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The Planning Inspectorate, 
Wing 3/06 Temple Quay House, 
2, The Square,                                          
Bristol BS1 6PN    April 1st 2015 
 
Dear  Sirs, 

APP/L3625/W/15/3003538 
14/ 01344/CU    Change of Use to part of showroom to Class A1 
Citigate Mini Dealership, 90 The Avenue, Tadworth KT20 5AA 

 
I refer to the above mentioned appeal. 
The Residents Association wrote in and objected to the planning application in August 2014. I 
would be grateful if you would substitute this letter for our earlier representation as it is an 
elaboration of  our earlier letter to the Council. 
 
The Residents Association, on behalf of the local community, objected strongly to the proposed 
change of use. You will be aware of a petition signed by some 800 residents plus over 200  
objections on the Council's web site. Although there were a small number in favour, the vast 
majority of the community responding to the application were strongly against the proposal. 
 
We have 3 main grounds for objection. By far the most important of these is the impact on the 
vitality and viability of the existing local shopping centre and we support the Council in their 
objection on these grounds. In our opinion the adverse impacts significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the any benefits. We are also concerned at the impact of the additional traffic, both by 
shoppers and delivery vehicles on the local road network and also the exacerbation of existing 
parking problems in the vicinity of the proposed store. 
 
We wrote to PINS requesting an informal hearing as the Council had informed us that it was not 
prepared to revise its outdated and largely irrelevant retail data base. As the officers had 
recommended approval, we were concerned that with written representations, the Council might 
limit the amount of resources put into the case. With the limited time available it has not been 
possible for us to challenge the data in the detail we would have liked as we are not experts in 
retail impact assessments. However, although a hearing would have given more time, we have 
tried to evaluate the wyg data and methodology objectively. 
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We had a response yesterday from PINS stating that it is up to the Local Authority to decide the 
form of inquiry and that it was not possible to change to a informal hearing.  
 
  A.    ERRORS IN THE SAINSBURY/WYG APPEAL STATEMENT OF CASE 
First we would like to set out a number of the more relevant errors in the wyg evidence. 
Para 2.1.2 /3 
. 

•  There is no reference throughout the wyg evidence to the southern High Street parade of 
shops which includes a baker and fish shop which will also be affected by the proposed 
store. This omission is strange as this parade is an important part of the local centre. 

• The train service is on a branch line. It is a slow service, stopping at numerous stations 
en route. It certainly does not serve the region. 

• There is no bus service along The Avenue. The bus stops have been removed. 
• For most people it takes far more than 1 minute to reach the central parade, particularly 

as it is necessary to cross a busy and dangerous road with poor sight lines. Shoppers will 
be carrying shopping bags up or down a relatively steep hill.  

Para 2.2.2 
• Although factually correct, the Council has allowed several changes of use from 

commercial in more recent years in our area and there would be strong community 
support for residential development on this site, particularly if it contains some 
affordable housing. 

Para. 2.3.2 
• The ‘retail impact assessment’ did not go through the necessary steps to prepare a 

quantitative need assessment. It .involved no collection of householder information 
relating to the spending habits of local residents nor any calculation of the impact on the 
existing shops. No attempt was made to go through the process advocated by DCLG. In 
our opinion no adequate assessment has been made by either the Council or the 
appellants. The word ‘proportional’ is used in this paragraph which tends to minimise 
the impact on the existing centre. 

Para 3.4.3 
• Although the ‘need’ element of Policy SH14 conflicts with NPPF guidance, other 

elements of the policy are relevant and so it is incorrect to give this policy limited 
weight. 

Para 3.5.1 
• The Core Strategy has now been adopted and was not in draft when the wyg Statement 

of Case was drafted. It is incorrect to not give it full weight. 
Para 3.5.2 

• There is no reference to the Planning Practice Guidance re supporting viability and 
vitality. 

Para 4.4.1 
• Impact     We disagree with the assumptions and conclusions reached on impact in this 

paragraph and deal with this in below. 
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• Highways   Servicing without impacting parking spaces can not be controlled if more 

than 1 service vehicle arrives at a time.  
Para 4.5.1  

• This paragraph implies that the supportors and objectors were balanced. This is totally 
incorrect. 

Para 5.3.2 
• The nursery school no longer exists, ‘the Post Office Depot is a Royal Mail sorting 

office which generates very little public traffic, the station is on the minor Tattenham 
Corner branch line, and there is now only one restaurant in the Tadworth local centre. 

• The Avenue is not the main access to the local centre and has no bus route. 
• The level of activity in Tadworth is exaggerated. Although the commercial hub of the 

local community, it is fairly quiet  except on Saturdays. 
• The proposed Sainsbury trading hours are longer than those of One Stop and Hartleys 

Off Licence although we note there is an offer to reduce them. 
Para 5.5.3  

• The Council consider this to be an out of centre not edge of centre development. In 
planning guidance, out of centre is the least attractive location. We support the Council’s 
view. 

Para 6.3.3  
• There is a difference between a 500 m radius catchment area and walking distance, the 

latter covering a smaller area. 
Para 6.3.6 

• The former Barclays Bank, the station retail/ commercial area and the former Gemini 
restaurant premises are all vacant. The health of the centre is not as robust as implied.  

Para 6.3.9 
• There is no post office in the Shelvers Way/ Hill  parade.  

 
 
B.  RETAIL IMPACT – SEQUENTIAL TEST AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
 
Sequential Test 
We accept that there are no sequentially preferable sites in or adjacent to Tadworth but consider 
it unfortunate that a search did not extend to  include the nearby Preston estate to the North of 
the appeal site where several hundred new homes are proposed and where there is an existing  
significant deficiency in retail outlets. 
 Even though a test is not a  legal requirement, the appeal site, as correctly defined by the 
Council, is ‘out of centre’ as opposed to ‘edge of centre’ and is therefore the least satisfactory 
location for new retail development. Nowhere in their evidence do wyg robustly justify why it is 
necessary to have a store in Tadworth.  
 We note that PPG under ‘2  Ensuring the vitality of town centres’, section 2 paragraph 24 – 25, 
only excludes small rural offices or other small scale rural development from doing a sequential 
test. 
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We disagree with wyg when they state 'the application performs well when assessed against the 
sequential approach. ....The site is within a 3 minute (approximately 115m walk) from an 
established local centre. Links to the centre are excellent via a direct, straight, well maintained , 
attractive and legible route with clear inter- visibility between the application site and the 
Tadworth Local Centre'..... leading in potential spin off trade through linked trips.' 
The site is not directly linked with existing parades. It seems unlikely that many shoppers, 
having done their major shopping in the Sainsbury store, would be willing to walk up a relatively 
steep slope and cross a busy and dangerous road with sharp bends to reach the existing shops. 
We are of the opinion that the amount of 'spin off' will be very limited especially if parking is 
limited to one hour. 
 
Retail impact assessment 
We accept that the NPPF does not require a retail impact assessment as the development is less 
than 2,500sq m gross. However, as the retail impact will affect the vitality and viability of the 
local centre, it is a material and important consideration. Just because there is no obligation to 
carry out an assessment, does not mean it is not necessary. We strongly disagree with wyg on 
this point. The Council is within its rights to request additional information but as we discuss 
below what has been provided is a rehash of the dated Roger Tym information plus some 
‘guestimates’ of turnover and location of the customers. The Statement of Case does not even 
provide updated published retail data such as contained in a later edition of the Experian Retail 
Planning Briefing. 
 
We use the same headings as used by wyg  in their section on Retail Impact. 
 
 
C. POLICY CONTEXT 
 
NPPF 
According to the NPPF Glossary, local centres come under the umbrella of Town Centres so, as 
the Tadworth shops constitute a local centre, the town centre policies apply even though the need 
to provide a sequential test or impact assessment is not a requirement unless requested by a 
Council in order to determine an application. 

• Paragraph 21 refers to supporting ‘existing business sectors’ and it should be noted that 
the number of existing employees is far in excess of the number to be provided in the 
proposed Sainsbury store. There could be a net decrease in employment if, as we fear, 
the viability of the centre is threatened. 

• Paragraph 23 refers to recognising ‘town centres as the heart of their communities and 
pursue policies to support their viability and vitality’. 

• Paragraph 26 refers to the provision of an impact assessment. Although not a 
requirement for this application, it is clear that ‘the impact of the proposal on town 
centre vitality and viability’ is an important consideration. In addition, there will be a 
loss of ‘local consumer choice’ as many units in the parade are unlikely to be viable if 
the Sainsbury store opens.  
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• Paragraph 27 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.’  

 
It is noted that, although there is little reference to local shopping parades in the NPPF, the 
section on Promoting Healthy Communities  refers to creating a shared vision with communities 
of the residential environment and facilities they wish to see (paragraph 69), and guarding 
'against the unnecessary loss  of valued facilities and services' (paragraph 70). In this case the 
community has made its views felt very clearly. 
 
The PPG Section 2 paragraph 23 refers to recognising town centres, (and this includes local 
centres) as the heart of their communities and pursue policies to support their viability and 
vitality. 
 
In our opinion the proposal does not meet the requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
 
Reigate and Banstead Local Plan 
Wyg is incorrect when it attaches little weight to the LP policies as most have not been 
superseded by the NPPF or PPG and are therefore still valid. 

• Parts of Sh2 are still relevant. The proposal is required to ‘integrate where appropriate, 
with other shopping elements within the town centre or local centre to facilitate ease of 
pedestrian movements and enhance shopping activities’. Sh2(iv). This it fails to do as it 
is out of centre, with a hill and busy road to cross in order to reach the main shopping 
parade. 

• Parts of Sh 14 are still relevant. In particular, the application is contrary to Sh14 (i) as 
the proposal ‘individually or cumulatively with other existing or proposed out of centre 
developments, .. would not affect the vitality and viability of any existing town centre as 
a whole’.  

 
In our opinion Local Plan should still carry considerable weight as not all policies have become 
obsolete because of the NPPF or Core Strategy. 
 
The Core Strategy 
This was  adopted in July 2014, and wyg are incorrect in not updating their case and  giving it 
more weight. 

• The proposal is contrary to CS 7 which states that ‘the multipurpose role of town and 
local centres will be maintained and improved’. No growth is envisaged in out of centre 
sites. 

• Figure 7 states as a footnote that ‘a minimum amount of floorspace (….1.170 sqm 
convenience floorspace up to 2027) will be shared across all local centres based on 
local requirements ( in Reigate and Banstead)’. As explained elsewhere, there has 
already been an increase in new floor space in this area and no justification is given as to 
why the boroughwide allocation for local centre additional convenience floorspace 
should be concentrated in and around Tadworth. 
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In our opinion, the Core Strategy carries considerable weight and there are no proposals for out 
of centre retailing. 
 
Section 38(6) of the 2004 Act ‘requires that planning applications and appeals are determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations determine otherwise.’ 
In our opinion the proposal does not meet several of the local policies as well as national 
guidance. 
 
D. RETAIL IMPACT 
 
i.    Background Context 
 
Catchment area 
It is stated in para 6.3.3 that Sainsbury’s local stores typically aim ‘to serve a walking catchment 
of up to 500m in radius (walking distance)’  plus pass by trade. Radius is different from walking 
distance but the attached plan (Appendix 1)shows the larger radial area to be covered. 
 The same paragraph emphasises the local role and function of the store stating that the 500m 
catchment area ‘represents a ready walking distance, reflecting the local role and function of 
the proposal’ and ‘in essence, they (namely Sainsbury ‘s Local Stores) act in the same fashion 
as ‘corner shops’ and provide an everyday local ‘top-up convenience shopping function’  
Clearly such a very local catchment area and function will cover the same catchment area as that 
of the existing centre and affect the vitality and viability of the convenience function of the 
centre.  
 
We dispute the conclusion in paragraph 6.3.9 that there is a limited level of convenience 
floorspace locally. Most local centres do not offer the range of convenience stores available here 
- a large general convenience store plus 2 smaller outlets on Shelvers Hill, a greengrocer/deli, 
butcher, off licence, flower shop, and dry cleaners in Cross Road/ Station Approach, plus the 
baker and fish shop in the High Street. These will all suffer directly. Closure of some of the 
convenience shops will damage trading by the comparison shops as there will be less footfall. 
This will affect both the vitality and viability of the centre. 
 
 
 Existing Shopping Patterns / Zone 6 data  
 Extensive reference is made by wyg to the Roger Tym and Partner's September 2011 report 
which updated earlier leisure and retail advice to the Council.  In particular, there is reliance on 
retail data relating to Zone 6. The wyg report  states that of the projected total available 
convenience expenditure in 2016, just 30.9% is spent ( or retained) at established facilities in 
Zone 6. A very high proportion (69.1%) of total  convenience shopping expenditure generated in 
Tadworth and the surrounding area is being spent at shopping centres outside the local area. This 
figure of 69.1%, plus an overoptimistic calculation of growth (paragraph 6.3.18) is used as a 
justification for providing additional retail floor space in Tadworth with limited impact on the 
local shops. 
In our opinion, this use of the Roger Tym report is  misleading. 
 
 
 
 
 



 7 

Firstly, Zone 6 covers a very large area, well beyond the boundaries of Tadworth. It reaches the 
borders of Epsom and Ewell so it is not surprising that a high proportion of shoppers from Zone 
6, including shoppers from the Tattenhams/ Nork area in Reigate and Banstead, are known to 
shop in Epsom. To the South the Zone boundary includes land to the South of the M25 where 
there will be leakage to Dorking. It also covers Lower Kingswood which is closer to Reigate.  
Residents in the North East of the area will go to Sutton. The 69.1% of shopping carried outside 
Zone 6 may have been  generally correct for the area as a whole pre 2011, but is misleading for 
Tadworth. We attach the zone 6 plan highlighting the Tadworth location and size of the 0 .5 km 
catchment area of the store ( paragraph 4.4.1). (Appendix 2) 
 
Secondly, wyg make the case of shoppers going outside the area because there are insufficient 
local outlets. However, the Roger Tym document contained survey data from 2006, but  no 
account has been taken by wyg of the  recent  opening of Budgens in Walton which local 
Tadworth traders say has  hit their turnover. Also the Roger Tym survey was done before the 
expansion of One Stop in Tadworth and  Costcutters located in the Murco garage. In addition, 
there is the enlarged retail unit by Waitrose in the Burgh Heath Shell garage. These 
developments have increased the amount of  retail floor space in the area. As several hundred 
Tadworth residents have said, both in a petition and in letters of objection to the Council, there is 
no need for a large new outlet in the immediate area. They are satisfied with the current range 
and mix of shops. 
 
Thirdly, there is the matter of guidance in the Core Strategy. CS8 which deals with the North 
Downs Area in which Tadworth is located. The policy plus the accompanying text, indicate that 
the majority of convenience floorspace will be accommodated in Banstead. Over the whole 
Borough, the Core Strategy proposes an increase of only 1170 sq.m net of convenience 
floorspace in local centres (Figured 7). Even if the recent expansion of One Stop and Cost Cutter 
are excluded, permission has been granted for 250sq.m net for Budgens and 170sq. m for the 
Little Waitrose at Burgh Heath Garage (although there was a small unit here before). This floor 
space plus the 280 sq.m for Sainsbury comes to 700 sq.m net or 60% of the whole Borough’s 
allocation for new retail space in local centres up to 2027. Surely this must be contrary to the 
Core Strategy, particularly as other parts of the Borough will be receiving higher levels of 
residential growth. 
This document states in Policy CS7 that most retail growth will take place in Redhill. Paragraph 
2c. states ‘Only limited growth will take place in other centres with no changes anticipated to the 
functional role of any of these centres from that defined in 2.’  There is no reference to retail 
development in out of centre locations. 
 
As the traders have made clear, the centre is not as successful as indicated by wyg (paragraphs 
6.3.5 – 6.3.5). The arrival of Budgens has reduced trade from Walton on the Hill and more 
recently the closure of Barclay’s bank has reduced footfall. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Asda 
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Much of the appellant’s case relies on the Council’s conclusions that Asda is overtrading and 
that, therefore, there is a need for increased floorpace in Tadworth. 
Unfortunately although Asda will not make its current turnover data available to us, there are 
indications that the store is no longer overtrading. There is clear evidence that the ‘big 4’, 
including Asda, are trading less successfully, with people preferring to use small local shops. 
There has been much in the press about falling turnover, profits and share prices.  
Useful information is available in ‘Retail Planner Briefing Note 11 October 2013’ by Experian.  
This attached as Appendix 3. (The latest one is not yet available on the web. Roger Tym and 
Partners relied on the over optimistic 2008 edition) This 2013 edition states that retail spending 
is forecast to increase but the market is less buoyant than pre 2008. Convenience spending per 
head between 2011 and 2015 is estimated to be:- 
 
2008       2009       2010       2011      2012      2013     2014     2015     2014-25 
-3.5%      -4.1%     -0.4%      2,3%     -0.6%    -0.6%   -0.3%    0.1%     0.8% 
 
It should be noted that there have been falls in expenditure per head in recent years. Although it 
is estimated that expenditure per head will rise between 2014 – 30 on average 0.8% per annum, 
this  is at a lower rate than in the early years of this century and in any event includes internet 
shopping which is increasing rapidly.  
The non-store retailing market share (mainly the internet) for convenience goods is forecast to 
increase from 2.8% in 2006 and 7.0% in 2012 to 17.5% in 2027. (Experian 2013 page 19) 
Taking into account non-store sales, Experian estimate expenditure per head could fall from 
0.8% to somewhere between 0.0% - 0.5% per annum on average between 2014 and 2030.(page 
21) 
This trend will clearly affect stores such as Asda and reduce any element of overtrading at the 
Burgh Heath store. In addition ‘click and collect’ is increasing and this does not require 
physically entering the store and home delivery services obviate any need to visit the store. 
 
It should be noted that Asda in a press release on their 2nd quarter 2014 results state ‘Clarke and 
Russo noted that Asda is making good progress on its ambition to ‘lead online’ and reported 
market share had increased to 18.4%. This expansion continues to be driven by the expansion of 
Click and Collect which now accounts for 10% of all online orders… Asda anticipates that over 
the coming 5 years Click and Collect orders will treble with over 30% of all orders expected to 
be collected in Asda stores. (This press release is attached as Appendix 4)) 
 
In terms of sales per square foot, the Experion report states on page 16 ‘ Over the next few years, 
we expect volume increases in convenience sales to be mild, accompanied by modest increases 
in floorspace. Thus scope for density increases is very limited for convenience goods, much more 
so than for comparison goods.’  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To conclude on the matter of Asda overtrading and people shopping outside  zone 6, it is clear to 
us that with current trends, Asda is unlikely to continue overtrading, even if this was the case in 
the past. Certainly, as a user of the Burgh Heath Asda, I personally never find problems of 
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parking, congestion in the aisles and only rarely long queues, - but these are certainly no worse 
than any other supermarkets in the area.   
 
We appreciate that the lack of ‘need’ for additional floorspace in the area may not be a planning 
argument we can use against the Sainsbury appeal, but certainly the fact that coupled with 
current  retailing trends and the addition of extra shopping facilities such as the Walton on the 
Hill Budgens in the area, the introduction of additional  floorspace will certainly adversely affect 
the trading and therefore the viability of the local parades in Tadworth. 
 
ii.  Concern at the impact on local traders 
Impact test 
The NPPF Guidance refers to ensuring that the impact over time of ‘out-of-town centres’ and’ on 
the edge-of-centre’ developments should not be 'significantly adverse'. The Guidance states it is 
up to the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the impact test. Wyg quite rightly state that it 
is not legally required to prepare an impact test because the store is below the required size 
threshold, but they have nevertheless done it at the request of the Council. In our opinion this has 
not been done adequately. The Guidance requires, amongst other issues, that consideration to be 
given to the scale of the proposal relative to the centre, the existing viability and vitality of the 
centre and the cumulative effects of recent development. In the case of the proposed Sainsbury 
store, clearly it is very large relative to the floor space of the other units in the local centre. No 
measure has been taken of the viability and vitality of the other outlets in the centre nor of the 
cumulative effects of other development such as Budgens. Although Sainsbury say that they 
have carried out an impact assessment, in our opinion it is  very superficial. 
 
When looking at trading impacts, wyg state that significant growth is forecast in total available 
convenience expenditure based on sales per head and population growth. Yet, convenience sales 
have been fairly static over recent years  and the population of Tadworth is not expected to rise 
significantly, particularly in the 500m catchment area. The current Experian data disproves 
wyg’s forecasts. The projection for available expenditure in Zone 6, as explained above, is not 
material as the area extends far beyond the local catchment area. The fact that 69.1% of 
convenience expenditure is spent outside Zone 6 is irrelevant for our area. As Sainsbury clearly 
expect to make a profit, expenditure  must either come  from ‘by pass’ trade coming in from 
outside the immediate area or from residents within the 500 m catchment.  
 
We strongly disagree with the statement in the wyg application, (paragraph 6.2.3), based on the 
Council's retail evidence that there are gaps in the provision of local convenience facilities and 
there is pent up demand for new facilities. Responses to the current application indicate that the 
vast majority of residents responding are satisfied with existing provision but fearful for the 
future of the centre if Sainsbury opens a large store. The shops are the heart of the community 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 and without them Tadworth would be a nondescript sea of housing. There are not many local 
centres which currently have a bakery, fish shop, general grocer, butcher, green grocer/deli, off 
license, flower shop, dry cleaner and bank. There is a very real danger that several of these shops 
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will close if Sainsbury obtains planning permission and, once there a number of vacant units, the 
centre will lose vitality and viability and go into a downward spiral. 
 
 'Need' for additional convenience floor space. 
In figure 6.2 of the wyg report accompanying the application, based on the Roger Tym and 
Partners work, it is calculated that there is a need for another 200 net sq. metres  between 2016 
and 2021 and a further 200 net sq. m by 2027 in the Borough's local centres. The proposed store 
alone is 280 net sq. m and recently there has been the addition of Budgens and an enlarged store 
in the garage at Burgh Heath. As stated above, there is no case that 60% of the projected  
allocation of new retail floorspace in local centres covering the whole Borough up to the end of 
the plan period of 2027 should be in Tadworth. 
  
iii.   Trade draw 

 
In paragraph 6.4.4 of the application supporting statement, wyg state that 'the proposal is likely 
to compliment small and more specialist existing convenience shopping facilities.' There is no 
justification for this statement. The traders are obviously very concerned about their future 
livelihood otherwise they would not have organised a public meeting to discuss the impacts of 
the application and objected strongly to the proposals. Wyg state that the store trade will amount 
to just 3.4% of the total available convenience trade in Zone 6; but, as we have indicated 
elsewhere, Zone 6 covers a vast area and the turnover percentage will be considerably higher if 
applied only to the Tadworth and Walton area. 
 
Paragraph 6.5,8 of the wyg statement refers to 4 types of trade draw. Although it is continuously 
emphasised that most of the trade will come from within the 500 m catchment area, with some 
by-pass traffic, only 15% of trade is forecast to be diverted from local shops. We have the 
following comments on the 4 categories. 
1. About 45% of trade is stated to come from local residents currently travelling outside the area 
for top up convenience goods. Reference is made to bus travellers but the bus services are very 
infrequent, would involve a walk to the proposed store and the services do not carry many 
customers. The same can be said for rail commuters although we accept that there could be a 
small amount of trade diversion.  
On balance, we do not think there would be a very high percentage of people who would change 
their existing shopping patterns for top up shopping resulting from the coming of Sainsbury, 
taking into account on the range and availability of goods from the existing shops. 45% is far too 
high and is based on the misleading figure of trade leaking outside the enormous and discredited 
zone 6. We consider there is absolutely no justification for this percentage which we consider is 
being used to help the Sainsbury case that  there will be little impact on the existing centre. 
2. 15% of trade is said to comprise local residents who will carry out a higher number of top-up 
shopping trips and/or 'small and often'. We accept that with current trends this second category is  
 
 
 
 
 
 
expected to increase as there is a movement towards more shopping trips but with lower 
expenditure per trip. It is unclear how much of this trade would be additional trade. We would 
have thought most would come from the existing shops in the centre. 
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3. A further 15% of trade is envisaged to come from local shoppers diverting from the local 
shops to Sainsbury. We feel this is a great underestimation considering most of the trade is said 
to come from within a 500 m radius. 
4. It is envisaged that the remaining 25% of trade will come from people passing the site and 
stopping to purchase goods as part of another trip. This will include commuters and school 
pickup/ drop off trips. Again, we consider that this figure could well be too high as there is 
limited passing traffic on this part of The Avenue other than for very local traffic and those using 
Kingswood Road instead of the main Ashurst Rd. as a rat run. Also there is double counting with  
category 1. 
 
It appears that there could well be far more trade diversion than indicated by wyg in their four 
part assessment. Even the Council officers have indicated that they consider 15% diversion from 
the local centre  is on the low side. Because of overlap it seems likely that there will be at least 
30% diversion if not far more bearing in mind that its main function, according to Sainsbury, is 
as a local store with a 500m catchment area. 
 
iv. Turnover 

 
Figure 6.2 gives a convenience turnover of the proposed development as £3 million, however, 
since this was calculated, Sainsbury have revised their estimate to £2.5 million and then state 
that as 10% of the floorspace will be for the sale of comparison goods, the figure is actually be 
only £2.4 million (paragraphs 6.4.2 – 6.4.8). In our opinion, there is no hard evidence to 
substantiate the reduced turnover but note that it does help Sainsbury’s case to minimise the 
impact. However, as stated in paragraph 6.5.2 even this figure will amount to 36% of the retail 
capacity for all local centres in Reigate and Banstead at 2016, which is high bearing in mind that 
the retail capacity is to be spread throughout local centres all over the Borough, including areas 
with a proposed far higher population growth. The same paragraph states that the proposed 
turnover will amount to 3.1% of zone 6 but taking into account the size of zone 6 this figure is 
unhelpful. 
 
Paragraphs 6.5.10 -  6.5.11 cover the estimated turnover of the Tadworth local centre. Using a 
comparison figure of £5.3m at 2006 prices, which seems very high, and using the Roger Tym 
and Partners projections to 2016 for the large zone 6, this gives a figure of £7.1m at 2006 prices. 
This is based on percentage increases of 11.4%  2006-12 and 20.3% 2012 -2016. However, the 
more up to date Experian comparison figures show very small rises. ( Figure 3b  shows 
percentage increases of 2- 3% per annum post 2012 for comparison turnovers.)  In paragraph 
6.5.12 wyg estimate the convenience turnover figures for Tadworth at £2.93 million( table 6.3) 
which is then added to the comparison total of £7.1m to give an estimated total turnover of 
£10.03 million. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A calculation is made in paragraphs 6.5.14 – 6.5.17 to come up with the trade draw from existing 
facilities of 3.5 – 3.8%. It seems to us, although there is no explanation on  how this figure has 
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been arrived at, that by taking the wyg estimate of 15% of turnover being taken from the local 
centre and applying it to the turnover of £2.4 million this gives  £0.36million loss of trade. The 
percentage loss to the local centre is then worked out by working out the proportion of this to the 
total turnover . 
This done by dividing the £0.36million by the £10.03million to get a figure of 3.5%. 
 
This is a very misleading approach. First of all, as we have shown, the 15% trade diversion 
is obviously far too low and secondly it is incorrect to calculate the loss of turnover for the 
whole centre, including comparison goods, rather than just the loss to the convenience 
stores. People come for daily shopping to basically get food and drink. This is what 90% of 
the new store will be providing. 
Therefore using the wyg methodology, assuming 30% of trade is taken from local stores 
(even this is probably far too low) 30% 0f the £2.4million turnover is £0.72 million loss of 
trade. The percentage loss to the existing convenience shops using the wyg figure of £2.93 
million gives a figure of 24.6% trade loss.  
 Even accepting only a 15% diversion, which we consider to be totally unrealistic, would 
mean that 15% of £2.93 million equals 12.3%. 
This is still a substantial figure and would no doubt lead to the closure of many of the 
existing convenience stores. Without the convenience stores there would be few comparison 
stores and no heart to Tadworth. 
 
 Looking at the calculations another way, 30% loss of trade would amount to a loss to the 
convenience shops of £720,000 per annum. Even if there is only 15% loss to local traders, 
this would still amount to £360,000 p.a. based on a turnover of £2.4 million. Divided 
between say 10 convenience shops this would lead to a considerable fall in turnover and 
evidence indicates that many are not trading well at the present time. 
 
We strongly object to the assertion in paragraph 6.5.18 that ‘the likely negative impact would be 
small. There is no evidence what so ever that the proposal is likely to have a significant effect on 
the turnover of Tadworth local centre which is the NPPF policy test of impact.'  In our opinion, 
there will be considerable impact and the appeal should be dismissed using the NPPF policy test. 
 
Another  concern is that if One Stop closes, Tadworth will lose its only post office. Sainsbury 
have said to us that it is not its policy to provide post offices in its stores. Wyg  state in paragraph 
6.5.22  that trade draw from the more specialist shops such as the butcher is likely to be low. 
However, in our opinion, there will be a loss of sales for the more basic cheaper  items from 
which profit is derived (such as chickens in the case of the butcher) so there will still be a 
significant effect.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The local shop keepers have already provided information at the application stage and are 
providing separate evidence on the impact on the existing centre but it appears to us that the One 
Stop general grocer, the off-license, the greengrocer/ delicatessen, baker, butcher and florist will 
all experience considerable loss of income. They are already suffering from the opening of 
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Budgens, and the Waitrose at the nearby Burgh Heath garage and the recent closure of Barclays 
Bank which has had a spin off for the rest of the centre. Comparison retailers will be affected  if 
there is reduced footfall to the convenience outlets. 
 
Much of the wyg evidence is either based on estimates or unsound process. In our opinion their 
figures are misleading, particularly when basing their impact data on turnover in the whole 
centre and not just convenience stores. They  conclude in the report accompanying the 
application that 'there is no clear evidence that the proposal is likely to result in a significant 
adverse impact on the turnover of existing facilities locally' but on the other hand there is no 
clear evidence that it will not. The risks are too high for the shop keepers and residents of 
Tadworth if the appeal is allowed. The village shops act as the community hub. Residents are 
happy with the existing facilities and are very fearful of the harm which will result if permission 
is granted. There is also concern that several jobs and long standing businesses could be at risk. 
Although Sainsbury state they will employ 20 - 25 full and part time staff, there could be a net 
loss of employment far above this as several of the local shops also employ significant numbers 
of staff. 
 
Long term impact 
An important consideration is that Sainsbury is only leasing the site. There is a danger that after 
the local shops have been displaced, the site owner will have other plans for the premises and 
terminate the lease. There can be no guarantee that Sainsbury will be able to continue to have a 
presence in Tadworth even if the store trades successfully. 
 
 Conclusion on retail impact 
We consider that the evidence supplied by wyg, is flawed for the reasons set out above, and that 
the harm is likely to be considerably greater than they surmise. We are not experts in retail 
impact assessments but the way some of the wyg data has been used we consider to be 
misleading. 
As we have set out above, the proposal does not meet policies in the Local Plan, the Core 
Strategy, the NPPF and PPG. 
 
 
E     PARKING 
We object to the development on parking grounds. 
Only 14 spaces are provided which seems very few for a retail store of this size. Sainsbury 
representatives admitted, when they addressed the TWRA committee meeting, that there could 
be more customers than spaces at peak periods. We appreciate that this number is based on  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Surrey County Council parking standards. However, as Sainsbury calculate that a lot of the 
shoppers using the store will be driving, the figure seems on the low side. In addition, it is 
suggested that some Sainsbury shoppers will also use the existing centre (which we consider 
unlikely) which would mean longer stays and less turnover of parking spaces.  (We recollect a 
figure of only 10 minutes per space was used in the original application).  
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The situation will be exacerbated by the fact that Sainsbury intend to employ 20 - 25 staff. 
Although not all will be on site at the same time, it is clear that many of the staff will be driving 
to work, requiring their own parking spaces, and there will be increased pressures at times of 
shift changes. Staff will have to park on the public highway, contributing yet further to the 
parking pressures. 
A further consideration is that although Sainsbury can control their own deliveries from the 
depot, there are likely to be vehicles from other firms. If the unloading space is occupied, these 
vehicles will have to use the customers’ spaces or park on the highway. 
 
The Residents Association is also concerned that only the front half of the building is proposed 
for use by Sainsbury and so the back part is likely to be used by a vehicle associated use for 
which no planning permission will be required. This could include an MOT centre which, as we 
are aware from other similar uses in the area, can result in increased parking space requirements. 
It is important to consider the parking implications of the site as a whole not just the change of 
use to retail. 
 
Parking in Tadworth is a major problem, particularly in this area because of competing parking 
pressures from commuters, shoppers and other land users in the area including the Post Office 
depot and the nearby church of St. Johns. Commuter parking has increased since Tadworth 
Station was located in Zone 6 and plans to increase Thames Link services will almost certainly 
lead to further increases in commuter parking demand. There are double yellow lines and 
controlled parking in the immediate area so spaces are at a premium. There is not the capacity on 
the highway network to cope with any further increase in parking demand without increasing 
congestion and affecting residential areas. 
 
F.  IMPACT ON THE HIGHWAY NETWORK 
Sainsbury predict that there will 52 additional vehicles in the AM peak and 84 in the PM peak 
hour with a daily weekday total of 767 vehicles. This will have a detrimental impact both on 
local residents and traffic flows on The Avenue, Cross Road, Ashurst Rd. and Kingswood Road. 
There is bound to be congestion and delays outside the premises when HGV vehicles have to 
manoeuvre into and out of the site on a sharp bend in The Avenue. In addition, there is 
frequently congestion in front of the existing shops in Cross Road and the danger of grid lock 
will be exacerbated if permission is granted, with the associated increase in HGVs  and the  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
additional cars using the Sainsbury site and premises to the rear. The junction with Kingswood 
Road and Station Approach is already dangerous because many vehicles go straight ahead 
without taking account of road priorities. 
 
Surrey County Council, the highway authority rarely object to applications such as this and take 
little account at the cumulative impact of a development such as this on the highway network, 
particularly at peak periods. The development does not comply with Local Plan policy  Sh 1 in 
that it does not reduce the conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. More to the point, it does 
not comply with  Sh 10 (iii)  as it should 'not have an adverse affect on the environment and 
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amenities of the surrounding area, particularly including local traffic conditions'. Mo 4 is also 
relevant as it states 'If proposals would exacerbate transport problems or make conditions more 
hazardous for highway users the County Highway Authority and Borough Council will ensure 
where appropriate  that necessary improvements are designed, fully funded by the developer, 
and completed to accommodate safely the traffic related to the development.' As far as we are 
aware, no improvements are proposed other than removing a few parking spaces. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
Tadworth residents enjoy living in Tadworth partly because of the excellent range of 
independent shops in an area which retains its village character. The centre acts as a meeting 
point for local residents. The likely loss of the shops and associated impact on the viability and 
vitality of the centre, plus possible loss of jobs,  the increase in parking pressures and the 
associated increase in the number of vehicles on an already heavily congested highway network 
are very good reasons for why this appeal should be dismissed. Sainsbury say that the store will 
have social, economic and environmental benefits. We consider that it fails on all three. 
 
We request that the appeal is dismissed. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Gillian Hein 
MRTPI (rtd) 
 
  


