
 
 

Sibelco UK Ltd  1 
 

 
 
 
Teignbridge Local Plan 
 
 
 
Examination Hearings 
 
 
Matter 4 Retail 
 
 
 
 
Evidence on behalf of Sibelco 
 
Consultee: 17566 
 
 
August 2013 
  



 
 

Sibelco UK Ltd  2 
 

Matter 4: Retail Development/Town centres  
 
18. Will Policy EC6 provide an appropriate framework for retail development in the District; is it 
consistent with the NPPF?  
 

See below. 

Matter 4: Retail Development/Town centres  
 
18. Will Policy EC6 provide an appropriate framework for retail development in the District; is it 
consistent with the NPPF?  

1. While we support the overall approach of the policy which is designed to secure the continued 
vitality of the main town centres, we have serious concern that the Plan fails to acknowledge 
the pivotal role Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton have in meeting the retail needs of the area 
over the Plan period.  We believe the Plan understates the quantitative and qualitative need 
and focuses too narrowly on the town centre as being capable of meeting the needs of an 
enhanced retail offer.  There is a need to enhance the range and quality of provision, especially 
for comparison goods and leisure and while we support the focus on the town centres of 
Newton Abbot and to an extent Kingsteignton, it should not be restricted to the centres alone.   
 

2. No real assessment of retail requirements or how provision meets this is set out within the Plan.  
No real reference is made to the need to provide for additional retail provision for comparison 
or convenience retailing over the life of the Plan to reflect the growth of the population and 
spatial objectives for the key settlements, including Kingsteignton.   
 

3. The policy should allow for additional retail provision consistent with the increasing population 
as part of major mixed use developments or where necessary to support the function of existing 
retail centres, subject to a sequential approach and the avoidance of harm to the centres 
affected.   
 

4. While we support the principles set out within the policy which seek to retain the role of 
existing town centres, the detailed wording of the policy does not accord with the NPPF and is 
unduly restrictive.  The policy should be positively expressed and revised to reflect the 
sequential approach set out in national guidance.   
 
Evidence Base  

5. The first concern is the evidence base for the retail policies proposed, which is the January 2010 
Retail and Leisure Study, produced by Roger Tym and Partners. This assessment was 
undertaken when the economic downturn was still at its most severe and so the projection 
turnovers and required floorspace figures will be lower than we can expect from a report 
undertaken today. This therefore provides a skewed basis on which to provide the policy going 
forward to 2033.  
 

6. This point is highlighted in the summary of convenience goods retail need on page 125 of the 
Study, which states that “There is an initial requirement for zero floorspace the seven years up 
to 2016. Thereafter the requirement to 2031 is 2,345 sq. m net, a modest need due to the lower 
rate of growth in convenience goods – there is little scope to buy more food items compared to 
comparison goods.” 
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7. The evidence that these results are skewed is highlighted by reviewing the figures in the Roger 

Tym Retail and Leisure Study against the most recent Pitney Bowes Retail Expenditure Guide 
(previously MapInfo as used in the Study) for 2012/13, which provide the recognised 
convenience and comparison retail growth rates and projections for UK, which are found at 
Table 3.2 in the guide.  Looking at the projected growth rates per capita from next year in both 
reports there is a clear difference, as shown below: 

 

Table 1: Convenience growth rates (%) 

Year 2009 growth per capita (%) 2012/13 growth per capita (%) Difference 

2014 0.23 0.8 0.57 

2015 0.23 1.1 0.87 

2016 0.23 1.2 0.97 

2017 0.85 1.1 0.25 

2018 0.85 1.0 0.15 

2019 0.85 1.0 0.15 

2020 0.85 0.9 0.05 

2021+ 0.45 0.5 0.05 
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Table 2: Comparison growth rates (%) 

Year 2009 growth per capita (%) 2012/13 growth per capita (%) Difference 

2014 1.805 4.7 2.895 

2015 1.805 5.1 3.295 

2016 1.805 5.5 3.695 

2017 5.85 5.4 -0.45 

2018 5.85 5.3 -0.55 

2019 5.85 5.1 -0.75 

2020 5.85 4.8 -1.05 

2021+ 4.25 4.7 0.45 

 

8. The Council’s study used 2009 data from MapInfo (now Pitney Bowes) and Experian and is, in 
essence, significantly out of date.   
 

9. The purpose of these tables are to show that the projected growth rates improve significantly 
as we emerge further from the recession of 2007-2010 up to 2016, and the growth in both 
convenience and comparison requirements will therefore also be significantly different from 
those reported in the 2010 Retail Study.  
 

10. Indeed, we have demonstrated this on the attached tables, using the same datasets as the 
Roger Tym Study and simply replacing the growth rates used in 2009 with the latest figures 
from Pitney Bowes, as set out in Tables 1 and 2 above. This shows there will already be an 
additional £1.12m of convenience goods expenditure in Newton Abbott at 2016, rising to 
£1.75m at 2026. Furthermore, looking at the comparison goods figures, there is an increase 
from the Roger Tym Study of £9.61m at 2016, rising to £17.84m at 2026. 
 

11. Recommendation: An up to date retail study is commissioned to take account of the growth 
rates going forward. This will provide more accurate data on the convenience and comparison 
requirements in Teignbridge, which in the interim, need to be more flexible to take account of 
growth in demand over the period. 
 

12. We support the intention to ensure Newton Abbott is the main retail centre for South Devon in 
policy S14, as it is the principal strategic town, and should therefore have an appropriate and 
enhanced retail offer.  However, the Council’s approach to focus all significant retail 
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development within the town centre is misplaced and cannot accommodate either the overall 
quantum of floorspace needed or the qualitative mix necessary to elevate the status of the 
centre, the range of multiple and high end retailers and deliver enhanced retention of retail 
spend.   
 

13. The Tym Retail Study concluded in part that new sites would need to be provided, with large 
modern units to attract multiple retailers, particularly higher end clothing shops which the 
health check has found are poorly represented. 
 

14. Criteria c) of this policy states that “the Plan will seek to allocate 11,000 sq. m of retail 
floorspace in the town centre by 2021”. While we support the acknowledgement of a need for 
at least 11,000 sq. m of new retail floorspace by 2021, there are three major concerns with this 
approach. 
 

15. Firstly, the policy does not specify whether this is gross or net floorspace, or whether it is 
comparison or convenience floorspace.  
 

16. Secondly, we do not agree that it can, or indeed should, exclusively be provided within the town 
centre alone. This suggestion would require large footprint stores to achieve the total 
requirement, which would be contrary to the existing layout of Newton Abbott’s main shopping 
centre, which provides small footprint units accommodating more local operators, meaning 
that the character of the town centre would be significantly altered by proposing all of this 
floorspace in one location. 
 

17. The Retail Study notes that in meeting the qualitative requirements of the District a proportion 
of this should be in the form of retail warehousing, possibly 15-20% is used as a guide in their 
assessment, and hence these are likely to require out of centre locations subject to the 
sequential test.   
 

18. This should be focused on Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton, where there is a clear rationale in 
spatial terms within the District as a whole and to reflect the commitments made in previous 
decisions, such as the Kingsteignton Retail Park and leisure focus of the recent Premier Inn.  
These have had a significant regenerating effect on the Newton Road and the economy of 
Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton. 
 

19. Indeed, paragraph 5.60 of the Roger Tym Study states that Newton Abbott should seek to retain 
an enhanced level of comparison goods expenditure within the borough. 
 

20. Thirdly, there is only provision for 11,000 sq. m. The evidence base suggested a requirement for 
52,183 sq. m net between 2009 and 2031 of comparison floorspace alone (see paragraph 4 of 
comparison goods retail summary on page 125 of Roger Tym Study).  Although this is for the 
whole District for a further ten years than the Plan considers, it is unrealistic to suggest that 
only 20% of the comparison floorspace requirement will be deliverable by 2021 in the Heart of 
Teignbridge.   
 

21. It would be more acceptable to suggest a figure of 20,000 sq. m in Newton Abbott, which would 
still be below 50% of the anticipated floorspace requirement up to 2031, but may allow 
something towards the increased growth rates not incorporated in the evidence base.  Even this 
would be low and indicate an unmet capacity that would otherwise leak from the District.   
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22. It is not clear why the Plan adopts a review at 2021 without setting out now how provision may 

be made to meet the likely demand that has already been identified within the Plan period.  
This seems to defer a large part of the Plan requirement that ought to properly be actively 
considered and provision for which should be considered and made now.   
 

23. There is also no provision for convenience goods floorspace at all. Having reviewed the 
evidence base tables, and inserted the latest growth rate figures from Pitney Bowes to the 
convenience goods population expenditure only for Newton Abbott, there is clear evidence that 
an additional £1.12m of additional convenience goods expenditure at 2016 from that set out in 
the Roger Tym 2010 report, which is an increase of more than 1.8%. This suggests that there 
will be a requirement for significantly more convenience goods retail floorspace than the 0 sq. 
m proposed as part of this Plan and suggests there will be a real under provision across the 
whole District.  This will be to the detriment of the aim to ensure that the Heart of Teignbridge 
and Newton Abbott is the main retail centre in South Devon and retains as much as possible of 
retail spend without excessive leakage.  
 

24. It is important to note in this respect also that Kingsteignton performs a retail function that is 
allied to that of Newton Abbot and effectively forms part of its retail offer.  Developments at 
Newton Road and Greenhill Way offer a different choice of retail offer as well as a well-
established Tesco which serve the Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton area.  This is acknowledged 
in the Roger Tym Retail Study.  As such they provide larger format stores for a range of goods 
not available within the town centres but support the function of the Heart of Teignbridge in 
retaining spend within the town.   
 

25. Recommendation: Firstly, the criteria need to clarify whether the floorspace is a net or gross 
figure, as this can increase or reduce the total floorspace requirement significantly. This also 
needs to provide a breakdown of the specific amounts for both convenience and comparison 
floorspace requirements during the Plan period. 
 

26. Secondly, the provision for new retail floorspace should be within the settlement boundary, and 
not restricted purely to the town centre, following a sequential approach consistent with the 
NPPF.  
 

27. We therefore suggest this criteria c) is re-worded to “the Plan will seek to allocate at least 
20,000 sq. m (net) of comparison floorspace and up to 3,000 sq. m (net) of convenience 
floorspace within the settlement boundary of Newton Abbott and Kingsteignton”. 
 

28. Policy NA9 ‘Opportunity Area: Town Centre Markets Area’ appears to contradict Policy S14 
mentioned above. Policy NA9 states that the Town Centre Markets Area will “provide around 
11,000 sq. m of comparison goods floorspace”. This is the total amount of retail floorspace 
provision in Newton Abbott through to 2021. This appears to go against the recommendations 
in the evidence base, which identifies a need for both comparison and convenience floorspace, 
albeit an under provision that should be reviewed.  
 

29. It is not reasonable or realistic to suggest that the entire retail floorspace allocation for the 
town up to 2021 is located in one area. This is overly restrictive and allows no flexibility for the 
town to achieve its aim of being the main retail centre in South Devon.  
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30. Recommendation: As set out above, the evidence base recommends a total of 52,183 sq. m of 
comparison goods floorspace alone and appropriate provision should be made for much of this 
to be identified within the Heart of Teignbridge in Newton Abbot and Kingsteignton.    
 

31. Policy EC6 ‘Large Scale Retail Development’ acknowledges that the Plan will support retail 
floorspace outside of defined primary shopping areas subject to meeting the defined criteria. 
 

32. However, the identification of stores over 280 sq. m as large scale retail is unreasonable. The 
NPPF suggests that an impact assessment should be undertaken for any stores over 2,500 sq. m, 
unless otherwise specified, which has been acknowledged as the default threshold figure for 
large scale retail development since the publication of PPS6. While we accept the Council has a 
right to set its own figures, to suggest a large scale retail unit in Teignbridge is 89% smaller than 
that nationally recognised is not realistic.  
 

33. Recommendation: A figure of 1,000 sq. m for new shops or extensions to existing shops would 
be more reasonable for the requirement of an impact assessment in this case. Sequential 
assessments are currently required for all town centre use proposals outside defined centres, 
regardless of size, so it would still be necessary to provide this justification even if the store is 
below the 1,000 sq. m figure; and there would likely be more sequentially preferable sites in the 
town centre or edge-of-centre if it were as small as 280 sq. m.  There is therefore no need to 
provide such a low figure to protect the town centre, as the sequential approach will do that in 
any event.  
 

34. The policies within the Plan seem to be, at best unclear, and at worst contradictory of one 
another. The Plan allocates 11,000 sq. m of new retail floorspace to Newton Abbott to ensure it 
can be the main retail centre in South Devon, but suggests that it is all located within a single 
specific area in the town centre that is unlikely to meet the quantum or qualitative need 
identified in the Retail Study or a more up to date assessment.  
 

35. Newton Abbott provides a specific shopping provision, providing small footprint local stores 
within the town centre, which the policies of the Plan appear to contradict, by suggesting all 
new retail floorspace can be accommodated within the town centre. While we support the 
identification of a need for more retail floorspace to ensure the centre remains the primary 
retail centre in South Devon, this approach will result in the loss of the existing character of the 
town centre and a failure to meet the enhancement in the retail offer needed to maintain or 
enhance the town’s status as a retail centre.  
 

36. Furthermore, there is no provision for convenience floorspace in the Plan. It is completely 
unrealistic to suggest that there will be no requirement for new convenience floorspace up to 
2021. The evidence base suggested there would be a requirement of over 2,000 sq. m, and we 
have shown above that this figure is lower than it should be having identified the more up to 
date growth rates. There will therefore be a requirement for some new convenience floorspace, 
which will also need to be allocated within the Plan. 
 

37. Recommendation: It would be more appropriate to be less prescriptive and suggest the 
floorspace can be accommodated “within the settlement boundary, subject to being in 
accordance with the criteria set out in Policy EC6 and National guidance”. There is also a need 
to provide a convenience floorspace figure.  This would allow consideration of a range of 
potential options, in accordance with the sequential approach and NPPF.   



 
 

Sibelco UK Ltd  8 
 

 

 
 
 
Appendix 1  Retail Tables 
 
 
 

  



 
 

Sibelco UK Ltd  9 
 

Examination Hearings 
        Retail Evidence on behalf of Sibelco 
        Consultee: 17566 
        Convenience Goods Population and Expenditure Tables 2014 - 2031 

    
         

            

  2014 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031 
              

Zone 5 Population (1) 20,835 20,835 22,831 24,635 26,333 27,147 
              

Zone 6 Population (1) 15,639 15,639 17,600 19,217 20,737 21,426 
              

Roger Tym (RT) figures from the 2010 Retail and Leisure Study 
              

RT Zone 5 Convenience Expenditure per 
capita (2a) 

1,565 1,568 1,572 1,640 1,677 1,715 
              

RT Zone 6 Convenience Expenditure per 
capita (2b) 

1,558 1,561 1,565 1,633 1,670 1,708 
              

RT Zone 5 Expenditure (3) 32.60 32.68 35.89 40.40 44.17 46.57 
              

RT Zone 6 Expenditure (4) 24.36 24.42 27.54 31.37 34.62 36.59 
              

RT Expenditure per capita (inc SFT (£m)) 
(5) 

56.97 57.10 63.44 71.78 78.79 83.15 
              

RT Expenditure per capita (exc. SFT 
(£m)) (6) 

55.54 55.67 61.11 69.13 75.89 80.09 
              

Alliance Planning (AP) figures using 2013 growth rates from Pitney Bowes Retail Expenditure 
Guide               

AP Zone 5 Expenditure per capita (7) 1,565 1,582 1,601 1,681 1,746 1,799 

  
            

AP Zone 6 Expenditure per capita (8) 1,558 1,575 1,594 1,637 1,670 1,677 

  
            

AP Zone 5 Expenditure (9) 32.61 32.97 36.56 41.42 45.98 48.84 

  
            

AP Zone 6 Expenditure (10) 24.37 24.63 28.06 31.46 34.63 35.93 

  
            

AP Expenditure per capita (Inc. SFT 
(£m)) (11) 

56.97 57.60 64.61 72.87 80.61 84.77 

  

            

AP Expenditure per capita (Exc. SFT 
(£m)) (12) 

55.55 56.16 62.23 70.19 77.64 81.65 

  

            

Difference between 2009 and 2013 
datasets (13) 

0.01  0.49  1.12  1.06  1.75  1.56  
              

Sources 

        
            

1. Population is taken from Zones 5 and 6 of Spreadsheet 2 of the Roger Tym Retail and Leisure Study 2010 

    2a. Expenditure per capita is taken from Zones 5 and 6 of Spreadsheet 8 at 2009 from the Roger Tym Retail & Leisure Study 2010 

  2b. See Note 1 below for Roger Tym Growth Rates for RT Zone 5 and RT Zone 6 from 2014 to 2031 

    
        

3. Zone 5 Population multiplied by Zone 5 expenditure per capita 

       
            

4. Zone 6 Population multiplied by Zone 6 expenditure per capita 

       
            

5. Sum of (9) and (10), includes SFT 

        
                    

6. Total of (5) excluding SFT (see Note 3 below for SFT percentages) 

       
            

7. Uses RT Zone 5 Expenditure at 2014 and uses growth rates from Pitney Bowes as set out at Note 2 

    
        

8. Uses RT Zone 6 Expenditure at 2014 and uses growth rates from Pitney Bowes as set out at Note 2 

    
        

9. Zone 5 Population multiplied by AP Zone 5 Expenditure per capita 
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10. Zone 6 Population multiplied by AP Zone 6 Expenditure per capita 

       
            

11. Sum of (9) + (10) 

        
                    

12. Total of (11) excluding SFT (see Note 3 below for SFT percentages) 

       
            

13. Subtracts Roger Tym total figures at (6) from Alliance figures using latest growth rates at (12) 

    
        

         
                    

Notes 

        
                    

1. Roger Tym Growth rates, which are 0.23% up to 2016, 0.85% from 2016 to 2021 and 0.45% onwards 

    
        

2. Alliance Planning uses Forecast Growth Rates from Table 3.2 of Pitney Bowes 2012/13 Retail Expenditure Guide from 2014 onwards 

 3. Both sets use Roger Tym Special Forms of Trading (SFT), which are 2.5% in 2011 and 3.68% beyond 

    
        

Latest figures for SFT are 4.5% in 2011, 6.5% in 2016 and 6.7% from 2021 and beyond 
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Examination Hearings       

Retail Evidence on behalf of Sibelco       

Consultee: 17566       

Comparison Goods Population and Expenditure Tables 2014 - 2031 
       

 2014 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031 

Zone 5 Population (1) 22,033 22,432 22,831 24,635 26,333 27,147 

Zone 6 Population (1) 16,837 17,236 17,600 19,217 20,737 21,426 

Roger Tym (RT) figures from the 2010 Retail and Leisure Study 

RT Zone 5 Comparison Expenditure per capita 
(£) (2a) 

3,301 3,361 3,422 4,478 5,514 6,790 

RT Zone 6 Comparison Expenditure per capita 
(£) (2b) 

3,271 3,330 3,390 4,436 5,463 6,727 

RT Zone 5 Expenditure (3) 72.74 75.39 78.12 110.32 145.20 184.32 

RT Zone 6 Expenditure (4) 55.07 57.39 59.66 85.26 113.28 144.13 

RT Expenditure per capita (inc SFT (£m)) (5) 127.81 132.79 137.79 195.57 258.48 328.44 

RT Expenditure per capita (exc. SFT (£m)) (6) 112.84 116.69 120.55 173.73 229.61 291.75 

Alliance Planning (AP) figures using 2013 growth rates from Pitney Bowes Retail 
Expenditure Guide 

AP Zone 5 Expenditure per capita (7) 3,301 3,469 3,660 4,685 5,894 8,075 

AP Zone 6 Expenditure per capita (8) 3,271 3,438 3,627 4,642 5,840 7,348 

AP Zone 5 Expenditure (9) 72.73 77.82 83.57 115.41 155.21 219.22 

AP Zone 6 Expenditure (10) 55.07 59.25 63.83 89.21 121.11 157.44 

AP Expenditure per capita (Inc. SFT (£m)) (11) 127.80 137.08 147.40 204.61 276.32 376.66 

AP Expenditure per capita (Exc. SFT (£m)) (12) 112.83 120.98 130.16 182.77 247.45 339.97 

Difference between 2009 and 2013 datasets (13) 9.04  17.84  48.22  

Sources       
1. Population is taken from Zones 5 and 6 of Spreadsheet 2 of the Roger Tym Retail and Leisure Study 2010 

2a. Expenditure per capita is taken from Zones 5 and 6 of Spreadsheet 3 at 2009 from the Roger Tym Retail & Leisure Study 
2010 
2b. See Note 1 below for Roger Tym Growth Rates for RT Zone 5 and RT Zone 6 from 2014 to 2031 

3. Zone 5 Population multiplied by Zone 5 expenditure per capita 

4. Zone 6 Population multiplied by Zone 6 expenditure per capita 

5. Sum of (9) and (10), includes SFT       
6. Total of (5) excluding SFT (see Note 3 below for SFT percentages) 

7. Uses RT Zone 5 Expenditure at 2014 and uses growth rates from Pitney Bowes as set out at Note 2 

8. Uses RT Zone 6 Expenditure at 2014 and uses growth rates from Pitney Bowes as set out at Note 2 

9. Zone 5 Population multiplied by AP Zone 5 Expenditure per capita 

10. Zone 6 Population multiplied by AP Zone 6 Expenditure per capita 

11. Sum of (9) + (10)       
12. Total of (11) excluding SFT (see Note 3 below for SFT percentages) 

13. Subtracts Roger Tym total figures at (6) from Alliance figures using latest growth rates at (12) 

       
Notes       
1. Roger Tym Growth rates, which are 1.805% up to 2016, 5.85% from 2016 to 2021 and 4.5% onwards 

2. Alliance Planning uses Forecast Growth Rates from Table 3.2 of Pitney Bowes 2012/13 Retail Expenditure Guide from 
2014 onwards 
3. Both sets use Roger Tym Special Forms of Trading (SFT), which are 9.2% in 2009, rising to 10.9% in 2011 and 12.5% 
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beyond 

4. The difference at 2014 should be 0.00, due to the same starting figures 

 
 
 
 
 


