbot Bus Interchange 3 was good (17 per cent) or 

satisfactory (11 per cent), in terms of ease of access to the town centre.    

Q19h: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to Newton Abbot 
town centre in terms of location of Newton Abbot Bus Interchange 3 

   Newton Abbot 

Very good 3% 
Good 17% 
Satisfactory 11% 
Poor 9% 
Very poor 7% 
(Don’t know) 53% 
Mean Score 2.98 

Similarly, when asked about the quality and security of Newton Abbot Bus Interchange the 
majority of people did not know.  However, a greater proportion of people thought that the 

quality and security of the Bus Interchange was only satisfactory (14 per cent) or poor (10 
per cent), while a slightly smaller proportion thought that it was good (14 per cent). 



 

   

Q19i: Could you please provide your assessment of the ease of access to town centre in 
terms of quality & security of Newton Abbot Bus Interchange 

    Newton Abbot 

Very good 2% 
Good 14% 
Satisfactory 14% 
Poor 10% 
Very poor 6% 
(Don’t know) 55% 
Mean Score 2.92 

Town Centre Improvements 

Respondents were asked to comment on how the town centres could best be improved.  
The top three most popular responses are illustrated below.  The most frequent response 

was that people did not know or did not mention any improvements.   

In Bovey Tracey and Ashburton pedestrian priority was an important issue, as were 

parking in Newton Abbot and Teignmouth.  In Chudleigh, and especially Buckfastleigh, 
the choice of shops was a prominent issue people felt needed improvement.   

Q20: How could the town centre best be improved? 

Centre 
Top 3 Responses - % of Total Responses in Each Centre 

1 2 3 

Total 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned 
 (41%) 

Other 
 (8%) 

More independent shops 
 (7%) 

Newton Abbot 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(38%) 

Other  
(15%) 

More parking 
 (7%) 

Teignmouth 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(31%) 

More parking  
(17%) 

Cheaper parking (15%) 

Dawlish 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned 
 (50%) 

Other 
 (8%) 

Brighten up / paint 
buildings  

(5%) 

Bovey Tracey 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(53%) 

More priority for 
pedestrians  

(11%) 

More pedestrian 
crossings  

(7%) 

Chudleigh 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(49%) 

More frequent bus 
services to the centre  

(8%) 

Better choice of shops in 
general (7%) 

Ashburton 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(40%) 

More priority for 
pedestrians  

(14%) 
Floral displays (11%) 

Buckfastleigh 
Don’t know & None 

Mentioned  
(35%) 

More independent 
shops  
(24%) 

Better choice of shops in 
general (20%) 

Responses to the question as to whether survey respondents work in the town centres 
clearly indicate that the large majority (over 90 per cent) of those visiting the town centres 

do not also work there.  This answer was not so strong in the case of Newton Abbot where 
just under 90 per cent of people indicated that they did not work in the town centre.   



 

   

Q21: Do you work in the town centre? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Yes 5% 8% 4% 2% 6% 6% 3% 6% 

No 92% 88% 94% 93% 94% 94% 93% 92% 

(Refused) 3% 4% 2% 5% 0% 0% 4% 2% 

Trago Mills 

A series of questions explored the relationship each of the town centres has with Trago 
Mills.  The initial question established how many of those surveyed actually visit Trago 

Mills.  Those that visit Dawlish and Teignmouth are least likely to also visit Trago Mills.  
While those that visit Chudleigh are most likely to visit Trago Mills (71 per cent).   

Q22: Do you visit Trago Mills Leisure and Retail Park? 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Yes 43% 53% 38% 34% 40% 71% 41% 39% 
No 57% 47% 62% 66% 61% 29% 59% 61% 

 

Those that do visit Trago Mills were asked how often they visit.  The results indicate that 

those who visit Buckfastleigh (which is the third farthest of the study towns to Trago Mills) 
visit Trago Mills the most often (60 per cent visit monthly).  This, coupled with the fact that 

the second and third most frequent responses to Question 20 indicated that those that 
visit Buckfastleigh would like to see the town centre improved by introducing more and 

independent shops, suggests that a good proportion of people that visit Buckfastleigh visit 
Trago Mills to gain the variety of shopping outlets that they require.   

Q23: How often do you visit Trago Mills? (Question asked of those that answered 
positively to Q22 only) 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Weekly 2% 4% 0% 2% 7% 1% 4% 1% 
Monthly 28% 33% 20% 11% 42% 15% 20% 60% 
Quarterly 18% 21% 18% 9% 16% 39% 20% 9% 
1-2 times a year 34% 14% 37% 71% 29% 37% 29% 25% 
Less often 14% 26% 8% 7% 0% 8% 27% 5% 
(Don’t know / can’t 
remember) 

3% 3% 17% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 

Those that visit Trago Mills were asked whether they visited more often than the town 
centre that they were surveyed in.  All responses indicated that people were more likely to 

visit the town centres more often than Trago Mills.  However, those surveyed in Bovey 
Tracey were more likely to visit Trago Mills on a more frequent basis than Bovey Tracey 

(35 per cent); this result may be influenced by the fact that Bovey Tracey is the closest to 
Trago Mills of the study town centres (approximately 4.2 km). 



 

   

Q24: Do you visit Trago Mills more often than this town centre? (Question asked of those 
that answered positively to Q22 only) 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Yes 21% 12% 20% 17% 35% 24% 26% 29% 
No 79% 88% 80% 83% 66% 76% 74% 71% 

Those that visit Trago Mills were asked to identify the advantages and disadvantages that 
Trago Mills has in comparison to the town centre that they were surveyed in.  Those in 

Dawlish, Bovey Tracey and Buckfastleigh indicated most strongly that they thought Trago 
Mills had a better range of shops.  The most frequent response from those surveyed in 

Newton Abbot, Teignmouth and Chudleigh indicated that they did not know any 
advantages that Trago Mills had over the town centre they were in.  Those in Chudleigh 

believed that the cheap goods at Trago Mills were an advantage over the town centre.   

Those in Ashburton, Buckfastleigh and Bovey Tracey indicated most frequently that Trago 

Mills has a less pleasant shopping environment to the town centre.  Those surveyed in 
Teignmouth indicated most frequently that Trago Mills is more difficult to travel to than 

Teignmouth (Teignmouth is the second furthest away from Trago Mills of the study towns 
at approximately 12.3km).  The most frequent response of people surveyed in Newton 

Abbot, Dawlish and Chudleigh was that they did not know of any disadvantages that 
Trago Mills has over the town centres.   



 

   

Q25 & Q26: What advantages and disadvantages does Trago Mills have in relation to this 
town centre? (Question asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

Centre Top 3 Responses - % of Total Responses in Each Centre 

  1 2 3 1 2 3 

 
Advantages Disadvantages 

Total 
Better range 

of shops 
(26%) 

(Don’t 
know) 
(26%) 

Cheaper 
goods 
(24%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(29%) 

(Don't know) 
(27%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(18%) 

Newton 
Abbot 

(Don’t know) 
(40%) 

Cheaper 
goods 
 (18%) 

Nothing 
(15%) 

(Don't know) 
(31%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(23%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(13%) 

Teignmouth 
(Don’t know) 

(34%) 
Nothing 
(21%) 

Better range 
of shops 

(19%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(42%) 

(Don't know) 
(19%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(12%) 

Dawlish 
Better range 

of shops 
(52%) 

Cheaper 
goods  
(37%) 

(Don’t 
know) 
(17%) 

(Don't know) 
(33%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(19%) 

None  
(15%) 

Bovey 
Tracey 

Better range 
of shops 

(42%) 

(Don’t 
know) 
(16%) 

Nothing 
(15%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(53%) 

(Don't know) 
(24%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(13%) 

Chudleigh 
(Don’t know) 

(43%) 

Better 
range of 
shops 
(21%) 

Nothing 
(17%) 

(Don't know) 
(38%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(35%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(23%) 

Ashburton 
Cheaper 

goods  
(32%) 

Nothing 
(25%) 

Better range 
of shops 

(19%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(61%) 

(Don't know) 
(24%) 

Less 
clean/tidy 

(23%) 

Buckfastleigh 
Better range 

of shops 
(37%) 

Cheaper 
goods  
(33%) 

Nothing 
(30%) 

Less pleasant 
shopping 

environment 
(28%) 

Doesn’t have 
specific shop 

(24%) 

More difficult 
to travel to 

(21%) 

The majority of people surveyed indicated that they preferred to shop in the town centre 

that they were surveyed in than at Trago Mills for food shopping.  However, a significant 
proportion of those in Teignmouth (40 per cent) indicated that they liked both the town 

centre and Trago Mills similarly for food shopping.  

Q27a: Do you prefer this Town Centre or Trago Mills for food shopping? (Question asked 
of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Favour This Town Centre 59% 64% 45% 48% 62% 52% 79% 61% 

Favour Trago Mills 6% 3% 3% 5% 15% 6% 7% 10% 
Neutral (like both the 
same) 

18% 11% 40% 22% 4% 3% 9% 28% 

(Don’t know) 18% 23% 12% 26% 18% 39% 5% 1% 

 



 

   

For non-food shopping, preferences for shopping at Trago Mills were higher at 

Buckfastleigh (significantly at 72 per cent), Bovey Tracey (37 per cent) and Dawlish (69 
per cent).  Those in Chudleigh mostly did not know or favoured Trago Mills, while those in 

Ashburton, Teignmouth and Newton Abbot preferred to shop at the town centre rather 
than Trago.   

Q27b: Do you prefer this Town Centre or Trago Mills for non-food shopping? (Question 
asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Favour This Town 
Centre 

34% 55% 37% 13% 33% 18% 47% 23% 

Favour Trago Mills 41% 9% 37% 69% 37% 31% 37% 72% 
Neutral (like both the 
same) 

15% 24% 23% 6% 5% 18% 14% 5% 

(Don’t know) 11% 12% 3% 12% 26% 33% 3% 0% 

For drinking and eating out people generally preferred the town centres over Trago Mills.  

This is with exception for those surveyed in Chudleigh, a large proportion of whom 
indicated that they did not know (54 per cent).   

Q27c: Do you prefer this Town Centre or Trago Mills for drinking/eating out? (Question 
asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

   Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Favour This Town 
Centre 

56% 53% 45% 48% 67% 38% 69% 79% 

Favour Trago Mills 3% 6% 5% 1% 2% 3% 0% 4% 
Neutral (like both 
the same) 

15% 11% 33% 11% 9% 5% 25% 11% 

(Don’t know) 26% 30% 17% 40% 22% 54% 6% 6% 

In all but Newton Abbot and Chudleigh people surveyed generally preferred the town 
centre over Trago Mills for leisure activities.  In Newton Abbot and Chudleigh people did 

not know whether they preferred Trago Mills or the town centre for leisure activities.   

Q27d: Do you prefer this Town Centre or Trago Mills for leisure activities? (Question 
asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Favour This Town 
Centre 

42% 37% 45% 44% 49% 24% 47% 53% 

Favour Trago Mills 10% 10% 9% 18% 16% 2% 8% 8% 
Neutral (like both 
the same) 

16% 12% 28% 8% 6% 5% 20% 27% 

(Don’t know) 32% 41% 18% 30% 29% 69% 25% 12% 

When asked about their perception of Trago Mills and its relationship to the town centre 

they were in, the large proportion of people in all but Buckfastleigh and Bovey Tracey 
indicated that they thought that Trago Mills and the town centre had no effect on each 

other and that they operated independently.  Those in Bovey Tracey were split between 



 

   

not knowing (24 per cent), believing that the town centre and Trago Mills operate 

independently (29 per cent) and that Trago Mills is complementary to the town centre (31 
per cent).  Those in Buckfastleigh felt relatively strongly (54 per cent) that Trago Mills 

competes with the town centre and has a harmful effect on it.   

Q28: Which of the following statements most closely matches your perception of Trago 
Mills? (Question asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

Trago Mills is generally 
complementary to this Town 
Centre 

12% 7% 3% 30% 31% 18% 3% 1% 

Trago Mills competes with this 
Town Centre & has had a 
harmful effect on it 

19% 14% 2% 4% 14% 33% 22% 54% 

Trago Mills has helped to 
enhance this Town Centre 

3% 8% 0% 0% 2% 4% 0% 1% 

Trago Mills & this Town Centre 
have no effect on each other 
and operate independently 

51% 52% 59% 62% 29% 43% 56% 39% 

(I have no idea how the two 
centres relate to each other) 

15% 19% 36% 4% 24% 3% 19% 6% 

Responses to Question 29 which assessed peoples’ views on the positioning of new 
shops and facilities were pronounced between the town centres.  For example people 

surveyed in Newton Abbot and Chudleigh (90 per cent and 51 per cent respectively) 
strongly felt that new shops and facilities should go into Newton Abbot town centre.   

Meanwhile a high proportion of those in Teignmouth believed that new shops and facilities 
should go into new commercial centres on the edge of Newton Abbot (29 per cent).  A 

high proportion of people in Dawlish and Bovey Tracey indicated that they did not know 
(27 per cent and 30 per cent respectively), while a high proportion of those in Ashburton 

and Buckfastleigh felt that new shops and facilities should go to other towns or villages 
(46 per cent and 69 per cent respectively).  Very few respondents felt new shops and 

facilities should go into the Trago Mills area.  

  



 

   

Q29: Which of the following statements most closely matches your view?  (Question 
asked of those that answered positively to Q22 only) 

    Total NA TGN DAW BT CHD ASH BFT 

I would prefer new shops and 
facilities to go into Newton 
Abbot Town Centre 

38% 90% 18% 16% 14% 51% 26% 15% 

I would prefer new shops and 
facilities to go to the Trago Mills 
area 

2% 0% 0% 1% 4% 8% 7% 0% 

I would prefer new shops and 
facilities to go new commercial 
centres on the edge of Newton 
Abbot 

10% 2% 29% 17% 12% 7% 8% 1% 

I would prefer new shops and 
facilities to go OTHER 
towns/villages 

26% 1% 22% 17% 38% 15% 46% 69% 

Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 

Dawlish 4% 0% 3% 22% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Buckfastleigh 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 11% 

Teignmouth 1% 0% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Chudleigh 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 7% 0% 0% 

(Don’t know) 15% 7% 18% 27% 30% 12% 12% 5% 
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Teignbridge Retail and Leisure Study 
 

Minutes of key stakeholder Seminar  
held on 28th July 2009 at Forde House, Newton Abbot 

 
 
Attendees: 
 
Tristan Peat (TDC); Mary Elkington (TDC); Ian Matthews (TDC); Martin 
Hough (TDC); Michelle Taylor (TDC); Mark Felgate (RTP); Sue Asher (RTP); 
Mike Hollis (RTP); Jeremy Bennett (RTP); David Pickhaver (Torbay Council); 
David Lillington (DNPA); Bob Vickery (Dawlish Community Trust); Chris Hays 
(WYG for J Sainsburys PLC); Cllr Mr Bray (Bovey Tracey TC); Cllr Mr Corney-
Walker (TDC); Cllr John Clatworthy (Dawlish Community Trust); Cllr Richard 
Keeling (Chudleigh TC); Edward Purnell (WYG for J Sainsburys PLC); Jane 
Bark (Ashburton Chamber of Trade); John Milford (Ashburton Chamber of 
Trade); John Robberts (Dawlish Community Trust); Mike Underwood 
(Chudleigh Parish Plan Group); Mr Protheroe (Dawlish Partnership Forum); 
Pat Masterson (Newton Abbot Racecourse); Peter Hoare (Scott Cinemas); 
Sally Henley (Town Development Partnership); Stuart Pohill (Stockland); Cllr 
Mike Hocking (Newton Abbot TC) 
 
5.15 pm commencement 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 T Peat (TDC) introduced delegates to the Seminar and set the 

background and context for the study. Consultants Roger Tym and 
Partners have been commissioned by Teignbridge District Council to 
undertake the Retail and Leisure Study. This will provide an important 
piece of evidence to inform the preparation of the Teignbridge Local 
Development Framework, which will be the new spatial plan for the 
district outside the Dartmoor National Park.  Key stakeholder 
engagement is very important to the preparation of the study and 
significant value is attached to the view and opinions expressed to the 
Council at the seminar. 

 
2.0 Presentation of initial findings of the Study and questions 
 
2.1 M Hollis (RTP) presented initial findings of the study, including retail 

expenditure forecasts that have been informed by household and 
visitor survey work undertaken by NEMs market research. Key points 
were set out in a PowerPoint display and handouts were provided to 
delegates.  Key findings included the following: 
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 There is an 84% retention of current convenience expenditure in 
Teignbridge indicating a healthy performance. Tesco / Asda and 
J Sainsbury account for 40% of convenience expenditure.  

 Retail expenditure leaks from study zones in the northern part of 
Teignbridge to Exeter. 

 There is a current vacancy rate of 5.5% of shops in Newton 
Abbot, which is well below the national average.  

 There is a draft forecast need for 47,000 sq m of net comparison 
goods floorspace in Teignbridge to 2031, but only about 300 sq 
m to 2016 because of extant planning permissions. 

 There is a draft forecast need for between 2,000 and 3,000 sq m 
net convenience floorspace to 2031. The reason for this range is 
that some of the existing food stores are not trading at their 
capacity. 

 RTP did not gain permission to survey visitors on Trago Mills 
premises. However, their findings indicate less spend from 
Teignbridge at Trago Mills than expected, which suggests its 
trade draw is more from outside the district. 

 There is additional cinema expenditure available. 

2.2 Questions / points made by delegates to M Hollis included the 
following: 

 Has the impact of tourism been included in the retail spending 
forecasts? M Hollis indicated that the pedestrian survey 
undertaken by NEMs will include visitors. 

 The presentation does not include any mention of Newton Abbot 
Racecourse which is a major leisure activity and spend 
generator. 

 What is the level of internet expenditure? M Hollis indicated this 
is about 9% in total expenditure in Teignbridge. 

 What is the rationale for the study zones? M Hollis indicated 
these were based on clusters of Wards, were these had been 
balanced out to avoid zones that were too large. 

 Dawlish Warren is very busy for 6-8 weeks of the year, without 
which Dawlish would not survive. 

 The household survey does not ask “why” people shop where 
they do. M Hollis indicated this is included in the pedestrian 
survey. 

 Do not want large comparison shops, which could affect the 
viability of independent shops at Ashburton. 

 Is Asda classed as an “in town” or “out of town” store? 

2.3 S Asher (RTP) presented the findings of the study in relation to a 
health check of the town centres. 
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2.4 Questions / points made by delegates to S Asher included the 
following: 

 Are the forecasts retail floorspace needs based on the RSS 
Proposed Changes strategic provision requirements for 15,900 
new dwellings in the Teignbridge plan area, including 8,000 new 
dwellings in the Newton Abbot area? S Asher indicated that they 
were. 

 The presentation makes an inaccurate reflection of Newton 
Abbot. The town is represented by national retailers. However, it 
is the size of units available that is deterring national retailers 
coming to the town, and this should be reflected in the health 
check. 

 Has an allowance been made for tourist expenditure? [point 
raised by delegates for a second time].  J Bennett (RTP) 
indicated the study may include a guestimate for tourism 
expenditure on retailing and leisure at Teignmouth and Dawlish. 

 The presentation should include more information about Newton 
Abbot. 

 Concern was expressed at the suggestion there is severe 
deprivation at Buckfastleigh, where have the statistics come 
from that have led to this judgement? 

 Concern was expressed that Ashburton will be “fossilised”. 

3.0 Breakout groups discussion and feedback 

3.1 Delegates formed three breakout groups facilitated by representatives 
from RTP: Newton Abbot area; Teignmouth and Dawlish; A38 Corridor. 
Feedback from each breakout group is summarised as follows: 

3.2 Newton Abbot area 

 Newton Abbot is performing well as a retail centre and is 
buoyant. 

 There is a lack of suitable sized units available to attract new 
multiple retailers. 

 Facts and figures on the market are needed. 
 Newton Abbot is geographically disadvantaged in terms of its 

position with Exeter, but has lots of assets.  
 Funding is needed to promote the town focussing on its key 

assets including the markets. Encouragement and funding 
should also be available for festivals and events that can give 
the town a buzz and help provide uniqueness to the shopping 
experience 
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 As well as the marketing improved signage in and around the 
town is needed to encourage visitors from the tourist hotspots to 
visit Newton Abbot as part of their holiday. This will be especially 
important if and when the South Devon link road is open. 

 Newton Abbot used to have 3 cinemas. The current two screen 
cinema is underperforming and there is a need for a new 4/5 
screen cinema. Various locations have been suggested to 
Council, including most recently the area under the multi storey 
car park. A new cinema would free up the existing cinema which 
could then be used for much needed performance space 

 There is scope to improve the evening / night time economy. 
 Most of Trago Mill’s business is from outside Teignbridge. 
 The livestock markets provide “atmosphere and theatre” to the 

town. There is a need to retain the market heritage at Newton 
Abbot. If redevelopment is necessary then areas should be set 
aside for specialist markets that still bring people in to the town 

 Any redevelopment of the livestock market should ensure that 
the Council will retain ownership within the scheme, especially in 
areas of income generation such as parking 

 Study should refer to the town centre regeneration plan currently 
being prepared 

 The importance of the racecourses at both Newton Abbot and 
Haldon should be reflected in the study 

 Lack of hotels in the Newton Abbot area 
 Important to maintain the link along Queen Street towards the 

Railway Station. This is an important area and should not be 
forgotten when looking at redevelopment at the other end of 
town 

 The town should not be allowed to expand any further in a linear 
fashion as it is too long as it is, especially since the opening of 
Asda. New development should widen rather lengthen the town 
centre 

3.3 Teignmouth and Dawlish 
3.4 Due to lack of representation from Teignmouth, nearly all discussion 

revolved around Dawlish. 

 Dawlish needs one supermarket to help localise shopping 
patterns, but there is no need or wish for two. The need is 
demonstrated through earlier retail studies commissioned by 
TDC. 

 Dawlish – carbon footprint requires a local supermarket. 
 J Sainsbury has planning approval for 20,000 sq feet 

supermarket at Shutterton, Dawlish. However, this will not retain 
non-food shopping. 
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 In light of the new supermarket proposals, Dawlish 
independents should move up market, not try to compete with a 
supermarket. 

 Tesco / J Sainsbury at Dawlish . Trying to monopolise. Used to 
ignore towns of this size, now interested. 

 J Sainsbury has been looking for years at Dawlish, at Sandy 
Lane, Barton Hill car park, Shutterton, Lady’s Mile. All alternative 
have been explored. Group felt that Shutterton site is highly 
unlikely to be redeveloped for light industrial and commercial 
employment use and that the supermarket is the best option. 
Group stated that the 1996 Local Plan employment site at 
Shutterton had not attracted development solely for employment 
use for more than 13 years due to high infrastructure cost, but 
he current Sainsbury’s proposal opened the site to mixed 
supermarket and employment use, and thus is the best option. 
There is considerable demand for added workshop units to 
improve employment prospects for local people, particularly in 
response to global warming challenges. Tesco and Morrisons 
have also been competing to find a Dawlish site for a 
supermarket, but retail studies show the need for only one at 
this time. 

 Existing Co-op may be interested in the vacant Woolworths 
store which is the town’s largest unit and would improve the 
convenience offer in the town centre (this is unconfirmed). 

 A lot of bottom end low cost retailers at Dawlish. 
 Dawlish is looking tired – clean up rail station –capitalise on 

beautiful coast line. 
 Dawlish Town Centre has lost representation in the independent 

convenience sector, there is now only one butcher for example 
and this lack of competition is seen by residents to be negative 
for the town’s vibrancy. 

 The town lacks an offer and many retail units closed / converted 
to housing. Over thirty shops have closed and been converted to 
housing in the town over the past 20 years. The inflation of 
house process has increased the rate of conversion to housing. 

 Public realm and townscape is poor with a cluttered signage and 
inconsistent landscaping, which can obscure the view. Would be 
good to re-model consistently. Series of planned investments - 
widen pavements on The Strand – people coming off the train, 
back end of town, footbridge over rail line is in need of 
refurbishment too. 

 They may look to apply to HLF for a townscape heritage lottery 
scheme which would help to improve character and 
distinctiveness of the built environment. 

 Dawlish – discomfort of shopping. Strand uncomfortable – 
improve public realm – master plan. New Lawn pavilion. But 
many like no change in Dawlish. 
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 Teignmouth – has an attractive shopping environment and 
pleasant places to have a coffee, but Dawlish has twice the 
summer population. 

 Dawlish – Traffic around Tuck’s Plot does not get to see what 
Dawlish has to offer due to plant hedge blocking views of Lawn 
etc. 

 Signage from the A380 was discussed – all Torquay, Torquay 
etc. However group acknowledge that roads to Dawlish are too 
small to allow signage from the trunk road. 

 Rat run issue. 
 Dawlish vs. Dawlish Warren – D Warren visitor numbers are x 3, 

but almost closes in the winter.  
 Visitors to holiday parks in Dawlish Warren do not spend in 

locally – go to bigger supermarkets elsewhere in Teignbridge. 
 Camps at Dawlish Warren – want to keep visitor trade at camp 

sites. A new supermarket outside of Dawlish will likely form a 
one stop, with few visits to Dawlish Town. 

 Trend in numbers? Camp operator very pleased – credit crunch 
/ Euro etc. are likely to increase visitor in the short term. See 
occupancy survey. Longer term trend for holiday park visits not 
known.  

 Trend (for holiday parks) is for better equipped sites with WiFi / 
ICT hopefully will extend season. More discerning tourists.  

 Overall there is a need to enhance the visiting traffic from the 
holiday parks to Dawlish town centre. This could be enhanced 
by providing good outdoor restaurant and café areas (e.g 
terrace etc) – Lawn Pavilion should help 

 Dawlish is a good town to visit by rail for a day trip. Local rail trip 
leaflet for destinations from Newton Abbot does not include 
Teignmouth or Dawlish! It should do. 

 Need fitness suite at the leisure centre– extension. 
 The leisure centre receives incredibly large visitor numbers 

during poor weather, as tourists look for alternative activities. 
 Some of the group felt that there was market potential for a 

Cinema in Teignmouth – more priority than Newton Abbot. 

3.5 A38 Corridor 

 RTP said Bovey Tracey is trading well – but there are lots of 
shops up for sale. 

 Ashburton – agree with RTP that it is trading well.  Its just of the 
A38 so is easy to get to. 

 Ashburton gift shops are for locals – not tourists, RTP health 
check is wrong on this point. 

 Agree Buckfastleigh & Chudleigh are in decline.   
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 The new housing at Chudleigh has easy road access straight 
out of the town.  Also the type of housing there is popular with 
Exeter commuters, so of course they shop in Exeter.  Need to 
think about providing a mix of new housing in future.  In addition 
the shops and Council need to adapt to the changing population. 

 Buckfastleigh is not deprived.  
 Large comparison shops and the internet has affected local 

shops. 
 Supermarkets should be kept in town centres.  
 No more large out of town retail parks. 
 No superstores! Would kill small local shopping centre. Horrific 

for all small independent traders. 
 Supermarkets can bring in trade but can also take it away.  

There was a survey done in Chudleigh which showed that for a 
basket of £25 you get more more your money at the 
independents, but for a basket of more than £25, Tesco is better 
value.  People don’t know that small shops can be cheaper 
because the supermarkets have such good marketing   

 Chudleigh is a town because of its population. 
 Help local towns to get Traders’ messages across. 
 Brown signs for Chudleigh describing facilities available. 
 To encourage shoppers by more directional signs thus 

increasing trade. 
 Define basic “best in class” standards for local services.  
 There is a need to promote local shopping (the Climate Action 

group should promote this). 
 Conservation, planning controls – the Council should consider 

being flexible to allow local shops to expand. 
 More cultural events to promote the towns. 
 Chudleigh is looking to introduce a midweek market – finding a 

“slot” when there are no other markets in the area. 
 Grants for shop front makeovers to better advertise the quality of 

stores. 
 TDC publication delivery to all homes to advertise “district 

businesses” 
 TDC retail guru.  
 Retail skills training courses for small retailer, based in their 

towns. 
 Create easier parking i.e. on-street, with free part time car 

parking / free parking. 
 Gear growth to access of local town centres not out of town 

centres. 
 Good road signage to encourage tourists to investigate towns on 

the moor. 
 Reduced speed limits will encourage pedestrians to shop and be 

comfortable. 
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 Ashburton park and ride with people carrier or taxi would be 
great. 

 Ashburton – parking!! Restricted parking for locals let alone 
visitors. 

 Car parking charges and restrictions are suppressing small town 
retail. 

 More effort to get better representation from the 4 towns – 
Ashburton, Buckfastleigh, Bovey Tracey and Chudleigh – there 
is no one from Buckfastleigh [present at this seminar]. 

 Ashburton lacks a cinema / theatre performance space – lots of 
pubs not much else evening entertainment. 

 Rent and rates. 
 Affordable housing required, otherwise only older generation 

can afford it – lose families affects whole economy. 
 Retail survey of each small town centre with recommendations 

for improvements. 

 

4.0 Close 

4.1 M Hollis (RTP) and T Peat (TDC) outlined the next steps following the 
Seminar. Notes of feedback from key stakeholders at the seminar will 
be compiled and circulated back to key stakeholders for further 
comments (points missed / misunderstood). Comments should be 
returned by email to T Peat at Teignbridge District Council: 
forwardplanning@teignbridge.gov.uk, by no later than Friday 21st 
August. The finalised notes can then be used to inform the preparation 
of the Retail and Leisure Study. 

4.2 T Peat thanked key stakeholders for coming along to the Seminar and 
giving up their time. This has been very much appreciated and will add 
great value to the study. 

 

7.30 pm dispersal. 

mailto:forwardplanning@teignbridge.gov.uk
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Introduction 

There have been important changes in the UK economy over the past year.  Indeed, it is 
now known that the UK’s economy contracted by 2.1 per cent in the second half of 2008 

and the 2009 budget forecast anticipates a fall in GDP in 2009 of around 3.5 per cent, but 
with some growth anticipated in 2010, at 1.25 per cent.  As a consequence of the recession, 

the two major providers of data on retail spending have both published new forecasts for 
future growth in comparison goods spending per head in the period up to 2016, as follows: 

Comparison Goods Retail Spending Forecasts – Per Cent, Per Capita, Per Annum 

 MapInfo/Oxford Economics Experian 

Date of Forecast October 2008 March 2009 September 

2008 

February 2009 

Period of Forecast 2006-18 2008-2016 2008-2016 2008-2016 

Rate of Forecast: 

Comparison 
4.0% pc, pa 2.31% pc, pa 3.2% pc, pa 1.3% pc, pa 

Rate of Forecast: 

Convenience 
1.5% pc, pa 0.26% pc, pa 0.2% pc, pa 0.2% pc, pa 

Thus, it can be seen that both organisations have substantially reduced their forecast 

growth rates for comparison goods spending in the period 2008 to 2016; the current range 
for comparison goods is from 1.3 per cent, per capita, per annum (Experian) to 2.31 per 

cent, per capita, per annum (MapInfo). For convenience goods the range is 0.2 per cent, 
per capita, per annum (Experian) to 1.5 per cent, per capita, per annum. 

However, neither of the year 2009 forecasts goes beyond 2016, so we have to apply 
judgment in establishing the most appropriate growth rates for the periods 2016 to 2021 

and from 2021 to 2026, as discussed later. 

In addition to the changes to forecasts of growth in comparison and convenience goods 

spending, there have been other recent changes which affect the assessment of floorspace 
requirements and the trajectory of potential demand; these are: 

 More recent information from Experian in relation to the projected future change in 
floorspace efficiency, as published in Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1 

 More recent information from Experian in relation to projected change in the proportion 
of comparison goods expenditure accounted for by Special Forms of Trading (SFT). 

We discuss each of these data input changes in turn. 

Comparison goods expenditure growth per capita 

The comparison and convenience goods per capita expenditure growth rates utilised are as 
set out in Table 1 below. 

The per capita expenditure growth rates utilised for the two year period from 2006 to 2008 
are the actual comparison and convenience goods growth rates as provided by MapInfo in 

March 2009; 4.91 and 2.2 per cent per capita per annum respectively.  For the eight year 
period from 2008 to 2016, the midpoints of the recent forecasts as provided Experian in 

February 2009 and by MapInfo in March 2009 are adopted; 1.805 per cent per capita per 



 

   

annum for comparison goods and 0.23 per cent per capita per annum for convenience 

goods. 

However, neither forecaster appears to be willing to go beyond 2016.  Thus, in making 

judgments of the likely comparison goods growth rates in the five year period from 2016 to 
2021, and from 2021 to 2026, we have looked back at previous trends, as set out in Table 1 

of MapInfo Brief 08/02 and reproduced in Table 1 below.  

Table 1 of MapInfo Brief 08/02 sets out the comparison goods per capita expenditure 

growth rate for every year going back to 1981 and so includes the two previous recessions 
of the early 1980s and the early 1990s.  MapInfo’s Table 1 shows that there have only been 

two years out of the past 27 years where the comparison goods per capita expenditure 
change figure has been negative, these being 1981 and 1991.  Furthermore, in only two 

further years has the comparison goods per capita growth rate dropped below 2 per cent, 
these being 1982 and 1990.  Thus, both of the past two recessions have been followed by 

fairly rapid recovery in comparison goods retail spending, with the early 1980s recession 
followed by comparison goods growth rates which reached 7.9 per cent in 1986 and 8.3 per 

cent in 1998.  Similarly, the early 1990s recession was followed by comparison goods 
growth rates which reached 6.8 per cent in 1984 and 7.3 per cent in 1999.   

Thus, the pattern of the two previous recessions has been for two years of low growth (one 
of which is negative), followed in succeeding years by a return to short, medium and long 

term past trends.  On the basis of this evidence, we consider that the latest projections from 
MapInfo and Experian for the eight year period 2008 to 2016 are cautious, even allowing for 

the apparent severity of the current recession. 



 

   

Expenditure Growth Per Capita (2006-2026) 

Year  
No of 
Years 

Forecast Rate Per Annum 
Source Comparison 

Goods 
Convenience 
Goods 

2006-2008 2 4.91% 2.20% 
MapInfo Retail Spending Outlook, Revised 

Version Mar 2009 1 

2008-2016 8 1.805% 0.23% 

Midpoint of forecast from MapInfo Retail 
Spending Outlook, Revised Version Mar 20092 
and Experian Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1 
Note, Feb 20093 

2016-2021 5 5.85% 0.85% 

Midpoint of medium term past trend from MapInfo 
Information Brief 08/02, Sept 2009 4 and medium 
term past trend from Experian Retail Planner 
Briefing Note 6.1, Jan 20095 

2021-2026 5 4.25% 0.45% 

Midpoint of ultra long term past trend from 

MapInfo Information Brief 08/02, Sept 20096 and 

ultra long term past trend from Experian Retail 

Planner Briefing Note 6.1, Jan 20097 

Thus, we consider it reasonable to assume that comparison goods expenditure growth in 

the period 2016 to 2021 will be strong.  We have therefore chosen to adopt the midpoint of 
the medium term past trends based estimates provided by MapInfo in Table 3 of its 

Information Brief 08/02 and by Experian, as provided in Table 3.2 of its Retail Planner 
Briefing Note 6.1; 5.85 per cent per capita per annum for comparison goods and 0.85 per 

cent per capita per annum for convenience goods. 

However, for the period 2021 to 2026 we feel it more appropriate to be cautious and we 

have therefore used the ultra-long term past trends which go back to 1964.  Adopting the 
midpoints of ultra-long term past trends from Table 3 of MapInfo Information Brief 08/02 and 

Table 3.2 of Experian Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1, this provides a comparison goods 
expenditure growth rate of 4.25 per cent per capita per annum, and 0.45 per cent per capita 

per annum for convenience goods. 

Change in Floorspace Efficiency 

MapInfo provides no information on anticipated change in floorspace efficiency (change in 
retail sales per unit sales area).  Experian’s Retail Planner Briefing Note of October 2008, 

puts forward a central case for a change in comparison goods floorspace efficiency of 2.2 
per cent, per annum (Page 29 of the Briefing Note).  However, this was based on a past 

trends change in comparison goods sales turnover of 5.8 per cent per annum in the period 

                                                   
1 Retail Spending Outlook, Oxford Economics Retail Briefings Update, p4, Pitney Bowes MapInfo, Revised 
Version March 2009 
2 Ibid. 
3 Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1, Note Re. Important Changes to the Projections, Table 3, Experian,  
February 2009 
4 Goods Based Retail Expenditure Estimates and Price Indices Information Brief 08/02, Table 3, Pitney 
Bowes MapInfo/Oxford Economics, September 2008 
5 Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1, Table 3.2, Experian, January 2009  
6 Ibid. 4 
7 Ibid. 5 



 

   

1987 to 1999.  In our assessment, the significantly lower expenditure growth rates now 

projected for the period 2008 to 2016 and from 2021 to 2026 are not sufficient to support 
this 2.2 per cent rate of floorspace efficiency change in the future.  Thus, for the purposes of 

this further update, we have adopted the floorspace efficiency changes set out in the table 
below, which ties the rate of floorspace efficiency change to the medium expenditure 

projections for the various forecast periods used. 

Improvements in Comparison Goods Floorspace Efficiency from 2006 Level 

Year 
No of 
Years 

Rate 
Per Annum 

 2006-2008 2 1.85% 
 2008-2016 8 0.68% 
 2016-2021 5 2.20% Experian 

2021-2026 5 1.60% 
 

Special Forms of Trading 

This report utilises an RTP medium forecasts for the proportion of comparison and 
convenience goods expenditure accounted for by Special Forms of Trading (SFT), as set 

out in the table below.  The scenario is derived from the Experian forecast set out in Table 
5.1 of its Retail Planner Briefing Note 6.1, which anticipates a growth in SFT to 13.9 per 

cent of comparison goods sales in 2013 and remaining constant thereafter.  MapInfo again 
fails to provide any advice on projected change in SFT, but its 2006 base position suggests 

that SFT accounted for only 5.4 per cent of comparison goods expenditure at that date, 
compared to the corresponding figure produced by Experian for 2006 of 8.3 per cent.  Thus, 

under the medium scenario, we allow for a lower increase in the share accounted for by 
SFT, which peaks under this scenario at 12.5 per cent in 2016, remaining constant 

thereafter.   

Projected Growth in Special Forms of Trading (SFT) 

Year 
Comparison Goods Convenience Goods 
% Source % Source 

2009 11.67 NEMS Survey 1.47 NEMS Survey 

2011 11.80 RTP Estimate 2.00 RTP Estimate 

2016 12.50 RTP Estimate 2.5 RTP Estimate 

2021 12.50 RTP Estimate 3.68 RTP Estimate 

2026 12.50 RTP Estimate 3.68 RTP Estimate 

We acknowledge that there continues to be uncertainty with respect to future change in 

SFT.  Indeed, the very definition of non-store retail sales is fraught with difficulty, so that 
data from organisations such as the Interactive Media in Retail Group (IMRG) bear no 

resemblance to estimates of e-commerce provided by ONS.  A further difficulty arises in 
that many goods sold over the internet may still come from the shelves of conventional 

retail outlets, so that there is an additional uncertainty over e-tailing’s precise impact on 
current and future retail space requirements.   
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In-Flow Expenditure to Teignbridge from Visitors and Tourists 

Here we set out our methodology and data sources used to estimate the in-flow of retail and 
leisure expenditure from tourist visitors. As Devon district with coastal resorts such as 

Teignmouth and Dawlish and Dartmoor National Park in the northern part of the authority, 
Teignbridge attracts a significant number of tourist visitors. The spending of such visitors 

should be taken into account in the quantitative comparison and convenience goods 
floorspace need assessment. 

The assessment includes spend from staying visitors and day visitors. Day visitors can be 
defined as a non-regular visit away from home for a duration of 3 hours or more. 

 
The Value of Tourism Report 2007 for Devon8

Visits and expenditure in Teignbridge by category, 2007 

 gave the number of annual visitors to 

Teignbridge as 2,974,300 of which almost 80 per cent are attributed to tourist day visits, the 
remaining 20 per cent were overnight staying visitors. The Value of Tourism report 

disaggregates visitor spend within Teignbridge into a number of useful categories, including 
retail shopping and food and drink (restaurants, cafes and bars). Visitor expenditure is 

summarised in the table below. 

  
Visitor 

No.s (m) 
Retail Shopping 

Spend (£m) 
 Food and Drink 

Spend (£m) 

Day Visitors 2.38 37.97 41.36 
Staying 
Visitors 0.60 16.11 25.66 

Total 2.97 54.08 67.02 

Source: South West Tourism (2007) The Value of Tourism 

The data does not provide a breakdown for retail shopping between convenience goods 
and comparison items, however for the purposes of the retail study it is necessary to try and 

split the spend between food and non-food expenditure. For staying visitors, Teignmouth 
derives around 53 per cent of total spend from visitors using non-serviced accommodation 

(such as self-catering, static and touring caravans, tents and second homes). It is assumed 
that the majority of these visitors will undertake convenience food shopping as part of the 

retail spending and that this is likely to be in the nearest centre or large supermarket to their 
place of stay. However the larger portion of retail spend is by day visitors which are much 

less likely to undertake convenience shopping during their day trip. Given the absence of 
survey data we make a working assumption that staying visitors spend 25 per cent of their 

retail expenditure on convenience (with the remaining 75 per cent on comparison goods) 
and day visitors spend 10 per cent on convenience and the rest is given to comparison. 

Thus in expenditure terms the breakdown is as follows: 

                                                   
8 South West Tourism (2007) Value of Tourism 2007: Devon. 



 

   

Breakdown of retail spend into comparison and convenience (per annum) 

  
Retail Comparison 

Spend (£m) 

Retail 
Convenience 

Spend (£m) 

Day Visitors £34.17 £3.80 
Staying 
Visitors 

£12.08 £4.03 

Total £46.25 £7.82 

 

In overall terms, 86 per cent of retail spend by tourists (day and staying) is attributed to 
comparison spend and 14 per cent to convenience spending. 

 
It is necessary to convert these raw 2007 expenditure figures to the common study price 

base (2006) in-line with the MapInfo expenditure estimates for residents. Subsequently, we 
grow the expenditure to the study base year (2009) and provide forecasts to 2031.  

 
In absence of any robust sources of information on the likely changes in volume of tourist 

visitors to the sub-region, especially long term forecasts to 2031 we therefore have not 
allowed for any changes in supply. With regard to changes in tourist expenditure there is 

some data from South West Tourism’s State of Tourism South West Report (2003) which 
provides market forecasts for visitor numbers and expenditure within the South West to 

2011. However, given that this data is several years out of date, does not account for recent 
recessionary economic change and only looks to 2011 we have opted to use the study wide 

per annum growth rates which are applied to resident’s expenditure growth for comparison 
and convenience goods and the leisure rate of 0.8 per cent per annum for food and drink 

expenditure.  
 

The levels of expenditure attributed to tourism visits are presented in the table below. The 
resulting growth in tourism expenditure is therefore a component of retail and leisure 

expenditure which will contribute to the need for new floorspace within the district. 

Forecast in-flow of tourism expenditure for retail and leisure spend (£m)      

   2009 2011 2016 2021 2026 2031 
Change 

09-31 

Comparison Goods £52.73 £54.65 £59.76 £79.41 £97.78 £120.41 £67.68 

Convenience Goods £7.92 £7.95 £8.05 £8.39 £8.58 £8.78 £0.86 
Leisure: Food and 
Drink £68.64 £69.74 £72.58 £75.53 £78.60 £81.79 £13.15 
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PPS4 – Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth (December 
2009) 

PPS4 was published on 29 December 2009, and replaces PPS6 which had been the 

Government‟s national policy statement in relation to town centres and the location of new 

retail, office and leisure developments since March 2005.  Various other national policy 

statements are also cancelled as a result of PPS4‟s publication including PPG4, PPG5 

and parts of PPS7 and PPS13
1
. 

The Government‟s Objectives for Prosperous Economies and Town Centres 

The Government‟s overarching objective as set out in paragraph 9 of PPS4 is to achieve 

„sustainable economic growth‟ by:  

 building prosperous communities by improving the economic performance of cities, 

towns, regions, sub regions and local areas; 

 reducing the gap in economic growth rates between regions, promoting regeneration 

and tackling deprivation; 

 delivering more sustainable patterns of development; 

 promoting the vitality and viability of town and other centres as important places for 

communities; and 

 raising the quality of life and the environment in rural areas by promoting thriving, 

inclusive and locally distinctive rural communities. 

The Evidence Base 

Policy EC1 confirms that planning for economic development2 at the regional and local 

levels should be based on appropriate evidence.  The requirement for local planning 

authorities (LPAs) to assess the need for all main town centre uses and identify any 

deficiencies in the provision of local convenience shopping is not new.  The major 

differences between PPS4 and PPS6 in terms of assessing need is that: 

 whereas PPS6 placed greater weight on quantitative considerations when assessing 

the need for additional retail and leisure development opportunities, qualitative need is 

now afforded equal weight in PPS4; and 

 LPAs are now specifically advised to take account of overtrading at existing stores (in 

PPS6, overtrading was one the considerations that „may be taken into account‟ when 

assessing qualitative need, which as noted above was secondary to quantitative need 

factors). 

Plan Making Policies 

Policies EC3 to EC5 are plan making policies regarding town and other centres.  Again, 

there is little difference between the previous guidance in PPS6.  For instance, Regional 

                                                   
1
 See Annex A to PPS4 for full details of the policy and guidance which has been cancelled. 

2
 Paragraph 4 of PPS4 defines economic development as including development within the B Use Classes, public 

and community uses and main town centre uses.  The definition of main town centre uses (paragraph 7) is 
unaltered from the definition given in PPS6 (retail; leisure, entertainment and various sport and recreation uses; 
offices; and arts, culture and tourism uses). 



 

 
 

Planning Bodies (RPBs) and LPAs are still required to: set out a strategy for the 

management and growth of centres over the plan period; define a network and hierarchy 

of centres; promote competitive town centre environments and provide consumer choice; 

and identify a range of sites to accommodate identified needs, prioritising sites in 

accordance with the well-established sequential approach. 

PPS4 does encourage LPAs to consider setting floorspace thresholds for the scale of 

edge-of-centre and out-of-centre development that should be subject to an impact 

assessment under Policy EC16.1, and LPAs are advised to define locally important 

impacts on centres which should be tested under Policy EC16.1f.  This is a subtle change 

from PPS6, which required impact assessments to be undertaken for all applications for 

retail and leisure development over 2,500 sq.m gross, but did not mention „thresholds‟ or 

„locally important impacts‟ in the context of the plan making process. 

Development Management Policies 

Policies EC10 to EC19 of PPS4 provide advice on the consideration of planning 

applications for economic development.  Below, we cover those policies that are of likely 

to be of key relevance in the Huntingdonshire context. 

Paragraph EC10.1 advises that planning applications which secure sustainable economic 

growth should be treated favourably.  Paragraph EC10.2 requires applications for 

economic development to be assessed against five impact considerations relating to: 

climate change; accessibility; design; impact on physical regeneration; and impact on 

local employment. 

Policy EC14 requires planning applications for retail and leisure developments which will 

provide over 2,500 sq.m of gross floorspace – and which are not in a centre and not in 

accordance with an up-to-date development plan – to be accompanied by an impact 

assessment.  As we explained above, this requirement is unaltered from PPS6 although 

Policy EC3 of PPS4 now invites LPAs to consider setting their own lower floorspace 

thresholds.  Impact assessments are also required for planning applications in existing 

centres, which are not in accordance with the development plan and which would 

substantially increase the attraction of the centre. 

The assessment of impact should focus, in particular, on the first five year period after the 

implementation of a development.  Policy EC14 also explains that, „the level of detail and 

type of evidence and analysis required in impact assessments should be proportionate to 

the scale and nature of the proposal and its likely impact‟.  Again, this is unaltered from 

PPS6. 



 

 
 

Policy EC16.1 goes on to specify six impacts which should be assessed, as follows: 

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; 

b) the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local 

consumer choice and the range and quality of the comparison and convenience retail 

offer; 

c) the impact of the proposal on allocated sites outside town centres being developed in 

accordance with the development plan; 

d) the impact of the proposal on in-centre trade/turnover and on trade in the wider area, 

taking account of current and future consumer expenditure capacity in the catchment 

area up to five years from the time the application is made, and, where applicable, on 

the rural economy; 

e) if located in or on the edge of a town centre, whether the proposal is of an appropriate 

scale (in terms of gross floorspace) in relation to the size of the centre and its role in 

the hierarchy of centres; and 

f) any locally important impacts on centres. 

In our view, there are overlaps between some of the impacts listed in Policy EC16 – for 

instance, criteria a), b) and d) – and we consider that criterion c) will rarely be relevant.  

Furthermore, we note that criterion e) is carried over from PPS6 and that impact f) is 

highly subjective, with Policy EC3.1e confirming that as part of the plan making process, 

LPAs can define „any locally important impacts on centres which should be tested‟. 

In making a planning decision based upon an impact assessment, Policy EC17 advises 

that planning applications should be refused where there is clear evidence that the 

proposal is likely to lead to „significant adverse impacts‟ in terms of any one of the impacts 

specified under Policy EC10.2 and Policy 16.1.  We consider this to be a particularly 

onerous requirement, given that PPS4 is a material consideration – albeit an important 

one – and because the starting point for determination of planning applications remains 

the development plan. 

Where no significant adverse impacts have been identified - and where the application 

also satisfies the requirements of the sequential test (which is set out under Policy EC15, 

with no material changes from the sequential test set out in PPS6) - planning applications 

should be determined by taking account of the positive and negative impacts of the 

proposal and other material considerations, and also the likely cumulative effect of recent 

permissions, developments under construction and completed developments. 

Good Practice Guidance 

Planning for town centres: practice guidance on need, impact and the sequential 

approach was published in December 2009 alongside PPS4.  It supports the 

implementation of national policy, but does not set out new policy.  The main objectives of 

the Practice Guidance are: 

 To promote development in Town Centres. 



 

 
 

 To provide advice on preparing need and impact assessments and assist in 

determining planning applications. 

 To illustrate how sequential approach can be applied. 

 To encourage a greater degree of consistency and transparency to assist in 

preparation of need and impact assessments. 

The Practice Guidance states that consideration of need, sequential site assessments 

and impact assessments should be undertaken regionally to inform the RSS and locally to 

prepare the LDF.   It recognises the importance of identifying need, both quantitative and 

qualitative.  Throughout this study we have taken into account the principles set out in the 

Practice Guidance. 

PPS12 

This study will form part of the evidence base upon which the Council will draw in 

developing its Local Development Framework and, in particular, its Core Strategy 

Development Plan Document.  PPS12 introduces a new test of „soundness‟, as follows: 

 To be “sound” a core strategy should be justified, effective and consistent with 

national policy. 

 “Justified” means that the document must be: founded on a robust and credible 

evidence base the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable 

alternatives. 

 “Effective” means that the document must be: deliverable flexible able to be 

monitored‟  

Thus, the PPS12 places more emphasis on the need for development plan documents to: 

…demonstrate that the plan is the most appropriate, when considered against 

reasonable alternatives‟. (Paragraph 4.38 of PPS12, our emphasis); and 

…show how the vision, objectives and strategy for the area will be delivered and by 

whom, and when.‟ (Paragraph 4.45 of PPS12, our emphasis). 

Competition Commission‟s Investigation of the UK Grocery Market 

The Competition Commission published the findings of its investigation of the UK grocery 

market in April 2008.  The Commission‟s key recommendations are that: 

The Department of Communities and Local Government (CLG) should take such steps as 

are necessary to make the Office of Fair Trading (OFT) a statutory consultee for all 

applications for grocery stores in excess of 1,000 sqm sales area (including applications 

for extensions which would cause the post-implementation sales area to exceed 1,000 

sqm). 

The OFT should provide advice to the LPA on whether a particular retailer has passed or 

failed a „competition test‟.  A grocery retailer would fail the test if:it was not a new entrant 

to the local area (defined by a ten minute drive time); and  

 the total number of fascias in the local area were three or fewer; and  

 the retailer would have 60 per cent or more of the groceries sales area in the local 

area.  



 

 
 

CLG should take such steps as are necessary to ensure that LPA‟s take account of the 

OFT‟s advice on the result of the competition test and that LPAs may only determine 

planning applications in a manner inconsistent with that advice where they are satisfied 

that:  

 „the particular development would produce identified benefits for the local area that 

would clearly outweigh the detriment to local people from the area becoming or 

remaining highly concentrated in terms of grocery retailing; and  

 the development, or any similar development, would not take place without the 

involvement of a large grocery retailer that had failed the competition test.‟ 

Nevertheless, the Competition Commission makes it clear that: 

 it does not envisage the competition test being a replacement for the need test 

(paragraph 11.134 of the CC report); 

 its remedies are additional to the reforms mooted in the Planning White Paper and 

„…do not preclude any of the reforms proposed in the Planning White Paper in any 

way‟ (paragraph 11.135 of the CC Report); but that  

 LPAs should „…take greater account of competition in their development plans‟ 

(paragraph 11.135 of the CC report). 

However, Tesco asked for a judicial review over the test drawn up by the Competition 

Commission.  The appeal was overruled in March 2009 by the Competition Appeal 

Tribunal (CAT).  Mr Justice Barling, Head of The CAT, explained „The CC failed properly 

to consider certain matters which were relevant to its recommendation that the 

competition test be imposed. None of the matters in question could be dismissed as 

incapable of affecting the commission‟s recommendation.‟  

As things stand, there is no competition test per se within Government guidance.  

However, the principles of competition are important and are already recognised within 

PPS6 and PPS4.  Thus in preparing this study, we have carefully considered how 

competition can be improved within the Borough.   

The requirements of the current and emerging Regional and Sub 
Regional policy  

Regional Planning Guidance 10 

The current Regional Spatial Strategy is Regional Planning Guidance 10 (RPG10) 

published in 2001. It provides a broad development strategy for the South West Region up 

to 2016. The RSS presents a vision and 12 key objectives which include improving 

economic competitiveness; promoting economic development in locations where it can 

best contribute to meeting local needs; addressing variations in prosperity through 

regeneration, meeting people‟s requirements for jobs and facilities; and improving 

accessibility. They are based around national sustainability objectives and are generalised 

in nature and as such are of limited benefit to the local-level policy approach.  

RPG10 presents a number of policies pertinent to retail and town centre uses in 

Teignbridge, which is classified within the Central Sub-Region.  In particular, the RPG 

seeks to develop the local economic and service functions of towns and direct rural 



 

 
 

development to towns within rural areas and limit the expansion of out of town shopping 

destinations. Relevant policies include: 

 Policy SS1 which states that the „Central sub-region‟, in which Teignbridge is located, 

has a „pivotal role in the South West of helping spread economic prosperity westwards 

throughout the region‟.  Policy SS2 provides a broad hierarchy for development (in 

general terms) and it states that the 11 Principal Urban Areas (PUAs) – which, in the 

Central sub-region, are Exeter, Taunton and Torbay (all of which are outside of 

Teignbridge)- „offer the best opportunity for accommodating the majority of 

development in the most sustainable way.  The aim should be to concentrate most 

development at the PUAs‟.  

 The objectives for the Central Sub-Region, which are outlined in Policy SS3, reiterate 

the primacy of the PUAs by encouraging sustainable growth at Exeter and Taunton 

and economic diversification at Torbay.  Policy SS3 also aims to encourage 

„appropriate housing, employment, retail and social facilities in sustainable locations 

to reduce social exclusion and rural need‟ 

 Policy SS19 of RPG10 states that „market towns (which in this context, we take to 

include Newton Abbot, Ashburton, Bovey Tracey, Chudleigh and Buckfastleigh) 

should be the focal points for development and service provision‟ . The supporting text 

in paragraph 3.65 states that „they have become increasingly important centres for 

business and employment and for the provision of housing opportunities for rural 

areas. They will continue to play a leading role in the economic and social 

development of the rural parts of the South West and plans should provide for 

development to maintain and reinforce those roles‟.  

 Policy SS21 of RPG10 similarly states that coastal towns (which in this context, we 

take to include Teignmouth and Dawlish) should be the focal points for development 

and service provision in the coastal areas. 

 Policy EC6 of RPG10 outlines a range of more specific provisions in relation to town 

centres and the location of retail development.  In particular, Policy EC6 advises that 

local authorities should: 

„seek to locate developments which attract large numbers of people, including retail, 

leisure, commercial activity and public facilities, in the centres of the PUAs and in 

other designated centres for growth specified in the spatial strategy‟ 

„encourage town centre developments of an appropriate scale in the market towns 

and larger settlements elsewhere in the region in keeping with their size and function‟ 

„ensure that such development is located where it will contribute to the regeneration 

and environmental improvement of town centres, can help to reduce the need to 

travel and encourage journeys by modes other than the private car‟ 

„ensure that the vitality and viability of existing centres, including suburban centres, is 

protected and enhanced, notably by assessing the need for new development and by 

applying the sequential approach in PPG6 to site selection for new retail and leisure 

developments‟ and 

„ensure that development is located where it can help to reduce the need to travel, 

encourage journeys by modes other than the private car and contribute to the 

regeneration and environmental improvement of town centres‟ 



 

 
 

Emerging Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West 

The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) will provide planning guidance for the South West 

for the period up to 2026. Its aim is to manage the change and development in the South 

West that will be needed to support a growing population and economy. The RSS will 

inform and guide the spatial planning policy for Local Development Frameworks (LDFs). 

The South West Regional Assembly (SWRA) approved the draft RSS in March 2006. The 

Examination in Public (EiP) was held between April and July 2007 and the independent 

Panel‟s Report was published in January 2008. The Proposed Changes were published 

by the Secretary of State on 22nd July and were subjected to a three month public 

consultation period.  The RSS was due to be published in June 2009, but has been further 

delayed, a new date has yet to be confirmed.   

In Teignbridge the Proposed Changes to Draft RSS Dwelling Numbers has proposed 

provision for 15,900 new dwellings in the period to 2026. This includes 8,000 within 

Newton Abbot which has now been designated as a Strategically Significant Town or City 

(SSCT) within the Teignbridge Growth Point.  

In terms of town centres and retail floor space requirements the Panel Report was critical 

of the draft RSS. The Panel felt that the draft RSS ignored the competitive relationship 

between Strategically Significant Cities and Towns (SSCT). It concluded that the absence 

of a hierarchy-based distribution of demand was a serious deficiency, but did not consider 

that there was enough evidence to carry out a distribution of the future demand . The 

Panel recommended that further work is undertaken to inform the next review. The 

Secretary of State agreed with the findings of the Panel and in the Proposed Changes 

relies on the general Development Policies (A&B) to guide the location of any future retail 

development and does not identify any floor space requirements or distribution.  

Concern was also expressed at the EIP regarding the considerable growth in suburban 

employment development around the SSCT that could threaten the viability of city and 

town centres. The Proposed Changes has recognised this concern and proposed that the 

central area of the SSCT will be the prime location for office development and that the 

planning of office development at other employment centres should reflect the need to 

avoid putting at risk any approved LDDs for city or town centres.  

Devon Structure Plan  

The current Structure Plan guidance covering Teignbridge is the Devon Structure Plan 

Review (hereon in referred to as the Structure Plan), which was adopted in October 2004 

and runs to 2016.   

As part of the changes outlined in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 

Structure Plans are to be replaced by the Regional Spatial Strategies as noted above. 

However as the RSS is yet to be formally adopted, and the existing RPG does not pay 

sufficient consideration to some land use policy areas, the Structure Plan remains a 

statutory policy document. Under the changes outlined in the Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act Structure Plans were to cease validity on 27th September 2007, however all 

policies in the Structure Plan have been „saved‟ beyond this date following a Secretary of 

State direction.   



 

 
 

The Structure Plan highlights the significance of the retail industry to the Devon economy, 

but also notes the importance that retailing has in providing a community service.  To fulfil 

this service role, there is a need to ensure that town centres continue to be vibrant and 

viable economic centres.    

To maintain and enhance town centres Policy SH1: Shopping Facilities (Sequential 

Approach) provides a sequential approach to planning for retail facilities where additional 

retail facilities should preferentially be located in town centres, secondly, edge of centre 

sites, and thirdly, only if such sites are unavailable will out of centre sites be considered.      

Policy SH2: Shopping Facilities and Settlement Hierarchy provides a policy to maintain 

and enhance centres as appropriate to their role in the settlement hierarchy.  The policy 

states that a range of shopping facilities should be maintained within the central areas of 

the Principal Urban Areas, Sub-Regional Centres (Newton Abbot is identified as a Sub-

Regional Centre), Area Centres and Local Centres.  Where appropriate, district and local 

shopping centres should be identified as locations within the suburban areas of the 

Principal Urban Areas and Sub-Regional Centres suitable for the development of retail 

facilities.   

Policy SH3: Retail Warehousing states that the preferred location for such development 

should be sites on the fringes of the central areas of the Principal Urban Areas, Sub-

Regional and Area Centres.  In exceptional circumstances retail warehousing will be 

permitted within these settlements so long as it would not result in sporadic development, 

there are no suitable sites on the fringe of the central area and it would be readily 

accessible by public transport, cyclists and pedestrians.   

The maintenance and enhancement of shopping facilities in rural settlements is supported 

by Policy SH4: Shopping Facilities in Rural Settlements which advocates the retention, 

provision and/or diversification of small shops and sub-post offices to this end.  Only 

stores that are intended to serve the local community will be permitted within Local 

Centres or other rural areas. 

Local Plan 

Teignbridge‟s Local Plan was adopted in October 1996, ran from 1989 to 2001, and 

relates only to the part of the District outside of Dartmoor National Park.  As part of the 

changes outlined in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Local Plans are to 

be replaced by Local Development Frameworks.  During the transitory period it has been 

agreed with the Secretary of State that certain policies are „saved‟ and so still relevant to 

the planning process.   

There are seven saved policies in relation to shopping. These are governed by the 

objectives to: 

  “a) Concentrate any future shopping development in town and village centres in order 

to protect their viability and vitality as shopping centres and in order to reduce reliance 

on the private car. 

 b) To seek ways in which existing shopping areas can be improved, maintained and 

revitalised. 



 

 
 

 c) Support provision of individual shops in existing and future residential areas and in 

rural areas.    

To this end the proposals generally aim to protect and enhance the primary shopping 

areas in Newton Abbot, Teignmouth and Dawlish, the shopping areas in Bovey Tracey 

and Chudleigh and town and village centres elsewhere.   

Two policies have been saved in relation to Town Centres, these aim to encourage 

improvements to town and village centres.  The two saved policies detail particular 

schemes in Newton Abbot and Teignmouth.    
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Glossary of frequently used terms in this report 

Aggregate Retention Rate 

Expenditure of residents of the catchment area which is spent in town, district and local 

centres, in retail parks and in freestanding stores which are located within the catchment 

area. 

COICOP (Classification of Individual Consumption by Purpose) 

A classification used to classify both individual consumption expenditure and actual 

individual consumption. 

Comparison Goods 

Durable goods such as clothing, household goods, furniture, DIY and electrical goods. 

Convenience Goods 

Consumer goods purchased on a regular basis, including food, groceries toiletries and 

cleaning materials. 

Expenditure 

The expenditure in the study area which is available for retail purchases. The expenditure is 

a product of the population within the defined study area and the per capita, per annum 

expenditure estimates derived from MapInfo/Oxford Economics 

Expenditure Retention Rate 

Is the amount of retail goods purchases by residents of a defined area expressed as a 

percentage of how much expenditure is actually available. For example some residents 

may chose to purchase items from other more distant locations and therefore the retention 

rate will be reduced.  

FOCUS 

Is a data provider used by the commercial sector. It provides up to date information 

regarding retailer requirements, recent property deals, town centre reports and general 

market information  

Goad Plans  

Centre plans prepared by Experian, which are based on occupier surveys of UK town 

centres and retail parks across the country. Provides information on retailer name, 

floorspace and location. 

Leakage 

Expenditure which is generated in one area (e.g. the study area or specific zone) which is 

spent outside of that area (e.g outside the study area or in a different zone). 

Local Development Framework 

The local development framework is a collection of documents that will guide future 

development in the local area 



 

   

Localised Retention Rate 

The proportion of expenditure on retail goods in a specific study zone which is spent in town 

centres and stores located within that zone. 

Management Horizons Europe (MHE) 

MHE publish a UK Shopping Index which ranks retail venues in the UK, including town 

centres, stand alone malls, retail parks according the strength of multiples and anchor 

stores based in each location 

Market Share 

Market shares derived from the household survey results, which are based on on the 

proportion of expenditure attracted to a particular centre or operator. 

Multiple 

National or regional “chain store” retailers. They are retailers that have a number of stores 

located in various towns and cities across the UK. 

Net Floorspace 

Retail floorspace devoted to the sale of goods, excluding storage space etc. 

Prime/Zone A Rents 

Prime/Zone A rents indicate the rental value of the first six metres depth of floorspace in 

retail outlets from the shop window. It provides a comparable indicator of the strength of 

individual outlets within and between towns. 

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) 

The regional level planning framework for the regions of England. The RSS is the strategic 

level plan charged with informing Local Development Frameworks. 

Sales density 

The term „sales density‟ refers to centre/store turnover expressed as a proportion of sales 

area and is presented as a monetary value per square metre figure. The higher the sales 

density the more efficient the floorspace is operating. 

Special Forms of Trading (SFT) 

Defined as expenditure not directed to traditional floorspace and includes internet, mail 

order, party plan, vending machines, market and road side stalls. 

Study Area 

This represents the household survey area, which is based on electoral wards 

Yield 

The yield is a simple benchmark which the property market uses to assess the comparative 

attractiveness of different shopping centres. It is the ratio of rental income to capital value 

and is expressed in terms of the open market rent of a property as percentage of the capital 

value. 
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