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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Milton Keynes Council (MKC) instructed Carter Jonas (CJ) to carry out an independent 

review and appraisal of the retail planning matters pertaining to the full application for 

a new 3,054m2 Gross Internal Area (GIA) foodstore, associated petrol filling station, 

car parking and other works at land Lavendon Road and Warrington Road, Olney. The 

applicant, Sainsbury’s Supermarket Ltd, is specifically seeking planning permission for: 

“erection  of  a  new  foodstore  (Use  Class  A1)  and  petrol  filling  station, 

recycling  facilities,  associated  parking,  servicing,  drainage,  landscaping, 

access and highway works.” 

1.2 MKC is specifically seeking advice from CJ on the retail planning assessment carried 

out by Indigo Planning (IP) in support of the application, as set out in their Planning 

and Retail Statement (PRS) submitted in September 2014. 

1.3 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that 

planning applications be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless 

material considerations indicate otherwise. 

1.4 In this case, the application will be subject to retail and town centre policies contained 

in development  plan,  which  comprise  the Core  Strategy (adopted  in  July  2013)  

and Saved  Policies  of Milton  Keynes  Local  Plan (2005). The National  Planning  

Policy Framework (NPPF)  published  in  March  2012, specifically  the  retail  policy  

(sequential and impact) ‘tests’ (paras 24, 26 and 27), serve as a key material for this 

proposal.  To help  inform  our  appraisal  we  also  draw  on  the  recent  advice  set  

out  in  the National Planning  Practice  Guidance (NPPG), published  in  March  2014  

and other  relevant (evidence-based)  retail  assessments  prepared  either  on  behalf  

of  the  Council,  or  in support of other recent retail applications in Milton Keynes. 

1.5 To  help  inform  our  appraisal  we  have  also  taken  into  account  other  

representations submitted by Third Parties on the application proposal, including 

representations from Pegasus Group on behalf of the Cooperative Group. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

1.6 For ease of reference this appraisal is structured as follows: 

 Section 2 – provides a summary of the application site, the proposal and its 

turnover; 

 Section 3 – summarises the national and local retail planning policy context as 

well as the finding of the convenience and comparison goods retail capacity 

assessment that informed the 2011 Milton Keynes Retail Capacity Update; 

 Section 4 – sets out our review and appraisal of Indigo Planning’s sequential 

assessment; 
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 Section 5 – summarises our appraisal of Indigo Planning’s quantitative 

assessment of the likely trade draw, turnover diversion and forecast impact on the 

Olney Town Centre. 

 Section 6 – provides our interpretation of the impact of the application proposal 

on the vitality and viability of Olney Town Centre and advises whether the impact 

is likely to be “significantly adverse” in accordance with the requirement set out in 

the NPPF and NPPG. 

1.7 It should be noted at the outset that we have not been instructed by the Council to 

consider the wider planning issues pertaining to this application (including, for 

example, design, traffic, access and servicing issues), or any other material 

considerations that the local planning authority (LPA) may need to weigh in the 

planning balance when determining the overall merits of this application. 

1.8 It is against this background that we have assessed the retail planning merits of the 

proposal. 
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2.0 THE PROPOSED SCHEME 

2.1 The application site is located outside Olney’s defined settlement boundary at the 

junction of Lavendon Road and Warrington Road. The site is defined as out of town in 

accordance with the NPPF and development plan policy.  Olney is designated as  a  Key  

Settlement  in  the  adopted Milton  Keynes  Core  Strategy  (July 2013). Olney  Town  

Centre sits  between  a  number  larger centres including Northampton,  Bedford,  

Wellingborough  and  Milton  Keynes.  The latter is located approximately 11 miles 

from Olney Town Centre. According to Indigo Planning, the site is a ten minute walk 

from Olney Town Centre. 

2.2 The  site  itself  extends  to  1.73  hectares  and  comprises  agricultural  land  (Grade  

3) including an area of previously developed land (PDL) as described by IP.  The 

vicinity of the site is largely rural, however a number of standalone residential 

properties are dispersed along the northern and eastern boundaries of the site with 

open countryside located beyond. The southern site perimeter is contained by 

Lavendon Road with open countryside land beyond that serves as a buffer to 

settlement’s urban edge. The west of  the  site  is  bounded  by  Warrington  Road  

with residential  development  beyond  the carriageway. 

2.3 An informal access point to the site is located along Lavendon Road, which is identified 

by a small area of hardstanding. In terms of public transport accessibility, IP refer to 

public bus routes from Olney Town Centre to Milton Keynes.  Our assessment places 

the nearest bus stop on Wellingborough Road; some 400 metres from the site. 

2.4 Under the Milton Keynes Local Plan (2005) the site falls within open country side land 

and within an Area of Attractive Landscape.  As such, specific development plan 

policies will apply alongside wider policies relating to proposals for out of town/ centre 

retail development. The relevant policies are reviewed in Section 3 of this report. 

2.5 Paragraph 2.5 of the PRS sets out the site’s planning history.  Of  note,  planning 

permission  was  granted  for  mixed  use  development  in July  2001 (99/00050/MK), 

which included permission for a showroom, workshop, petrol filling station, retail unit 

and a residential flat. 

THE PROPOSAL 

2.6 The proposal is seeking full planning permission for the development of a Sainsbury’s 

foodstore comprising a total floor area of 3,158m2 gross equating to a net sales area of 

1,808m2 (a  net  to  gross of  57%). The  total  net  sales  area  includes  1,579m2 for  

the sale  of  convenience  goods  with  the  remaining  floorspace  (279m2)  for  the  

sale  of comparison goods. The proposed foodstore is intended to serve a main-food 

shopping function. 
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2.7 The  convenience  offer  includes in-store butcher,  deli  and  bakery  counters that  

are typical  components of  main  foodstore  facility.  We note  that  the  proposals  do  

not include the provision of a café, pharmacy or other in-store concessions.  

2.8 The proposals also include a petrol filling station, parking, access and improvements to 

public transport access. 

TURNOVER OF PROPOSED SCHEME 

2.9 IP sets out their estimates of the proposed scheme’s turnover in Table 10 (Appendix 4) 

of their PRS. IP suggest that the convenience goods turnover of the store will be 

£19.61 million in 2019; based on an average sales density of £11,729 per m2 net. IP 

suggest the comparison goods turnover of the store will be £1.85 million, based on an 

average sales density of £9,931 per m2 net.  The sales density figures applied by IP 

reflect company average sales densities sourced from Verdict. We note that the base 

year  sales  density  and  turnover  for  the  foodstore  has  not  been  provided.  

However, given the limited growth in convenience sale density growth predicted by 

Experian over the  next  five  years,  we  estimate  that  the  base  year  turnover  will  

remain  largely  the same as for the 2019. 

2.10 We consider the robustness of IP’s turnover forecasts and the impact of the proposal in 

more detail later in this report. 
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3.0 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT 

3.1 Planning Statute requires that in determining planning applications regard has to be 

had to the development plan and other material considerations, where relevant.  This 

section therefore briefly sets out the policy and development context at the local and 

national level against which the application proposal has been assessed.  Relevant 

development plan policies associated with this proposal are contained in the Core 

Strategy (adopted in July 2013) and saved policies in the Local Plan (2005).  In 

addition, the National Planning Policy Framework is considered (NPPF) key material 

consideration in this case.   

DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY 

3.2 In this case the relevant policies of the Core Strategy (adopted in 2013) and saved 

policies of the Local Plan (adopted in 2005) provide the statutory context within which 

the application proposal should be considered. 

3.3 IP set out all relevant policies for consideration in paragraphs 4.49 to 4.54 of the PRS. 

This includes a broad range of development management policies that apply. These are 

highlighted by IP in paragraph 4.50 and 4.53 of the RPS, including: 

Core Strategy 2013 Local Plan 2005 – Saved Policies 

Policy CSA – National Planning Policy 

Framework – Presumption in favour of 

sustainable development 

Policy CS1 – Milton Keynes Development 

Strategy 

Policy CS4 Retail and Leisure Development 

Policy CS9 Strategy for the Rural Area 

Policy CS11 – A well connected Milton Keynes 

Policy CS12 – Developing Successful 

Neighbourhoods 

Policy CS13 – Ensuring High Quality, Well 

Designed Places 

Policy CS15 – Delivering Economic Prosperity 

Policy CS19 – The historic and natural 

environment 

Policy D1 – Impact of Development Proposals 

on Locality 

Policy NE3 – Biodiversity and Geological 

Enhancement 

Policy NE4 – Conserving and Enhancing 

Landscape Character 

Policy R1 – Major Retail Proposals 

Policy R6 – Retail Uses in the Open Countryside 

Policy S10 – Open Countryside 

Policy S11 – Areas of Attractive Landscape 

Policy TC1 – Olney Town Centre 

 

 

3.4 For the purpose of this appraisal we have focused on policies specific to retail 

development at out of town locations in the City District. Olney is identified as Town 

Centre (alongside Newport Pagnel, Stony Stratford and Woburn Sands) in the Core 

Strategy’s Retail Hierarchy (Table 5.5, Core Strategy) and in the 2005 Local Plan 

(paragraph 12.7).  
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3.5 Policy CSA of the Core Strategy serves as an over-arching policy on ensuring 

sustainable development in line with the NPPF. Development proposals that accord 

with policies in the Local Plan should delayed without delay. Where there are no 

relevant policies applicable to a proposal or where policies are out of date at the time 

of determination then the Council will consider whether: any adverse impacts 

significantly or demonstrably outweigh the benefits; if specific policies in the 

Framework indicate that development should be restricted. IP consider that the 

proposed Sainsbury’s meets the aim of Policy CSA for the reasons summarised in 

paragraph 8.6 of the Planning and Retail Statement. This includes the suggestion that 

there demand for a new foodstore in Olney, which will increase choice and competition 

for residents and encourage residents to shop locally. They also highlight that due to 

the constrained nature of sites within and on the edge of the town centre, the 

application site is the most sequentially preferable site for the foodstore. Along with 

their findings on impact, scale and support of sustainable travel, IP conclude in their 

appraisal of Policy CSA that the site supports the NPPF’s aim for sustainable 

development.  

3.6 Under Policy CS4, Town Centre’s are expected to “function primarily as local shopping 

destinations catering for daily or specialist shopping needs”. IP translate this policy 

description as support for a new foodstore facility that serves a weekly shopping need 

while at the same time supporting the NPPF’s aim to promote sustainable development 

by minimising journey lengths and promoting sustainable modes of travel. 

3.7 IP point to what they identify as a contradiction in the wording of Policy CS4 which 

seeks to support additional retail floorspace appropriate to the town centre it serves. 

They state that the existing wording advocates the provision of weekly convenience 

shopping in local and village centres over Town Centres on the basis that policy 

description for the former refers to the role of convenience shopping to “reduce and 

minimise car dependency etc”. We interpret this wording to refer to the need to 

support local convenience/ top-up shopping facilities rather than weekly or main food 

shopping provision. 

3.8 In any case, the key issue associated with Policy CS4 is whether the scale of the 

proposed foodstore is appropriate to the role and function of Olney Town Centre. While 

there may be case to support a main food facility in Olney, the proposal is for an out of 

town retail development that must be subject to sequential and impact tests as 

required by Policy CS4 and the National Planning Policy Framework.  

3.9 Policy R1 (Major Retail Proposals) relates to proposals over 2,500m2 (gross) or smaller 

scale schemes where potential impact is a concern. The policy sets out six criteria for 

considering major retail applications as set out in page 192 of the Local Plan. We note 

that criterion (iii) supports an application where there is a quantitative and qualitative 

need for the proposal. However, under the NPPF, the justification of need is no longer a 

requirement.   All other criteria under Policy R1 still apply to this proposal. 
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NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

3.10 In addition to the adopted and emerging Local Plan policies, the recently published 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is an important material consideration 

in this case with regard the assessment and determination of the planning application.  

At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable development, 

which is seen as “a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-

taking” (paragraph 14).  For decision-taking this means approving development 

proposals that accord with the development plan without delay; and where the 

development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, granting 

permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the 

Framework taken as a whole; or specific policies in the Framework indicate 

development should be restricted (for example those policies designated as Sites of 

Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt; designated heritage assets; 

etc.). 

3.11 With regards to decision-taking, the NPPF directs local planning authorities (LPAs) to 

“…approach decision-taking in a positive way to foster the delivery of sustainable 

development” (paragraph 186) and to “…look for solutions rather than problems” 

(paragraph 187).  In order to deliver sustainable development, the NPPF sets out 

thirteen core tenets to inform both plan-making and decision-taking, including 

‘ensuring the vitality of town centres’.   

3.12 The NPPF states that in the assessment and determination of planning applications for 

retail and main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and not in 

accordance with an up-to-development plan, local planning authorities should require: 

 A sequential test (para 24) – this requires applications for main town centre 

uses to be located in town centres, then in edge-of-centre locations and only if 

suitable sites are not available should out of centre sites be considered.  When 

considering edge and out of centre proposals, preference should be given to 

accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.  Applicants and local 

planning authorities should also demonstrate flexibility on issues such as format 

and scale. 

 An impact assessment (para 26) – is required if the development is over a 

proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold (i.e. 2,500m2 in this case).  This 

should include assessment of the impact of the proposal on existing, committed 

and planned public and private investment in a centre or centres in the catchment 

area of the proposal; and the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and 

viability, including local consumer choice and trade in the town centre and wider 

area, up to five years from the time the application is made. For major schemes 

where the full impact will not be realised in five years, the impact should also be 

assessed up to ten years from the time the application is made.  
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3.13 At paragraph 27 the NPPF states that where an application “fails to satisfy the 

sequential test or is likely to have significant adverse impact on one or more of the 

above factors, it should be refused.” 

MILTON KEYNES RETAIL CAPACITY UPDATE (MKRCU) 2011 

3.14 The 2011 MKRCU identifies capacity for new convenience goods (food) and comparison 

goods (non-food) retail floorspace across Milton Keynes up to 2026. These capacity 

forecasts are set out in Table 5.3 of IP’s PRS, which identify no forecast need for new 

convenience floorspace. The forecasts also suggest an oversupply of convenience 

floorspace up to 2026.  In contrast, forecast comparison floorspace is identified from 

2021 assuming constant retention levels for Milton Keynes or from 2016 based on an 

increased retention level.  

3.15 We recognise that the retail study is four years old and is informed by a household 

survey carried out in 2008. As a result, forecast capacity identified in the MKRCU 2011 

is likely to be inaccurate given the significant changes in retail shopping patterns (e.g. 

growth in online shopping and convenience format retailing) and expenditure growth, 

the forecasts since 2008.  

3.16 Although the lack of need (capacity) for new retail applications is not a reason for 

refusal under the NPPF (and PPS4 before this), it is still material to the assessment of 

the proposed new retail floorspace development.  For example, if there is not sufficient 

expenditure capacity in the defined catchment area to support the scale of retail 

floorspace proposed and the forecast turnover, then it means it will necessarily draw 

more trade from existing stores and centres, and could have a more significant impact.  

3.17 IP have provided their own assessment of convenience capacity for the proposed 

foodstore’s catchment, which is based on a household survey to identify market shares 

for centres (and stores) within and outside the study. This provides a high level 

assessment of residual capacity in the study area and helps to inform trade diversion 

to the proposed foodstore.  

SUMMARY 

3.18 In summary, the primary objective of national and local plan policies is to maintain and 

enhance the overall vitality and viability of existing centres, principally through new 

investment and development.   Proposals for retail and main town centre uses that are 

not in an existing centre and not in accordance with an up-to-development plan, as is 

the case with the current application, will need to satisfy both the sequential and 

impact tests set out in the NPPF. 
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4.0 SEQUENTIAL APPROACH 

4.1 The application is subject to the sequential test as it is in an out of centre
1
 location in 

retail planning terms, and is therefore it is subject to national policy and guidance for 

development outside of town centres. This section provides an overview of sequential 

test policy requirements and reviews IP’s approach and assessment of sites to support 

the proposed scheme.   

NPPF & NPPG: POLICY & GUIDANCE  

4.2 In brief, the sequential test seeks to deliver the Government’s “town centre first 

policy”.  The NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) should require 

applications for main town centre uses to be located in town centres
2
, then in edge-of-

centre
3
 locations and only if suitable sites are not available should out of centre

4
 sites 

be considered.  When considering edge and out of centre proposals, preference should 

be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town centre.  The NPPF 

requires that applicants and local planning authorities should demonstrate “flexibility 

on issues such as format and scale” (para 24).  The NPPF (para 25) also states that 

the sequential approach does not apply to applications for small scale rural offices or 

rural development 

4.3 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) was published in March 2014 and the 

guidance on ‘ensuring the vitality of town centres’ provides specific advice for both 

local planning authorities and applicants on the interpretation and implementation of 

the NPPF to help inform both plan-making and decision-taking at the local level.  As 

the NPPG states (para 008) the test “supports the viability and vitality of town centres 

by placing existing town centres foremost in both plan-making and decision-taking”, 

and requires a “thorough assessment of the suitability, viability and availability of 

locations for main town centre uses” (NPPG, para 009; our emphasis underlined).  

Furthermore, it is for the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the sequential test 

and failure to undertake such an assessment “could in itself constitute a reason for 

                                                

1While the site is defined as ‘out of town’ by Milton Keynes Council, it is treated as ‘out of centre’ when assessed against 

national policy and guidance for the impact and sequential tests.  

2 Area defined on the local authority’s proposal map, including the primary shopping area and areas predominantly 

occupied by main town centre uses within or adjacent to the primary shopping area. References to town centres or 

centres apply to city centres, town centres, district centres and local centres but exclude small parades of shops of purely 

neighbourhood significance. Unless they are identified as centres in Local Plans, existing out-of-centre developments, 

comprising or including main town centre uses, do not constitute town centres. 

3 For retail purposes, a location that is well connected and up to 300 metres of the primary shopping area. For all other 

main town centre uses, a location within 300 metres of a town centre boundary. For office development, this includes 

locations outside the town centre but within 500 metres of a public transport interchange. In determining whether a site 
falls within the definition of edge of centre, account should be taken of local circumstances. 

4 Out-of-centre is defined as a location which is not in or on the edge of a centre, but not necessarily outside the urban 

area. 



Proposed Foodstore & Petrol Filling Station 
Land at Lavendon Road, Olney 

 
 

 

 
 

February 2015 

 
 

10 

refusing permission” (para 010).  In this case we advise the Council that the applicant 

has carried out a sequential assessment in support of their proposal. 

4.4 The NPPG also states that the application of the test should be “proportionate and 

appropriate” for the given proposal and encourages the developer and LPA to discuss 

the potential suitability of alternative sites at the earliest opportunity.  Wherever 

possible the LPA should support the applicant in undertaking the sequential test, 

including sharing any relevant information 

4.5 For decision-taking the NPPG (para 101) helpfully provides a ‘checklist’ setting out 

the key considerations that should be taken into account in determining whether a 

proposal complies with the sequential test: 

 With due regard to the requirement to demonstrate flexibility, has the 

suitability of more central sites to accommodate the proposal been 

considered? Where the proposal is in an edge or out of centre location, 

preference should be given to accessible sites that are well connected to the town 

centre. Any associated reasoning should be set out clearly. 

 Is there scope for flexibility in the format and/or scale of the proposal? It 

is not necessary to demonstrate that a potential in-centre or edge-of-centre site 

can accommodate precisely the scale and form of development being proposed, 

but rather to consider “what contribution more central sites are able to make 

individually to accommodate the proposal”. 

 If there are no suitable sequentially preferable locations, the sequential 

test is passed (in line with the NPPF, para 27).  Compliance with the sequential 

and impact tests does not, however, guarantee that permission is granted as LPAs 

will have to consider all material considerations in reaching a decision. 

4.6 The NPPG also provides the following guidance on how ‘locational requirements’ and 

‘viability’ should be considered in the sequential test: 

 Use of the sequential test should recognise that certain main town centre uses 

have particular market and locational requirements which mean that they may 

only be accommodated in specific locations. Robust justification must be provided 

where this is the case, and “land ownership does not provide such a justification” 

(para 011). 

 In terms of viability, although the sequential test seeks to deliver the 

Government’s “town centre first” policy the NPPG states that promoting new 

development on town centre locations can be more expensive and complicated 

than building elsewhere.  Local planning authorities therefore need to be “realistic 

and flexible” in terms of their expectations (para 012). 

4.7 Further to the advice and guidance set out in the NPPF and NPPG (and the previous 

PPS4 Practice Guidance), there have been a number of recent high profile Supreme 

and High Court judgments and appeal/called-in decisions that are material to the wider 
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interpretation and application of the sequential test for decision-taking; and specifically 

to the requirement for ‘flexibility on issues such as format and scale’ (NPPF, para 

24).  Some of the key cases include: 

 Tesco Stores Limited v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13 – Supreme Court 

ruling which established that the interpretation of policy is a matter for the court 

(referred to as the ‘Dundee decision’)
5
. 

 Zurich Assurance Limited (trading as Threadneedle Property Investments 

v North Lincolnshire Council [20th December 2012] – High Court of Justice 

[EWHC 3708 (Admin)] (referred to as the ‘Zurich decision’). 

 Scottish Widows v Cherwell District Council [17th December 2013] – High 

Court of Justice [EWHC 3968 (Admin)] 

 Application by LXB (Rushden) Limited, Northampton Road, Rushden (11 

June 2014) - Section 77 (Call-in Inquiry) (ref: APP/G2815/V/12/2190175) 

4.8 In summary the Dundee and Zurich decisions appear to have established two 

principles when interpreting and applying planning policy.   

 First, decision makers cannot interpret planning policy in any way they choose, 

subject only to the limits of rationality.  Interpretation of planning policy is a 

matter of law and policy statements should be interpreted objectively in 

accordance with the language used, read always in its proper context (Dundee 

decision, para 18). 

 Second, in assessing whether a town centre site is ‘suitable’ this refers to the 

suitability of sites for the development specifically proposed (Dundee decision, 

para 25). 

4.9 Further to these judgements, in a recent S77 (called-in) decision by the Secretary of 

State issued on 11th June 2014 (APP/G2815/V/12/2190175) he agreed with his 

Inspector’s conclusions and granted permission for a mixed retail and leisure scheme 

at Rushden Lakes in East Northamptonshire.  This decision is significant as it 

demonstrated the importance of having an up-to-date development plan, and provided 

more detailed clarification on the interpretation and application of both the sequential 

and impact tests since the publication of the NPPG.   In granting permission for the 

Rushden Lake scheme the SoS (para 15) agreed with the Inspector’s conclusions (IR 

8.48) that the sequential test relates entirely to the application proposal and whether it 

can be accommodated on an actual alternative site (e.g. a town centre site) (para 15).  

He noted that the Framework requires developers to demonstrate flexibility on issues 

such as format and scale (IR8.49); and that the new Planning Guidance asks decision-

                                                

5 Although applying to a Supreme Court case in Scotland, Inspectors in England often refer to this judgement in assessing 

the suitability of alternative sites for retail development. 
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makers to consider whether there is scope for flexibility in the format and/or scale of a 

proposal, making it clear that it is not necessary to demonstrate that a potential town 

centre or edge of centre site can accommodate precisely the scale and form of 

development being proposed, but rather to consider what contribution more central 

sites are able to make individually to accommodate the proposal.  Having regard to 

this the SoS agreed that “the whole scheme could not realistically be moved to another 

location” (para 16).  The SoS also agreed that there was no requirement to 

“disaggregate” (IR8.47 and 8.51).   

REVIEW OF IP’S SEQUENTIAL APPROACH 

4.10 It is against the advice set out in the NPPF and NPPG, and after taking into account 

recent relevant case law and appeal/called-in decisions, that we have assessed the 

applicant’s sequential assessment in support of the application proposal.  

4.11 IP highlight in their assessment that “there must be some realism applied to the 

application of the sequential test” while having regard to “the commercial realities that 

affect business decisions” (paragraph 6.6, PRS). While the recent judgements and 

decisions described before support this view, it is not just a matter for the Local 

Authority to take account of ‘realism’ and ‘commercial realities’, so must the applicant. 

Policy should not be expected to satisfy an operator or developers ‘wish list’ of 

operation requirements. It was never the intention of the recent appeal decisions and 

judgements to override the fundamental principle of the sequential test, which is to 

support sustainable development and protect the vitality and viability of town centres.  

SITE ASSESSMENTS REVIEW 

4.12 The list of sites for inclusion in the sequential assessment was agreed between IP and 

MKC. Five sites were identified including three located in Olney Town Centre, with the 

remaining two sites located edge of centre and out of centre, respectively.  

Site 1: Co-Op Stanley Court 

4.13 The site is located in the town centre and accommodates the existing 623m2 (net 

sales) Co-op convenience store and associated car park, which according to IP 

accommodates 46 car spaces.  

4.14 IP dismiss the site on the grounds that the site is not available given that the store is 

currently trading and there is no evidence to suggest that Co-op wish to sell the site. 

IP also state that site is not suitable due to the size of the site, which cannot 

accommodate the proposed foodstore and petrol filling station even when considering 

the development of adjoining units. They also highlight potential access constraints for 

servicing. 
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4.15 Whilst a town centre site is preferable, it is unlikely that the existing site could be 

suitable to physically accommodate a foodstore that meets a main food shopping 

function without the redevelopment of adjacent buildings. We accept that the site is 

unlikely to accommodate access arrangements for services and customers. 

4.16 In summary, we conclude that the site is not suitable or available to support the 

proposed scheme. 

Site 2: Land between 2/3 and 4 Rose Court 

4.17 The site is also located within the town centre and comprises what IP describe as 

“under-utilised space” between the aforementioned properties at 2/3 and 4 Rose 

Court. The site falls within a small internal shopping area off East Street. IP make 

reference to a planning application refusal for a retail unit within the site 

(13/02357/FUL), which was subsequently dismissed at appeal. A review of the 

planning application and appeal documents provide limited detail on the scale of the 

development originally proposed. IP discount the site on the basis that the site cannot 

accommodate the scale of development proposed and is constrained in terms of access 

and the surrounding conservation area policy. 

4.18 Our own review of the site arrives at the same conclusion reached by IP. Whilst IP 

have not demonstrated flexibility by altering the scale or format of the proposal, this 

particular site is unlikely to accommodate a main-food shopping facility even at a 

reduced scale. Furthermore, is unlikely that the development of the site could support 

transport and access requirements and would require significant works and the 

demolition of adjoining buildings to provide suitable access. 

4.19 In summary, we conclude that the site is not suitable for the proposed scheme. 

Site 3: Rear of Fountain Court, East Street 

4.20 The town centre site comprises a car park area located at the rear of Fountain Court 

and is accessed from East Street, with a pedestrian link connecting the site to High 

Street. Similarly to the other two town centre sites previously discussed, IP dismiss the 

site on the basis that site cannot accommodate the scale of the proposed scheme and 

presents access, servicing and parking constraints. Other constraints highlighted by IP 

include the loss of town centre parking and the potential impact on residential amenity 

associated with adjacent dwellings on East Street.  

4.21 We consider that the reasons for dismissing the site are acceptable.  While the site is 

preferable in terms of its location within the town centre, it is unlikely to accommodate 

a main food shopping facility without the loss of existing parking for the wider town 

centre. We also recognise the potential conflict associated with achieving access for 

servicing and deliveries from East Street, which is unlikely to accommodate regular 

HGV vehicles. 
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4.22 In summary we conclude that the site is not suitable for the proposed scheme. 

Site 4: Land off Austen Avenue (Site OY4) 

4.23 The site is out of centre and is identified for housing and open space (Site ref: OY4) in 

the adopted Local Plan (2005). We understand that proposals have yet to come 

forward for this site.  

4.24 In terms of scale, IP state that the 0.68ha site cannot accommodate the proposed 

scheme. However, the site is dismissed for a number of other reasons including a lack 

of street frontage, which IP state will reduce the site’s attractiveness to foodstore 

retailers. While direct retail frontage is desirable, many retailers operate from sites 

where this is not available. In such cases, prominent signage is used to advertise and 

direct customers. 

4.25 Once again, access is raised as a constraint for development due to a restricted 

carriageway serving Austen Avenue. Our review of the site access confirms this and it 

is unlikely that the development of the site can support appropriate access to the site 

for service/ delivery and customer vehicles without impacting the wider traffic network.  

4.26 IP highlight that as an out of centre site, it is “no more sequentially preferable than the 

application site”. However, the NPPF clearly states “when considering edge of centre 

and out of centre proposals, preference should be given to accessible sites that are 

well connected to the town centre.” We would argue that this particular site is better 

connected than the application site in terms of its distance from the town centre’s 

shopping area and its potential to support greater pedestrian linked trips. However, we 

recognise that the potential access constraints associated with this site are likely to 

negate any benefits associated with the site’s pedestrian connectivity to the town 

centre.  

4.27 In summary we conclude that the site is not suitable for the proposed scheme. 

Land south of recreation ground, East Street 

4.28 The site is identified by the Council as edge of centre, but this is disputed by IP who 

consider the site to be out of centre on the basis that pedestrian routes used to qualify 

the 300m distance are not direct, visible and are not dedicated routes that are easily 

visible. They suggest that more established routes between the site and the town 

centre are a greater distance. While the site supports alternative routes to the town 

centre with varying distances, it remains that the site can be accessed by foot within a 

300m radius of the town centre. In accordance with NPPF’s definition, the site 

represents an edge of centre site. 

4.29 The site is identified in the Local Plan for housing development with the capacity for 42 

units. The site comprises residential units with private open space and gardens. Our 

own review of the site suggests that it has the potential capacity to accommodate the 
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proposed scale of development. However, as access to the site is from East Street, this 

is unlikely to support access requirements for service/ delivery and customer vehicles 

for a main food shopping facility.   

4.30 In summary we conclude that the site is not suitable for the proposed scheme. 

Vacant units in Olney 

4.31 IP also considered the availability of vacant floorspace in the town centre to support 

the proposed scheme. The health check assessment carried by IP in June 2014 

identified five vacant units, one of which was due to be occupied by an independent 

household goods retailer (35 High Street). Our assessment of the town centre confirms 

that this unit is now occupied. 

4.32 The remaining four vacant units are described by IP as small individual units that are 

not suitable to accommodate the foodstore proposals even if allowing for flexibility in 

format and scale. We conclude that for various reasons they are not suitable, viable 

and/or available to accommodate the proposal, even assuming some flexibility.   

SUMMARY 

4.33 In conclusion it is our judgement that there are no suitable sequentially preferable 

alternative locations currently available based on the evidence we have reviewed to 

date.  Our assessment has taken into account the policy, guidance and advice set out 

in the NPPF and NPPG, along with recent Supreme and High Court judgments and 

relevant appeal/called-in decisions. 
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5.0 THE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

5.1 This section reviews the data and methodology employed by IP in their assessment of 

the retail impact of the proposed Sainsbury’s foodstore.  

Methodology 

5.2 IP’s impact assessment is based on a traditional ‘step-by-step’ approach summarised 

in paragraph 7.4 of the PRS. We consider that the assessment has broadly been 

carried out in accordance with good practice.  It also draws on the results of a 

household survey commissioned by the applicant and completed in November 2013. 

The results of the household provides an up to date analysis of shopping patterns in 

the study area and identifies market shares for key centres and stores inside and 

outside the study area.  

AUDIT OF KEY BASELINE ASSUMPTIONS AND FORECASTS 

5.3 Before appraising IP’s trade draw, turnover diversion and impact assumptions, we first 

set out our review and audit of some of the key baseline assumptions and forecasts 

that underpin their quantitative impact assessment. 

Catchment Area 

5.4 The catchment applied by IP takes in a wide geographical area which comprises a 

largely rural population. The study area is made up of five study zones (Appendix 2, 

PRS), with Zone 2 reflecting Olney Town Centre and its urban hinterland. We have 

been advised by IP that the study zones and wider study area has been based on three 

key considerations, including: 

 Shopping patterns of other Sainsbury’s stores (based on Nectar data); 

 Local geographical characteristics (e.g. accessibility, proximity of neighbouring 

centres and competing stores and the likely draw of the proposed store); and 

 Household survey results from the MKRCLS. 

5.5 In testing the appropriateness of the study area adopted by IP, we have compared the 

likely drive-time catchments of the nearest foodstores against the proposed 

Sainsbury’s store. Drive-time catchments of 10 minute and 15 minute were applied, 

which typically reflect the journey time shoppers undertake to access main food 

provision with the latter reflecting more rural locations.  

5.6 The results of the catchment plan analysis are set out in Appendix 1, which shows the 

varying reach of the 10 and 15 minute drive-time catchments. It shows that majority 

of the study area identified by IP sits outside the 10 minute drive catchment for 

nearest existing foodstores (e.g. foodstores in Milton Keynes, Bedford, Wellingborough 
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and Northampton). When applying a 15 minute drive time catchment a greater 

proportion of the study area is absorbed by the existing and planned foodstore 

catchments. This demonstrates the potential overlap of catchments between the 

existing stores and the proposed Sainsbury’s.     

5.7 Comparing the 10 and 15 minute drive time catchments for the proposed Sainsbury’s 

foodstore, we can assume that the catchment will sit somewhere between these two 

drive times, which would broadly reflect the study area identified by IP. However, it is 

expected that there will be some level of catchment overlap to the north of the study 

area with foodstores in Wellingborough. This should be taken into account when 

assessing trade diversion from Zone 3. 

Base, Impact and Forecast Years 

5.8 The NPPG (para 017) and NPPF (para 26) state that an appropriate time frame for 

assessing impact should focus on the first five years as this is when most of the impact 

will occur.  In this case, IP assume 2014 as the base year and 2019 as the forecast 

period.  However the NPPG states that the ‘design year’ for testing impact should 

represent the year when the proposal has achieved a ‘mature’ trading pattern, which is 

“conventionally taken as the second full calendar year of trading after opening of each 

phase of a new retail development”.  Assuming that the scheme could open by 2016, 

subject to planning, we consider a design year of 2018 would be more appropriate in 

this case.  The Council should therefore be aware at the outset that assuming 2019 as 

the design year may understate the impact of proposed foodstore. 

Available Expenditure 

5.9 Population projections for 2014 and 2019 by study zone are derived from Pitney Bowes 

(PB).  We  understand  that  PB  utilise  population  data  from  the  Office  of  National 

Statistics (ONS). While there is no explanation of what ONS data set is informing the 

projections,  the  annual  growth  rate  over  the  assessment  period  (0.9%)  is  

below localised projections for Olney (1.1%) and Milton Keynes local authority area 

(1.3%). 

5.10 Expenditure  per  capita  estimates  and  projections  are  derived  from  PB’s  Retail 

Expenditure  Guide  2013/2014  (2011  prices)  and  are  set  out  in  Table  2  and  5 

(Appendix 4, PRS) for convenience and comparison goods respectively. 

5.11 The table below shows IP’s assessment of the available expenditure in the study area 

based  on  their  population  projections  (Table  1,  Appendix  4,  PRS)  and 

expenditure forecasts (Table 3, Appendix 4, PRS), after making an allowance for 

growth in special forms of trading (SFT) 5. 

 Convenience and Comparison Expenditure Table 5.1

 Convenience (£m) Comparison (£m) 
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2014 2019 2014 2019 

Zone 1 6.93 7.52 10.28 12.67 

Zone 2 10.46 11.30 15.50 19.03 

Zone 3 9.31 10.12 12.77 15.78 

Zone 4 8.52 9.22 12.41 15.25 

Zone 5 12.48 13.62 18.07 22.42 

Total 47.69 51.77 69.03 85.14 

Source: Tables 4 & 6, Appendix 4, Planning and Retail Statement, Indigo Planning 

 

5.12 IP forecast  that  the  £47.69m  of  available convenience goods  expenditure 

(including main food and top-up expenditure) in the study area in 2014 will increase 

by +8.6% to £51.77  by  2019  (Table  4,  Appendix 4).  Over  the  same  period  

comparison  goods expenditure will increase by 23.3% from £69.03m to £85.14m.  

Current & Future Market Shares 

5.13 A  household  survey  was  commissioned  by  the  applicant  to  identify  convenience  

and comparison  shopping  patterns  in  the  study  area.  This  in  turn  identified  the  

market share of foodstores within and outside the study, which was used to inform 

trade draw and diversion. 

5.14 The  survey was  completed  in  November  2013  and was  based  on  500  household 

telephone  interviews  across  the  five  study  zones. Typically, the minimum  number  

of surveys to represent a robust sample for a survey zone is 100. We note that three 

out of the five zones contain a survey sample that is less than 100, including Zones 1, 

3 and 4.  The table below sets out the geographical coverage of the five study zones: 

 Table 5.2: Study Zone Overview Table 5.2

Zone 1 South and east of Olney Town Centre taking in rural settlements including Turvey 

and Chicheley. Newport Pagnell is located just beyond the southern boundary of 

Zone 1. 

Zone 2 Comprises Olney Town Centre and its immediate hinterland. 

Zone 3 Includes Wollaston and rural settlements in Wellingborough District.  

Wellingborough and Rushden Town Centres are located immediately north of the 

Zone 3.  

Zone 4 Comprises rural areas west and north west of Olney Town Centre including the rural 

settlements of Stoke Goldington, Gayhurs and Yardley Hastings (Northamptonshire). 

Zone 5 Located between Zone 1 and Zone 3; comprising rural settlements including 

Lavendon (Wellingborough), Carlton and Bozeat (Bedfordshire). 
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5.15 The  survey  results  are  summarised  in  Table  7a  and  7b  (Appendix  4,  PRS)  for  

main food  and  top  up  shopping,  respectively.  Here  the  summary  tables  include  

market shares  for  primary  convenience stores  within  the  study  area  (including  

Co-op  and Tesco Express in Olney Town Centre). Market shares are also provided for 

key centres (combined all stores combined) outside the study with the results 

presented as total market shares for all stores in these centres. 

5.16 The full household survey results were provided following a request to IP. This allowed 

for a more thorough analysis of market shares for individual stores inside and outside 

the study area. 

5.17 The  survey  results  point  to  the  likely  overlap  of  the  proposed  foodstore’s  

catchment with  other  foodstores  outside  the  study  area.  For  example, 84.27%  of  

respondents from Zone 3 carry out main food shopping in Wellingborough. In our view, 

residents from Zone  3  are  more  likely  to  use  main  food  shopping  facilities  in 

Wellingborough than Olney (even with the proposed scheme) given the centre is closer 

in distance and the strong provision of main food shopping facilities in the area 

(including Morrison’s, Sainsbury’s, Tesco and Waitrose). 

5.18 While  a  new  main  foodstore  in  Olney  may  attract  some  main  food  shopping 

expenditure from Zone 3, it is unlikely to be significant. We expect that the majority of 

residents from Zone 3 will continue to use foodstores in Wellingborough on the basis 

that there is better choice and that these stores are closer in proximity than Olney. 

5.19 For other zones including Zones 1, 4 and 5, there is likely to be a degree of overlap 

with the catchments of main foodstores in nearby centres as shown in foodstore 

catchment plans in Appendix 1. 

5.20 We note that a summary analysis of comparison goods market shares was not included 

in the PRS. Our own analysis of the survey results confirm that Olney Town Centre has 

a  low  market  share  of  comparison  goods  shopping  at  4.8%  for  the  study  area 

increasing  to  12%  for  Zone  2  (Olney  Town  Centre).  This  is  expected  for  a  

centre  of Olney’s  size,  role  and  function  in  the  retail  hierarchy. The larger 

centres outside the study command the greatest market share (e.g. 44% for stores in 

Milton Keynes and 19% for stores in Wellingborough). For Zone 2, the majority of 

respondents carry out non-food shopping in Milton Keynes (57%).  The survey results 

also show that foodstores identified in the survey account for a nominal amount of 

non-food shopping in the study area (5.9% compared to 4% for Zone 2). 

Convenience Capacity 

5.21 Convenience capacity for the study area is set out in Table 11 and (Appendix 4, PRS). 

IP’s  assessment  of  retail  capacity  is based  on  a  residual expenditure  that  is  

derived from the difference between the survey-derived turnover of existing stores in 

the study area  and  their  ‘benchmark’  turnover. Based  on  this  approach  IP  

identify  a  residual convenience  capacity  of  £5.16m  in  2014;  increasing  to  
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£6.42m  in  2019  based  on constant  market shares  (i.e.  31% retention).  However, 

caution should be applied to the reliance on over-trading to support forecast retail 

floorspace to 2019. In this case, for example, Olney has a relatively affluent catchment 

6 , and it is therefore likely that stores  in  Olney  will  trade  above  average  company  

levels  and  may achieve higher trading  levels  without  necessarily  exhibiting  the  

‘signs’  of  overtrading  (such  as,  for example, congestion in stores and queues at 

customer tills).  

5.22 In  Table  7.6  of  the  PRS, IP  compares survey-derived and company  ‘benchmark’ 

turnover of  existing  stores  in  Olney  Town  Centre.  Average  sales  densities  

applied  to the  Co-op  and  Tesco  Express  stores  in  Olney  and  the  Co-op  store  in  

Wollaston  are derived  from  Verdict.  An  average  sales  density  of  £2,750  is  

applied  to  other  ‘local shops’ in Olney Town Centre; based on IP’s own judgement. 

5.23 The assessment suggests that stores in Olney are over-trading; in particular the Co-op 

store  (+195%  above  benchmark  levels)  and the  Co-op  store  in  Wollastan  

(+163%).  Similarly,  IP’s  assessment  suggests  that  the  Tesco  Express  and  other  

local  stores  in the  town  centre  are  overtrading  by  a  significant  margin  (+117%  

and  +112%, respectively). 

Claw Back of Convenience Expenditure 

5.24 Table 7.7 of the PRS sets out the proportion of the proposed foodstore’s turnover that 

is drawn from each study zone with the greatest proportion (31%) drawn from Zone 2 

and the smallest proportion diverted from Zone 3 (6%).  The  assumptions  on  trade 

diversion by zone  reflect  the  proximity  and  the availability of  foodstores  to  these 

zones, which we consider to be reasonable.  

5.25 IP  then  go  on  to  analyse  the  potential  to  claw  back  convenience  expenditure 

associated  with  the  proposed  foodstore.  Based on the study area as a whole, IP 

estimate the potential to improve current convenience expenditure retention (i.e. 

increase expenditure) from 31% to 61%. Based on convenience expenditure and 

market share information provided by IP, this would increase the level of retained 

expenditure in the study area by £15.55m (or +95%). 

5.26 IP set out their estimates of leakage claw back in Table 7.8 of the PRS and included in 

the table below. The table first identifies expenditure leaked from each study zone to 

centres outside of the study area (first row – ‘Expenditure Leakage’) and the current 

market share (%) of convenience expenditure retained by stores in Olney Town Centre 

(second row – ‘Existing Expenditure Retention’). The table then goes on to quantify the 

proportion of expenditure leakage (i.e. money spent directed to stores outside of the 

study area) that could be clawed back as a result of the proposed Sainsbury’s store 

(third row – Expenditure Clawback).  Expenditure retention for stores in Olney is then 

revised to take account of the claw back of leaked expenditure (fourth row – ‘Retention 

after Clawback’). 
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  Expenditure Retention and Clawback  Table 5.3

 Zone 1 

(Rural 

South) 

Zone 2 

(Olney) 

Zone 3 

(Wollston) 

Zone 4 

(Rural 

West) 

Zone 5 

(Lavendon/ 

Carlton) 

Total 

Expenditure Leakage £5.49 £5.86 £7.74 £6.03 £10.5 £35.61 

Existing Expenditure Retention 27% 48% 24% 35% 23% 31% 

Expenditure Clawback 

£2.43 £4.6 £1.04 £2.95 £4.53 £15.55 

44% 78% 13% 49% 43% 44% 

Retention after Clawback (%) 59% 89% 34% 67% 56% 61% 

 

5.27 As the table shows, the potential to claw back leaked expenditure to stores outside of 

the study area is focused on Zone 2 (Olney).  IP  estimate  that  the  proposed  

Sainsbury’s  will  improve expenditure  retention in  this  zone  by  78%  (or £4.6m)  

to  89%.  However, in our judgement we consider the potential to claw back leaked 

expenditure from Zone 2 is over-estimated. 

5.28 While it is not unusual for local catchments to command a high level of convenience 

expenditure retention, the proposed Sainsbury’s remains is a smaller format foodstore. 

It  is likely  that  some  shoppers  from  Zone  2  (and  other  zones)  will  continue  to  

visit larger foodstore facilities in neighbouring centres (such as Wellingborough and 

Milton Keynes) where there are larger foodstores/ superstores and where shoppers are 

loyal to a specific  grocer/brand.  In our view it is more likely a new foodstore will 

contribute  to  an  improved retention level of circa 80% for Zone 2. Nonetheless, this 

represents a significant improvement to expenditure retention for Zone 2. 

5.29 Following Tesco’s recent announcement to axe its planned store at Newport Pagnell, 

we consider IP’s assumption that the proposed Sainsbury’s will increase expenditure 

drawn from Zone 1 is realistic.  Without a competing foodstore in Newport Pagnell, it is 

likely that a reasonable proportion of residents in Zone 1 will travel to Olney to access 

a new main food shopping facility; rather than travel to foodstores located further 

away (in Milton Keynes).  

Convenience Trade Diversion by Store 

5.30 IP’s  estimates  of  convenience  trade  diversion  from  existing  stores  in  the  study  

area (including Olney Town Centre) are set out in Table 12 (Appendix 4) of their PRS 

and replicated below:  
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 Trade Diversion to The Proposed Store (IP estimates)  Table 5.4

 

Source: Table 12, Appendix 4, Planning and Retail Statement, Indigo Planning 

5.31 Trade diversion is based on the proportion of the proposed foodstore’s turnover that is 

drawn from the study area (i.e. 90% of total turnover or £17.65m in 2019). 

5.32 As Table 12 shows, the vast majority (88%) of the proposed store’s turnover will be 

diverted from stores outside the study area; in particular Wellingborough (30%) and 

Milton Keynes (27%).  In other words, this represents a claw back of leaked 

expenditure from the study area of £15.55m. This corresponds to the IP’s estimated 

claw back of leaked expenditure associated with improved market share retention for 

the study area (Table 7.8 of the PRS). 

5.33 Looking at trade diversion from stores in the study area, IP suggest 12% (£2.93m) will 

be diverted from stores in study area including: 

 Co-op, Stanley Court – 10% (£1.77m) of the proposed store’s turnover 

 Tesco Express, Olney Town Centre - 1.25% (£0.22m) 

 Local shops, Olney - 0.25% (£0.04m) 

 Co-op, Wollastan - (0.5%) (£0.09m) 
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5.34 Trade  diversion  estimates  for  existing  stores  in Olney  reflects  their  top  up  

function. While a higher level of trade diversion (10%) is applied to the Co-op at 

Stanley Court to take account of the identified market share for main food shopping, 

we consider this to be under estimated. The household survey states that the Co-op 

maintains 22.62% (£3.25m in  2014)  of  main  food  shopping  expenditure  in  Zone  

2,  but  also  attracts  a market share of 23.6% (£2.53m) from Zone 4. This is a 

relatively strong market share for  a  convenience  store  and  highlights  the  store’s 

importance  as  a  local  top-up  and main food facility. 

5.35 IP suggest that as 38% of respondents walk or cycle to the Co-op store to undertake 

their main food facility, it assumes that respondents will continue to shop at the Co-op 

in order to maintain this current mode of travel. 

5.36 While it may be more convenient at present for some respondents to walk to the Co-op 

store for main food purchases rather than drive to a larger facility in Wellingborough, 

Milton  Keynes  or  Bedford,  there  is  no  guarantee  they  will  continue  these  travel 

preferences.  If  anything,  the  opening  of  a  new  foodstore  outside  the  town  

centre is likely  to be  more  convenient  for  Zone  2.  It  is  plausible  that residents 

change  their mode  of  travel in  order to access  a new foodstore that  offers  an 

enhanced convenience/  main  food offer. Furthermore, we note only  5.18%  of  

respondents  in Zone 4 walk or cycle to carry out main food shopping. Therefore, it is 

likely that those who use the Co-op for main food shopping (i.e. 23.6%) will access the 

store by car; increasing  the  likelihood  of  trade  diversion from  the  Co-op  store  in  

Olney to  the proposed Sainsbury’s foodstore. 

5.37 Based  on  the  above  and  our questions on  the  potential  to  improve  market  

share retention for Zone 2, we consider that trade draw will be higher for the existing 

Co-op store and other stores in Olney. We consider that the trade diversion levels set 

out in the table below are more realistic: 
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 Revised Convenience Trade Diversion (2019) Table 5.5

 

5.38 As  the  table  above  shows,  we  have  revised  IP’s estimates of  trade  diversion  

from outside  of  the  study  area to  larger  centres;  including  Wellingborough,  

Milton  Keynes and Bedford. As stated previously, we consider that while a new 

foodstore for Olney will capture leaked expenditure across the five study zones at 

varying degrees, some shoppers  will  continue  to  visit  larger  facilities  and  centres  

where  there  is  a  greater choice in provision. 

Comparison Goods Trade Diversion 

5.39 IP  estimate  that  the  proposed  foodstore  will  draw  95%  of  its comparison  goods 

turnover  from  other  foodstores  and  larger  centres  outside  the  study  area  with  

the remaining 5% drawn from stores in Olney Town Centre. The estimates are 

informed by the  results  of  the  household  survey  which  show  that stores  in  

Olney  command  a comparison goods market share of 5% for the study area. We 

accept that the type of comparison goods on sale at the proposed foodstore will be 

largely support like for like sales with other foodstores. We consider that the trade 

diversion assumptions applied by IP are appropriate. 

 

% of Proposed 

Store's 

Turnover 

Diverted from 

existing store/ 

centre

Diversion 

£m

% of Proposed 

Store's 

Turnover 

Diverted from 

existing store/ 

centre

Diversion 

£m

Inside Study Area:

Co-op, Stanley Court, Olney £8.47 10% £1.77 15.5% £2.74 £5.73 32.3%

Tesco Express, Market Place, Olney £1.89 1.25% £0.22 2% £0.36 £1.53 19.2%

Local shops, Olney £1.22 0.25% £0.04 0.5% £0.09 £1.13 7.2%

Total Olney Town Centre £11.58 11.25% £2.03 18% £3.19 £8.39 27.5%

Co-op, Wollastan £2.74 0.50% £0.09 0.5% £0.09 £2.65 3.2%

Other local shops £1.85 0.00% £0.00 0% £0.00 £1.85

Total Other Stores inside the Study Area £4.59 0.50% £0.09 0.5% £0.09 £4.50

Total in Study Area £16.17 12% £2.12 19% £3.28 £12.89

Outside Study Area:

Bedford Stores £5.75 12% £2.12 11% £1.94

Milton Keynes Stores £8.41 27% £4.77 24% £4.31

Newport Pagnell Stores £0.96 2% £0.35 2% £0.35

Wellingborough Stores £14.10 30% £5.30 27% £4.77

Northampton Stores £2.99 7% £1.24 7% £1.24

Other Stores Outside the Study Area £3.41 10% £13.77 10% £1.77

Total Outside Study Area £35.62 88% 27.53 81% £14.37

Total £51.79 100% £29.65 100.0% £17.65

Impact from 

Proposed 

Sainsbury's

Turnover 

from Study 

Area 2019 

(£m)

IP Estimate CJ Estimate
Post 

Diversion 

Turnover of 

existing 

store/ 

centre (£m)
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6.0 IMPACT ON VITALITY AND VIABILITY 

6.1 Having assessed the likely trade diversion (£m) and impact (%) on the Olney Town 

Centre, this section examines the implications for their overall vitality and viability and 

local consumer choice.  This has been considered against the NPPF (paragraph 27) 

which clear states that an application should be refused where it is likely to have 

“significant adverse impact”.  In this context it is for the decision-maker (i.e. the local 

planning authority in this case) to determine what constitutes an ‘acceptable’, 

‘adverse’, or ‘significant adverse’ impact, having regard to national and local plan 

policy objectives and other material considerations.  The NPPG (para 017) states that 

“a judgement as to whether the likely adverse impacts are significant can only be 

reached in light of local circumstances”.  

6.2 It should be noted that we have not assessed impact on planned investment as no 

investment projects or retail commitments have been identified in Olney Town Centre 

or other centres where it may be relevant. 

6.3 There are no meaningful benchmarks of what constitutes an ‘acceptable’ level of trade 

diversion  and  the  relevant  factors  will  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  

case. Therefore, to help inform our appraisal we have reviewed the health check 

assessment of Olney  Town  Centre  included  in  IP’s  PRS  as  well  as  our  own  

overview  of  the  town centre. 

6.4 The impact  of  the  proposed Sainsbury’s foodstore’s  trade  diversion on Olney  Town 

Centre is set out in Table 13 (Appendix) of IP’s PRS. Based on IP’s estimates for trade 

diversion, the impact on Olney’s Town Centre is 17.5% and 0.5% for convenience and 

comparison turnovers, respectively.  

6.5 Based on our revised trade diversion estimates for convenience (Table 6.1), the impact 

of the proposed foodstore is more likely to be circa 27.5% for Olney Town Centre as a 

whole, as shown in the table below. 

 Revised Convenience Impact on Olney Town Centre (2019) Table 6.1

 

6.6 The potential impact on Olney Town Centre is largely focused on the Co-op and Tesco 

Express stores. This raises the fundamental question as to whether this level of impact 
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will  have  a “significant adverse” effect  on  the  vitality  and  viability  of  Olney  Town 

Centre and whether the impact on the individual stores will result in their closure. 

6.7 Consideration must be given to the overall health of Olney Town Centre and whether 

trade diversion from the town centre will impact on other services in the town centre 

that contribute to town centre vitality and viability. 

6.8 Olney  is  a  vital  and  viable  town  centre  that  benefits  from  an  attractive  

shopping environment  thanks  its  historic  setting.  IP’s health check notes that the 

number of retail and service outlets is above the average for centres in the UK (Table 

A.1, PRS). Convenience provision in the town centre is largely represented by the Co-

op store and the Tesco Express. However, the centre is also supported by smaller 

traditional convenience retailers including a bakery, delicatessen, green grocer, 

butcher, off-licence, newsagent and niche food retailers (e.g. cake shop, chocolatier). 

A weekly food market also operates within the town centre.  

6.9 The centre has five vacant units which equates to a vacancy rate of 5.2% compared to 

the UK average of 12.5% (derived from Experian GOAD).  In  our  view,  the  centre  is 

performing  relatively  strongly  and  reflects  the  characteristics  of  a  vital  and  

viable centre. 

6.10 The household telephone survey suggests that those who visit Olney for convenience 

shopping  link  their  trip  to  other activities  including  non-food  shopping  and  other 

facilities (e.g. post office, leisure, personal services, etc.). It is likely that shoppers will 

continue to visit Olney Town Centre to access these services. 

6.11 Against this background, we consider that the proposed Sainsbury’s foodstore will not 

have a significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of Olney Town Centre. 

While the proposed foodstore will divert a considerable level of turnover from the 

existing Co-op and Tesco Express stores, we do not consider that it will lead to their 

closure.  We consider that the other existing stores in the town centre will continue to 

trade successfully, albeit with an element trade lost to the proposed foodstore.  

6.12 The impact on other stores in the wider study area will be minimal, with estimated 

impact of 3.2% for the Co-op store at Wollastan. These stores will not compete directly 

with the proposed foodstore as these stores primarily serve a local top-up function. 

SUMMARY 

6.13 In summary it is our judgement that IP’s impact has: 

 Over-estimated the potential to claw back of leaked convenience expenditure from 

the study area; specifically from Zone 2; 

 Under estimated trade diversion from the Co-op store in Olney Town Centre; and 

 Over estimated trade diversion from stores outside the study area. 
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6.14 As a result we forecast that the impact on Olney Town Centre in 2019 will be circa 

27.5%. While the impact figure for the town centre is high, the impact is mainly 

attributed to trade drawn from the Co-op and Tesco Express stores; resulting in an 

impact of 32.3% and 19.2% respectively. The impact on other shops in the town 

centre is estimated to be significantly lower at 7.2%.  

6.15 Furthermore, we consider that impact on comparison retailers in the town centre will 

be low as the proposed foodstore will largely draw comparison goods turnover from 

competing foodstores. 

6.16 In our view the proposed foodstore will not result in the closure of existing stores in 

the town centre (including the Co-op store and Tesco Express) and shoppers will 

continue to visit the town centre for non-food shopping and to access other town 

centre services.  Furthermore, although need is not a determining factor in assessing 

retail proposals, it is evident that the Olney and its rural catchment lacks a main food 

shopping facility. This is highlighted in the household survey results, which show that 

there is considerable convenience expenditure leakage from the catchment to 

foodstores in neighbouring centres. Even when taking account of the over-lap of 

catchments between Olney Town Centre and existing foodstores (i.e. based on 10 

minute drive times), we consider that there is a case to support a new foodstore to 

serve Olney area.   

6.17 In conclusion, although we consider on the one hand that the proposed store will have 

an ‘adverse’ impact on the turnover of the town centre’s two convenience stores, on 

the other hand it will increase the level of retained expenditure in Olney as a whole 

and has the potential to support linked shopping trips with existing stores in the 

centre.  Furthermore, the provision of a foodstore and petrol filling station to serve 

Olney’s catchment will reduce travel distances for residents in the catchment; thereby 

supporting the NPPF’s principle aim for sustainable economic development.  On this 

basis, we conclude that the proposed store will not result in a ‘significant adverse 

impact’ on the town centre and is in compliance with the main aims and objectives of 

the NPPF.  
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 In conclusion we have reviewed and appraised the retail planning merits of the 

proposed store against the key provisions and policies of the local plan and NPPF, and 

other material considerations (including the NPPG, recent case law and appeal/called-in 

decisions).   

7.2 Based on the evidence we conclude that the application proposal is in compliance with 

the sequential test, as there appear to be no sites currently available either in or on 

the edge of Olney Town Centre that could accommodate the application proposal, even 

after assuming some flexibility in terms of format and scale.   

7.3 We recognise the potential qualitative need for a main food shopping facility for Olney 

as highlighted by significant level of expenditure drawn to main food shopping facilities 

in neighbouring centres. While the proposed foodstore is not of a scale that will 

compete with the larger superstores in Milton Keynes and Wellingborough, it 

nonetheless has the potential to support the local shopping needs of Olney and its rural 

catchment.  

7.4 The provision of a foodstore and petrol filling station to serve Olney’s catchment will 

reduce travel distances for residents in the catchment; thereby supporting the NPPF’s 

principle aim for sustainable economic development.   

7.5 We also conclude that the scale and type of out of town retail floorspace currently 

proposed by the applicant will not have a “significant adverse impact” on the vitality 

and viability of Olney Town Centre.  While the level of trade diversion from the existing 

Co-op store in Olney Town Centre is high, we do not consider it will have “a significant 

adverse impact” on the long term viability of the store.   

7.6 Notwithstanding our judgements and advice to the Council, it is ultimately for the local 

planning authority as the decision-maker in this case to weigh the likely retail 

implications of the proposal against any other material considerations and potential 

benefits of the application proposal. 
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GLOSSARY & ABBREVIATIONS 

CITY CENTRES: The highest level of centre identified in development plans. In terms of 

hierarchies, they will often be a regional centre and will serve a wide 

catchment. The centre may be very large, embracing a wide range of 

activities and may be distinguished by areas which may perform different 

main functions. Planning for the future of such areas can be achieved 

successfully through the use of area action plans, with master plans or 

development briefs for particular sites.  

NOTE: The highest level tier in the Milton Keynes Core Strategy retail 

hierarchy (Table 5.5) is Central Milton Keynes, which represents a 

Regional Shopping Centre. 

TOWN CENTRES: Town centres will usually be the second level of centres after city centres 

and, in many cases, they will be the principal centre or centres in a local 

authority’s area. In rural areas they are likely to be market towns and 

other centres of similar size and role which function as important service 

centres, providing a range of facilities and services for extensive rural 

catchment areas. In planning the future of town centres, local planning 

authorities should consider the function of different parts of the centre 

and how these contribute to its overall vitality and viability.  

NOTE: Town Centres form the third tier in the retail hierarchy identified in 

the Milton Keynes Core Strategy (Table 5.5); sitting below Central Milton 

Keynes and the District Centres. Olney is identified as a Town Centre 

alongside Newport Pagnell, Stony Stratford and Woburn Sands.  

DISTRICT CENTRES: District centres will usually comprise groups of shops often containing at 

least one supermarket or superstore, and a range of non-retail services, 

such as banks, building societies and restaurants, as well as local public 

facilities such as a library. 

NOTE: District Centres form the second tier in the Milton Keynes Core 

Strategy retail hierarchy (Table 5.5) after Central Milton Keynes . District 

Centres in Milton Keynes include Wolverton, Bletchley and the purpose 

built centre of Kingston and Westcroft.  

LOCAL CENTRES: Local centres include a range of small shops of a local nature, serving a 

small catchment. Typically, local centres might include, amongst other 

shops, a small supermarket, a newsagent, a sub-post office and a 

pharmacy. Other facilities could include a hot-food takeaway and 

launderette. In rural areas, large villages may perform the role of a local 

centre. 

TOWN CENTRE USES: Main town centre uses are retail development (including warehouse clubs 

and factory outlet centres); leisure, entertainment facilities the more 

intensive sport and recreation uses (including cinemas, restaurants, drive-

through restaurants, bars and pubs, nightclubs, casinos, health and 

fitness centres, indoor bowling centres, and bingo halls); offices; and arts, 

cultural and tourism development (including theatres, museums, galleries 

and concert halls, hotels and conference facilities). 

TOWN CENTRE BOUNDARY: Defined area, including the primary shopping area and areas of 

predominantly leisure, business and other main town centre uses within 

or adjacent to the primary shopping area. The extent of the town centre 

should be defined on a proposals map. 

PRIMARY SHOPPING AREA 

(PSA) 
Defined area where retail development is concentrated (generally 

comprising the primary and those secondary frontages which are 

adjoining and closely related to the primary shopping frontage). The 

extent of the primary shopping area should be defined on the proposals 

map. Smaller centres may not have areas of predominantly leisure, 

business and other main town centre uses adjacent to the primary 

shopping area, therefore the town centre may not extend beyond the 

primary shopping area.  

PRIMARY & SECONDARY Primary frontages are likely to include a high proportion of retail uses 
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FRONTAGES which may include food, drinks, clothing and household goods.  

Secondary frontages provide greater opportunities for a diversity of uses, 

such as restaurants. 

EDGE-OF-CENTRE For retail purposes, a location that is well connected up to 300 

metres from the primary shopping area.  For all other main town 

centre uses, a location within 300 metres of a town centre 

boundary.  For office development, this includes locations 

outside the town centre but within 500 metres of a public 

transport interchange.  In determining whether a site falls within 

the definition of edge-of-centre, account should be taken of local 

circumstances.  (For example, local topography will affect 

pedestrians’ perceptions of easy walking distance from the 

centre). 

OUT-OF-CENTRE A location which is not in or on the edge of a centre but not 

necessarily outside the urban area. 

OUT-OF-TOWN A location out of centre that is outside the existing urban area. 

CONVENIENCE SHOPPING Convenience retailing is the provision of everyday essential 

items, including food, drinks, newspapers/magazines and 

confectionery. 

SUPERMARKETS Self-service stores selling mainly food, with a trading floorspace 

less than 2,500 square metres, often with car parking. 

SUPERSTORES Self-service stores selling mainly food, or food and non-food 

goods, usually with more than 2,500 square metres trading 

floorspace, with supporting car parking. 

COMPARISON SHOPPING Comparison retailing is the provision of items not obtained on a 

frequent basis. These include clothing, footwear, household and 

recreational goods. 

REGIONAL & SUB-REGIONAL 

SHOPPING CENTRES 
Out-of-centre shopping centres which are generally over 

shopping centres 50,000 square metres gross retail area, 

typically comprising a wide variety of comparison goods stores. 

LEISURE PARKS Leisure parks often feature a mix of leisure facilities, such as a 

multi-screen cinema, indoor bowling centres, night club, 

restaurants, bars and fast-food outlets, with car parking. 

EXPENDITURE RETENTION Money spend by residents in stores within a specific geographical 

area. 

EXPENDITURE LEAKAGE Expenditure generated within a specific geographical location 

(e.g. a study area) that is drawn by stores outside of the defined 

study area. 

CONVENIENCE GOODS 

EXPENDITURE 
Expenditure (including VAT as applicable) on goods in COICOP 

categories: Food and non-alcoholic beverages, Tobacco, 

Alcoholic beverages (off-trade), Newspapers and periodicals, 

Non-durable household goods. 

COMPARISON GOODS 

EXPENDITURE 
Expenditure (including VAT as applicable) on goods in COICOP 

Categories: Clothing materials & garments, Shoes & other 

footwear, Materials for maintenance & repair of dwellings, 

Furniture & furnishings; carpets & other floor coverings, 

Household textiles, Major household appliances, whether electric 

or not, Small electric household appliances, Tools & 

miscellaneous accessories, Glassware, tableware & household 

utensils, Medical goods & other pharmaceutical products, 
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Therapeutic appliances & equipment, Bicycles, Recording media, 

Games, toys & hobbies; sport & camping equipment; musical 

instruments, Gardens, plants & flowers, Pets & related products, 

Books & stationery, Audio-visual, photographic and information 

processing equipment, Appliances for personal care, Jewellery, 

watches & clocks, Other personal effects. 

SPECIAL FORMS OF TRADING All retail sales not in shops and stores; including sales via the 

internet, mail order, TV shopping, party plan, vending machines, 

door-to-door and temporary open market stalls. 

GROSS GROUND FLOOR 

FOOTPRINT FLOORSPACE 
The area shown on the Ordnance Survey map or other plans as 

being occupied by buildings and covered areas measured 

externally. 

GROSS RETAIL FLOORSPACE The total built floor area measured externally which is occupied 

exclusively by a retailer or retailers; excluding open areas used 

for the storage, display or sale of goods. 

NET RETAIL SALES AREA The sales area within a building (i.e. all internal areas accessible 

to the customer), but excluding checkouts, lobbies, concessions, 

restaurants, customer toilets and walkways behind the 

checkouts. 

RETAIL SALES DENSITY Convenience goods, comparison goods or all goods retail sales 

(stated as including or excluding VAT) for a specified year on the 

price basis indicated, divided by the net retail sales area 

generating those sales. 

 

FLOORSPACE 

‘PRODUCTIVITY’ 

(‘EFFICIENCY’ ) GROWTH 

The percentage by which a retail sales density is assumed to 

increase annually in real terms over a stated period.  The choice 

of the most appropriate level of growth will depend on individual 

circumstances, and in particular the capacity of existing 

floorspace to absorb increased sales.  It is also important that 

selected rates of growth in productivity are compatible with 

assumptions about the growth in per capita expenditure. 

QUANTITATIVE NEED Is conventionally measured as expenditure capacity (i.e. the 

balance between the turnover capacity of existing facilities and 

available expenditure in any given area).  Expenditure capacity, 

or ‘quantitative need’ can arise as a result of forecast 

expenditure growth (either through population growth or 

increase in spending), or by identification of an imbalance 

between the existing facilities and current level of expenditure 

available in an area. 

QUALITATIVE NEED Includes more subjective measures such as, for example, 

consumer choice; the appropriate distribution of facilities; and 

the needs of those living in deprived areas.  ‘Over trading’ is also 

identified as a measure of qualitative need, although evidence of 

significant over-crowding, etc., may also be an indicator of 

quantitative need.  

OVERTRADING The extent to which the turnover of existing stores significantly 

exceeds benchmark turnovers may be a qualitative indicator of 

need, and in some cases inform quantitative need 

considerations.  For example it may be an expression of the poor 

range of existing facilities or limited choice of stores and a lack 

of new floorspace within a locality.  In certain cases ‘overtrading’ 

occurs when there is an imbalance between demand (i.e. 

available spend) and supply (i.e. existing floorspace capacity). 
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BENCHMARK TURNOVER In the case of specific types of provision (such as foodstores) 

company average turnover figures are widely available and can 

provide an indication of a ‘benchmark’ turnover for existing 

facilities.  However,  turnover benchmarks should not be used 

prescriptively or in isolation to indicate a measure of ‘need’.  It is 

important to recognise that a range of factors (such as rental 

levels and other operating costs) mean that operators are likely 

to trade at a wide range of turnover levels.  Given the inherent 

margins of error involved in this type of exercise, the use of 

company averages as benchmarks should be treated with 

caution unless they are corroborated by other independent 

evidence of under-performance, or strong trading.  Examples 

might include the results of in-centre health checks, or the 

extent of congestion in stores and queuing at checkouts. 

 

– END – 
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APPENDIX 1: EXISTING AND PROPOSED FOODSTORE 

CATCHMENT ANALYSIS 
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! Proposed Sainsbury's Foodstore
! Foodstores
# Convenience Stores

Proposed Sainsbury's 10 Minute Catchment
Existing Foodstore 10 Minute Catchment
Milton Keynes Council Boundary

Foodstores and Convenience Stores:
1. Co-op, Stanley Court, Olney
2. Tesco Express, Olney
3. Co-op, Wollaston
4. Sainsbury's, Clapham Road, Bedford
5. Sainbury's, Witan Gate, Milton Keynes
6. Tesco Extra, Kingston, Milton Keynes
7. Morrisons, Leisure Plaza, Milton Keynes
8. Morrison's, Oxford Street, Wellingborough
9. Sainsbury's, Northampton Road, Wellingborough
10. Waitrose, Crown Park, Rushden
11. Waitrose, Oakgove
12. Sainsbury's, Bedford Road, Kempston
13. Morrisons' Victoria Promenade, Northampton

Foodstore Catchments - 10 Minute Drive TIme

NEWPORT PAGNELL

MILTON KEYNES

NORTHAMPTON

WELLINGBOROUGH

RUSHDEN

OLNEY

BUCKINGHAM

BEDFORD

Copyright Experian Ltd, Navteq 2014 Q2
Based upon Crown copyright material
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! Foodstores
# Convenience Stores
! Proposed Sainsbury's Foodstore

Proposed Sainsbury's 15 Minute Catchment
Existing Foodstore 15 Minute Catchment
Milton Keynes Council Boundary

Foodstores and Convenience Stores:
1. Co-op, Stanley Court, Olney
2. Tesco Express, Olney
3. Co-op, Wollaston
4. Sainsbury's, Clapham Road, Bedford
5. Sainbury's, Witan Gate, Milton Keynes
6. Tesco Extra, Kingston, Milton Keynes
7. Morrisons, Leisure Plaza, Milton Keynes
8. Morrison's, Oxford Street, Wellingborough
9. Sainsbury's, Northampton Road, Wellingborough
10. Waitrose, Crown Park, Rushden
11. Waitrose, Oakgove
12. Sainsbury's, Bedford Road, Kempston
13. Morrisons' Victoria Promenade, Northampton

Foodstore Catchments - 15 Minute Drive TIme

NEWPORT PAGNELL

MILTON KEYNES

NORTHAMPTON

WELLINGBOROUGH

RUSHDEN

OLNEY

BUCKINGHAM

KETTERING

BEDFORD

Copyright Experian Ltd, Navteq 2014 Q2
Based upon Crown copyright material
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