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Does Oswestry need a large Retail Park outside its Town 

Centre? 

The Market Town of Oswestry has, on the whole, been more successful than many other towns in 
keeping its character and identity, while serving a rural community of some 16,000 households. So 
far it has managed to avoid much of the blandness and loss of identity suffered by towns of a 
similar size. In addition to five convenience stores within the town centre, there are four butchers, 
two greengrocers, bakers, specialist food shops, florists, a number of other small specialist shops 
and a twice weekly, open air market. Oswestry could so easily lose its character and become a 
clone of other towns scattered throughout England. 
 
Three proposals have been aired publicly and will be presented to the Borough Council for 
planning permission to develop large retail parks outside the town centre. CPRE realises that 
Oswestry, as the local market town, has to provide a wide range of retail services to the residents 
in its catchment area; however, the impact of any out of town retail development on the vitality of 
the town centre will be considerable. It is not an exaggeration to say that this is probably the most 
important planning decision that the Borough has had to make for many years.  
 
CPRE believes that the first responsibility of the Borough Council is to determine how to maintain 
and develop a thriving town centre. Development should be driven by the Borough Planners, 
determined to meet the needs of the Borough, not by the ambitions of the developers and the 
landlords.  
 
The Borough Council recently instructed specialist consultants, Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners, 
(NL), to prepare a detailed report, (dated March 2007), on the existing retail services available in 
Oswestry and then to make projections for future requirements.  
 
CPRE has reviewed this NL Report and together with the interpretation of the relevant planning 
laws, has concluded from this evidence that:- 
 
1. The planning policies of the Oswestry Borough Local Plan (OBLP), the West Midland 

Regional Spatial Strategy and the National Policies of the Government, PPS6 confirm that 
every effort should be made by the Borough Council and its Planners to keep retail 
development within the town centre. Out-of-town or edge-of-town retail development should 
only take place if identified need for retail development cannot be met within the town 
centre. 

 
2. Leakage. Analysis of the NL figures shows that the true catchment area for retail shopping, 

based on Oswestry Town, is the Parishes within the Borough, together with areas on their 
periphery. For planning, historical and geographical reasons, it is grossly misleading, when 
determining supposed “leakage” from the catchment area of Oswestry, to include places 
such as Ruabon, Cefn Mawr, Baschurch, Overton and Llanfyllin in these figures. 

 
3. The need for out of town retail parks. CPRE has examined NL’s figures in detail, which are 

based on some twenty seven assumptions. It concludes that the NL report has failed to make 
a case for either: 

•••• a large out-of-town convenience supermarket, or:  

•••• the need for any comparison shops to be built, outside the town centre. 
 
4. All of the sites proposed for Retail Park development have been identified in the OBLP as 

employment/industrial sites. There appears to be no planning reason why change of use 
should be granted. As the NL report states, para 8.21(iii) page 38 “pressure for further 
retail development within out-of-centre locations … would do little to maintain or 
enhance the vitality and viability of the town centre”. 
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A Review and Scrutiny of the Nathaniel Lichfield Report for 
Oswestry Borough Council 
 
1) Introduction 

The Retail Study Report produced in March 2007 by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners Ltd, 
Planning, Design and Economics consultants, of Cardiff (NL), was presented to Oswestry 
Borough Council in 2007. It reviews the need for further retail space in Oswestry and therefore 
forms an important part of the evidence on which a decision on the need for out of town retail 
development in Oswestry will to be based. As the report has been used by the developers to 
justify development proposals, it is critically important that everyone understands fully just 
what the NL report really does say.  

 
2) Oswestry’s role as a Market Town 

a) Oswestry is defined as a market town in the Regional Spatial Strategy, (RSS11). Policy 
PA11 names the network of Town Centres where growth should be directed. These include 
Shrewsbury and are seen as foci for major retail development. Oswestry is not included 
in this category, but is seen as a market town or smaller centre, which should develop 
policies to 'best meet local need”. Exactly what is expected of Oswestry, for it to fulfill this 
expectation of meeting local needs, should be the starting point of any discussion about 
future retail needs. Unfortunately the Nathaniel Lichfield report does not address this.  

 
b) Oswestry is not described by RSS11 as being in competition with Shrewsbury; the two 

towns are seen, in planning terms, to have different, but complementary roles. Oswestry’s 
role is that of a small market town, whose services are supported and enhanced by those 
provided by larger towns such as Shrewsbury and, given Oswestry’s geographical position, 
also by Wrexham and Chester. 

 
c) This role, which the Regional Spatial Strategy has given to Oswestry, should be reflected in 

any proposed retail development; i.e. that of a smaller satellite market town, providing many 
retail services, but also drawing on some of the retail services provided by the larger 
centres. (See Section 6, Definition of retail outlets). 

 
3) The influence of Shrewsbury and Wrexham Retail Parks 

a) The NL report does not take into account the impact on Oswestry of the existing retail parks 
at Shrewsbury and Wrexham. For the purchase of high level comparison goods, these retail 
parks provide a wide range of items, in a competitive environment, within half an hour by 
car from Oswestry. 

 
b) The normal catchment area of large retail parks, such as those at Shrewsbury and 

Wrexham, is a 30 minutes drive by car, which is equivalent to at least 20 miles. The 
Borough of Oswestry, therefore, falls within their catchment area. (Personal communication 
from Simon Sharp, Senior Business Development Manager, Experian Business Strategies, 
Nottingham. NL used this company’s reports as the basis for many of the figures on which 
their report is based). (See Map in Appendix). 

 
4) Objectives of the Local Development Plan 

a) The Oswestry Borough’s Local Plan (OBLP) states that its headline aim is “to promote the 
viability and vitality of the town centre by strengthening Oswestry’s role as a thriving market 
town, to provide a full range of shopping for the catchment area and to ensure that these 
are accessible by a choice of means of transport”. The OBLP did not identify any of the 
three sites, now being put forward, as potential retail development, but considers them to 
be industrial/employment development areas. There is no underlying planning reason why 
there should be a change of use. The Local Development Framework will not be in place 
until 2011. Until then the OBLP applies. (Personal communication from Mr David Parker of 
OBC). 
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b) CPRE feels that the first responsibility of the Borough Council is to determine how to 
maintain and develop a thriving town centre. Development should surely be driven by the 
Borough Planners, determined to meet the needs of the Borough, not by the ambitions of 
developers and landlords. 

 
c) The Government Planning Policy (PPS6) states that an out of town retail development, 

which has not been included in the Local Authority Development Plan, should only take 
place, if identified need for retail development cannot be met within the town centre. 

 
d) The policies set out in the OBLP and PPS6 are that additional retail stores on other sites 

should be considered only if the town centre cannot absorb proven, needed development. If 
need for additional retail shopping outside the town centre cannot be demonstrated, it 
should be resisted.  

 
e) CPRE feels that permission for a carte blanche development on large retail parks should 

not be granted. “Potential for proposed foodstore development … will need to be assessed 
on a case by case basis”. (NL page35, para 8.7.) 

 
5) The National Planning Policies 

Government Planning Policy Strategy 6 (PPS6), states inter alia: 

� That to deliver the Government’s objective of promoting vital and viable town centres, 
development should be focused in existing centres in order to strengthen and, where 
appropriate, regenerate them.  

� By approving construction of an out of town supermarket a local authority will be 
contravening this guidance and threatening the vitality and viability of the town centre. 

� Local planning authorities should adopt policies that recognise this role and support 
development which enhances the vitality and viability of market towns. 

� In assessing sites, local planning authorities should consider the impact of the proposal 
on the vitality and viability of existing centres. 

� New Government Guidance on Town Centres and Retail Development was issued in 
Revised PPG6 (June 1996). PPG6 emphasises a plan-led approach to promoting 
development in town centres and the sequential approach to selecting sites for 
development. 

� The principle of the sequential approach applies to both comparison and convenience 
shopping. PPG6 states that comparison shopping should continue to be the mainstay 
of retailing in most sizeable town centres. Local authorities should encourage 
comparison shopping to locate in town centres or, failing that, on the edge of centres 
and should avoid the sporadic siting of comparison shopping retail parks out of town 
centres, especially along road corridors. 

 
6) Definitions of Retail Outlets 

a) Para 3.12, page 11, of the NL report confirms that retailers already operate a two tier 
strategy; “high street multiple comparison retailers have also changed their format. High 
street national multiples have increasingly sought larger, modern shop units … with an 
increasing polarisation of activity into the larger regional and sub regional centres” … 
“Operator demand for floor space may continue to be concentrated within major centres i.e. 
Shrewsbury, Wrexham and Telford, rather than smaller centres”.  

 
b) On page 2 of the N L Report, retail outlets are placed into three categories:- 

 
� Convenience goods. Consumer goods purchased on a regular basis, including food 

and groceries (and alcohol and tobacco) and cleaning materials.  Residents of the 
Oswestry Borough would expect to find them in town or in corner/village shops. 
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� Lower order comparison goods. Durable goods, such as small household goods, 
books, pharmaceuticals and toiletry items. Residents would expect to find these in 
Oswestry or locally. 

� Higher order comparison goods. Higher value goods, bought on an occasional 
basis, such as clothing, furniture, and electrical goods. Customers are prepared to 
travel further for these goods or purchase them from the internet. 

 
c) CPRE feels that all planning decisions should take account of these three categories, in 

particular the planning role given to the major centres of development, Shrewsbury and 
Wrexham, in supplying higher order comparison goods to their satellite market towns. 

 
7) The Catchment Area of Oswestry Town Centre 

a) Policy P27 of the Shropshire Structure Plan states that “Market towns have an important 
role in the rural areas. Town Centre development should be aimed at satisfying needs 
which arise within their catchment area”. This policy is reinforced by RSS 11and PPS6. 

 
b) Policy PA11 Part C of the RSS11 states “many other centres within the region that meet 

local needs….should identify and develop policies for such centres within their respective 
areas which best meet local needs.” 

 
c) The NL report uses eight zones defined by post code sectors to define the catchment area 

of Oswestry. From telephone surveys conducted within these postal areas, it draws 
incorrect conclusions about the level of “leakage”, i.e. people living within these areas, but 
shopping in towns other than Oswestry. Much importance has been placed by the 
development consultants on this supposed “leakage”; the argument being that if a large 
number of people from the eight zones, identified in the NL report, do not shop in Oswestry, 
then there is a shortage of retail facilities. (See Appendix Map 1). Our detailed review 
(Assumptions 1 – 6) analyses the implications of these eight zones in more detail and 
clearly demonstrates that there is no acceptable evidence of “leakage”. 

 
d) When reading the NL report it is important to note that sometimes the word “Borough” is 

used out of context and incorrectly. The “Borough” is not the eight arbitrary postal codes 
used by the NL report in its analysis; rather it is made up of a set number of parishes, which 
together with the Town of Oswestry, make up the Borough of Oswestry. (See Appendix 
Map 1). 

 
e) CPRE believes that the shopping needs for the Borough, of which Oswestry is the centre, 

are not the same and cannot be compared with the shopping needs of the much larger area 
covered by the eight postal districts identified in the NL report. The case for substantial 
retail development, retail parks and increased retail outlets is based on flawed quantitative 
analysis of the use or lack of use of Oswestry, made by the residents of these eight postal 
districts. (See detailed analysis in Section 12 and Assumptions 1-6, of the shopping 
facilities in Oswestry).  

 
f) CPRE believes that the catchment area for the Market Town of Oswestry is that area within 

the boundaries of the Borough, although Oswestry has traditionally also served villages in 
the Welsh valleys and some villages on the periphery of the Borough. CPRE also feels that 
the data presented in the NL report confirms this. It is fanciful to expect people living in 
Baschurch, Ruabon, Llanfyllin, Overton, Ellesmere and Cefn Mawr to shop routinely in 
Oswestry, when a much wider choice is offered at the closer retail parks of Shrewsbury and 
Wrexham. 

 
g) CPRE feels that the presence of large, retail parks, in close proximity to Oswestry, is a 

material factor, which must be taken into account when the need for similar retail outlets in 
Oswestry is being considered. (See 2a and 6b). 
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7.1 Analysis of Shopping Destination for the Zones 3, 5 and 6; averaged, taken from the NL 
report. 

  Main Food Destinations Oswestry  81% 
Top up Shopping  Oswestry  64% 
Clothes and footwear  Oswestry  31% 
Furniture    Oswestry  38% 
Audio visual   Oswestry  54% 

 DIY    Oswestry  60% 
Health and Beauty  Oswestry  69% 
Other non food items  Oswestry  51% 

These three zones cover the parishes which make up the core area of Oswestry Borough. 
In fact, in Zone 3 only the English half is within the Borough.  In Zone 4 only the area 
immediately around St Martins is within the Borough – the rest of that zone is influenced by 
the proximity of Wrexham, Ellesmere and Shrewsbury. In Zone 7, only the area 
immediately round Ruyton-XI-Towns is within the Borough – the rest is influenced by the 
proximity of Shrewsbury. Only tiny parts of the other three zones are within the Borough. 
(See Appendix Map 1 and Assumptions 1-6) 
 
This table, together with our detailed analysis in sections 13 – 14, indicates that “leakage” 
within the Borough is very low for convenience shopping. Apart from clothes and furniture, 
over 50% of the Borough’s comparison shopping is also done in Oswestry. 

 
h) The conclusion that the NL report reaches, but does not make, is clear; that the catchment 

area for the Market Town of Oswestry for convenience shopping and lower order 
comparison goods is largely confined to the residents of the Borough of Oswestry. Those 
people living in Zones 1, 2, 4, 7 and 8 shop, by preference, elsewhere. (See Tables 4.1 to 
4.8 on page 13 of the NL Report). 

 
i) Policy T2 of the RSS 11 states that Local Authorities, developers, and other agencies 

should work together to reduce the need to travel, especially by car, and to reduce the 
length of journeys. If a new retail development park is designed to attract people from 
outside the catchment area of the Borough, there will be an increase in car mileage, as 
public transport is poor. It is clear that the people, living outside the Borough, unless living 
on its periphery, are already travelling to their nearest town, be it Ruabon, Shrewsbury or 
Wrexham.  

 
j) CPRE feel that this pattern of shopping behaviour for those people in Zones 1, 2, 4, 7 and 8 

is unlikely to alter. Any retailer moving to an out of town retail park in Oswestry is likely to 
be a clone of ones already operating in the large retail parks in Wrexham and Shrewsbury. 
Their customers are unlikely to travel further to Oswestry in order to purchase similar 
goods.  

 
8) Oswestry Town Centre Health Check 

a) Table 5.2, page 20, of the NL report, shows that the number and mix of shops within 
Oswestry compares favourably with the national averages. However, a more cogent 
comparison would have been with other market towns, not with national averages. 
Furniture, carpets and textile shops are substantially over represented, while clothing and 
footwear shops are under represented. These data do not give a picture of a town, whose 
residents are deprived of choice in comparison with citizens in other towns and boroughs of 
a similar size. 

 
b) The analysis by NL section 5, page 19, of selected types of shops in Oswestry, shows that 

Oswestry has a mix of shops that compares favourably with national averages. In a Town 
and Borough, where pubs and hotels provide a large number of the available places for 
eating out, it is doubtful whether it is below average, for eating places.  It is to be noted that 
NL surprisingly exclude pubs and the town markets from their figures. 
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c) The NL report states that “Footwear, booksellers, arts, crafts, toys, hobbies and sport shops 
are slightly under represented, but an interested retailer would normally be expected to take 
up town centre sites, of which there are many available”. 

 
d) Table 5.1, page 19, of the NL report shows that the town has 42 empty shops, which is 

14% of the total. Our analysis (Assumption 8) casts doubt on this number, which appears 
to be approximately 20 units, not 42. These empty shops, together with the large number of 
charity shops, would suggest that even though Oswestry has a mix and number of shops 
which compare with the national average, it does have spare capacity. The NL report fails 
to provide any convincing argument as to why, under these circumstances, more retail 
shops are required within the next five years. 

 
e) CPRE feels that the presence of any new comparison shopping outlets away from the town 

centre would condemn any empty shops to remain unused, boarded up and derelict. Not to 
address this problem is to ignore the stated intention of the Local Plan, which is to provide 
Oswestry with a vibrant town centre. 

 
9) Commercial indicators 

a) The retail yield for shops in Oswestry compares closely with that for other Market Towns in 
Shropshire, including Bridgnorth (NL report Table 5.4, page 22). The report also states that 
”the larger conurbations have a lower retail yield than the market towns, which would be 
expected”.  

 
b) CPRE feels that the retail yield performance of shops in Oswestry should be compared with 

that of other market towns, described in the NL report as being similar to Oswestry. While 
the report comments on the high retail yield of shops in market towns in Shropshire, it fails 
to explain why high retail yields should be lowered.  

 
c) The NL report, para 5.17, page 23, describes the position accurately, “Oswestry Town 

centre displays reasonable signs of vitality and viability for a town of its size. The local 
population has an acceptable range of shops and services available in acceptable 
locations”. 

 
d) CPRE feels that the first priority should be to utilise this existing, unused capacity. It is also 

clear that the shopping facilities, provided by Oswestry town centre, are at least as good as 
those of other market towns of a comparable size in Shropshire. 

 
10) Qualitative need  -  Food and grocery shopping. 

a) Para 6.5, page 24, of the NL report states that “there is potential to improve the 
convenience retailing provision in the Borough by increasing the number of supermarkets in 
areas of deficiency and which are trading significantly above company average turnover”. 
The report fails to describe or define what it means by “areas of deficiency” or to explain 
why it is a fault to trade with an above average turnover. Our analysis, section 13, 
Assumptions 8-15 below, indicates that the interpretation that trading “above average 
turnover” is taking place is in any case based on fallacious reasoning. 
 

b) CPRE believes that Para 6.5 (NL report) would suggest that a policy of attracting business 
away from existing shops within Oswestry Town centre is being proposed, while Para 6.6 
(NL report) suggests that existing stores could be extended. 
 

c) CPRE feels that the NL report is advocating a new, out-of-town, convenience supermarket, 
based on the desirability of attracting shoppers from outside the Borough; i.e. those people 
who normally shop in Wrexham, Shrewsbury, Ellesmere or Chester. A policy to encourage 
out of town retail parks, would be contrary to RSS11, PPG6, the OBLP and the Shropshire 
Structural Plan. Oswestry has a Sainsbury’s, Marks and Spencer’s food store, Somerfield, 
Aldi, Cool Trader, B and Ms and Iceland. In addition there are, amongst others, four 
butchers, two green grocers, two bakers and several delicatessen stores in the town centre. 
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Stan’s Store at St. Martins should also be included, together with the many corner stores 
and rural village shops. The case for a large out of town food store has not been made, as 
demonstrated by the detailed analysis in sections 13 and 14. 
 

11) The experience of other market towns following out of town developments 
a) It is difficult to overstate the importance of having any new convenience store sited in the 

centre of the town. The following references confirm this: 

� The House of Commons Environment Select Committee's Fourth Report (1994) 
highlighted the vulnerability of small town centres to lasting damage from food 
superstores and other large retail developments. “As food retailers continue to focus 
on smaller centres, and increase the spread of merchandise, this poses additional 
threats to the traditional role of market towns; especially when new stores are located 
outside town centres”. 

A research study titled “Impact of Large Food Stores on Market Towns” makes the 
following points: 

� Town centre food stores tend to underpin the role of smaller market towns. Therefore, 
the study has focused on the impact of edge-of-centre and out-of-centre food stores 
on established centres.  

� New out-of-centre regional or sub-regional shopping centres have a substantial 
impact over a wide area and can harm the vitality and viability of existing centres 
within the catchment of the proposed development. Having regard to the key 
objective of the Government’s town centre policy, it is unlikely that such new 
development or the expansion of an existing out-of-centre regional or sub-regional 
shopping centre will meet the requirements of that policy.  

� There is little doubt that the viability of a town’s shopping centre is underpinned by 
those food stores, which attract customers into the town centre. There is plenty of 
evidence that the arrival of an out of town supermarket leads to a reduction in 
turnover in the town centre. The impact of the arrival of Tesco in Cirencester caused 
a 38% drop in the turn-over of the town centre stores. Evidence from other towns 
shows that as the town centre food stores become less used, there follows a general 
decline in retail activity. Food stores are a key anchor to commercial activity in market 
towns. 

� The research identified impacts on market share of between 13%-50% on the 
principal food retailers in market towns, as a result of large food stores in edge-of-
centre and out-of-centre locations. The decline in market share for the town centre 
convenience sector as a whole ranged from 21% in St Neots to 64% in Fakenham, 
and 75% in Warminster.  

� These levels of impact on market share have directly and indirectly led to the closure 
of some town centre food retailers; increases in vacancy levels; and a general decline 
in the quality of the environment of the centre. For example, in Fakenham the number 
of convenience retailers in the town centre declined from 18 to 13; vacancies 
increased by 33%; and there was a noticeable deterioration of the built environment 
of the town centre following the opening of an out-of-centre food store.  

� Contrary to the widely held perception, the research indicates that impact is not 
confined solely to other supermarkets. Edge-of-centre and out-of-centre large food 
stores sell an increasingly wide range of convenience and other goods, and often 
include services such as a Post Office, pharmacy, dry cleaner and cash point.  

� The research shows that the impact of large out-of-centre and edge-of-centre food 
stores is not limited to convenience retailing, but can also adversely affect other 
service uses. For example, in Fakenham the reduction in turnover ranged from 3.7% 
to 18.9%.  

� The research shows that market towns generally have small catchments, which will 
support only a limited number of large food stores. Therefore the development of an 
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out-of-centre or edge-of-centre food store represents a loss of potential investment in 
the town centre. 

� Where there is no capacity for additional retailing, the opening of an edge-of-centre or 
out-of-centre superstore is likely to lead to 'disinvestment' in the town centre (i.e. 
failure to reinvest in store refurbishments, etc). This has implications for the future 
viability of the individual retailer, and investment in the town centre as a whole. 

� A 1998 study by the National Retailer Planning Forum (NRPF) examining the 
employment impacts of 93 superstore openings between 1991 and 1994 found that 
they resulted in a net loss of more than 25,000 jobs or 276 per store opened. There 
was no evidence of any net gain of jobs. 

 
b) CPRE feels that Oswestry is well served by convenience stores; however, if further 

capacity is ever demonstrated to be necessary (which our analysis shows is not currently 
the case), this should be no larger than the existing Somerfield store and should be sited 
within the town centre. There is little doubt that the arrival of an edge-of-town or out-of-town 
retail convenience store of any substantial size will severely affect other stores within the 
town centre, reducing the number of customers visiting the town centre. Food stores are a 
key anchor to commercial activities in market towns. 

 
12) Qualitative Need  -  Comparison shopping 

a) The NL report para 6.8, page 25, states that there is “limited provision of clothing and 
footwear shops……… The strong provision of such shops in Wrexham and Shrewsbury is 
one of the principle factors influencing the amount of leakage out of the Borough”. It goes 
on to say that “there is a reasonable choice of shops in each category. The number of 
clothing and footwear shops is below national average, but there is no more leakage from 
the Borough, than one would expect from a market town of this size, adjacent to two major 
urban centres, and “there is a high proportion of furniture and carpet shops …. but most 
other specialist categories have a representation broadly in line with … the national 
average”, NL report para 5.5, page 20. (Also see Sections 15 & 16, Assumptions 16-27 for 
detailed analysis) 

 
b) The NL report states, para 6.9, page 25, that there is limited warehouse provision. This is 

not so. Oswestry has at least twelve large retail stores providing electrical supplies, paint, 
tiles, computer and hardware goods within the industrial estates, which have not been 
included in the report. To these should be added the substantial Garden Centre, Pet Food 
store, Timber Yard, Stove/Fireplace Centre and other stores on the Gledrid Industrial 
Estate. The need for further hardware and DIY stores to serve the Borough would be 
difficult to justify, as there is already ample choice and competition. 
 

c) The NL report states, para 6.10, page 25, that there is a qualitative need for extra bulky 
goods provision in the Borough, particularly for electrical appliances. However the NL 
survey shows that some 50% of people, from within the Borough, shop in Oswestry for 
these goods. (See 7.1 above and NL tables 4.4 to 4.6, page 13). On page 16, para 4.11, of 
the NL report it states that for audio visual and other durable goods Oswestry was a 
popular destination  
 

d) CPRE feels that the use of shops in Oswestry is not unsatisfactory for a town of its size, 
serving a population of some 16,000 households and competing with large retail parks 
within a fifteen to twenty mile radius. The case for Oswestry having higher order 
comparison goods in out-of-town warehouses has not been made. See NL’s own definition 
of higher order comparison goods on page 2 of its report. (Section 6 of this report).  
 

e) CPRE believes that competition for the higher order comparison goods is better provided 
by the clusters of competing stores in the retail parks in Shrewsbury or Wrexham. The 
catchment area of the Borough is too small to attract more than one large multinational 
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retail store, for any one type of comparison goods; a single monopoly store, sited outside 
the town centre, is not necessarily an advantage. 

 

Detailed examination of the assumptions used by Nathaniel Lichfield 
 
13) Detailed analysis of Quantitative scope for retail development - Convenience shopping 

a) The figures in NL’s quantitative analysis have been produced primarily from data obtained 
from Experian Goad and from the NEMS market survey. It is crucial to a proper 
understanding of the NL report to recognise that their quantitative analysis is based 
on a series of no less than twenty-seven separate assumptions and estimates, which 
they have used to calculate the figures in Table 8.1 on page 35 and Table 8.2 on page 
37 of their report.  These are the figures which provide the main justification for the 
conclusion that Oswestry needs another supermarket and more retail development. 

 
b) A slight change to any one of these twenty-seven assumptions and estimates will have an 

effect, sometimes dramatic, on the Table 8.1 and 8.2 figures and the conclusions drawn 
from them.  NL (paragraph 7.2) note that their later projections are susceptible to increasing 
margins of error, and that the trends should therefore be monitored. In fact all their 
assumptions, not just those affecting later figures, bear being subjected to a critical review. 
Nowhere have NL presented any sensitivity analysis showing how their figures would 
change if their assumptions and estimates were changed slightly.  The figures they present, 
therefore, have the character of being definitive, which they are not. 

 
c) Even though the NL figures are not definitive, they have been allowed to become 

established within the planning strategies.  The recently published Shropshire LDF Core 
Strategy Economy Topic Paper (page 18) uses the NL report as the basis of the statements 
that “Demand for convenience (food) shopping would support development of a quality 
foodstore of up to 2,500 sqm (net) by 2016” and “Growth in retail expenditure for 
comparison goods could support a reasonably large town centre development of over 5,000 
sqm by 2016”. 
CPRE’s detailed analysis results in the conclusion that neither of these statements is 
correct. 

 
d) CPRE have drawn up a model which replicates exactly how NL have arrived at their figures 

for “convenience goods” and for “comparison goods”.  This has enabled us to identify 
exactly what the assumptions were and how they affect the figures.  The assumptions used 
by NL are not always made obvious within their report and are largely embedded within 
their text and tables. In the rest of this section we deal just with the “convenience goods” 
figures.  These NL figures, and the assumptions used, are included as “C.NLconv1 – 3” at 
the end of this paper. 

e) C.NLconv2 shows how NL have calculated the projected demand for groceries 
(convenience goods) up to 2021. Their projections up to 2006, 2011 and 2016 are derived 
in the same way, but are not shown in detail here. However, all the underlying assumptions 
in their calculations are shown on C.NLconv2. NL have multiplied the estimated population 
of the study area, by the estimated “convenience” expenditure per person, to get the total 
amount spent on convenience goods by people in the study area. From the shopping 
survey, they have estimated how much of that convenience expenditure is spent in 
Oswestry. They have then applied growth factors to the population figures and the 
spending figures to project forwards as far as 2021. 

 
f) C.NLconv3 shows how NL have calculated Oswestry’s projected ability to supply that 

demand. They have estimated the available shopping floorspace in Oswestry, and have 
then applied national average turnover densities to calculate a notional turnover for 
Oswestry, which they describe as “benchmark” turnover.  Again, factors have been applied 
to project these figures forwards as far as 2021. 
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g) C.NLconv1 then brings together the two sets of projections, prepared in these very 
different ways. They simply take one from the other to arrive at what they call “surplus” 
expenditure, and apply another “benchmark” turnover density figure to arrive at their final 
calculation of whether Oswestry needs more supermarket floor area. 

 
h) CPRE have used this model to recalculate how the figures come out, using slight 

modifications to some of the more critical assumptions.  These recalculations are included 
as A.Conv1 – 3 at the end of this paper.  These exactly parallel “C.NLconv1 – 3” with the 
addition of the extra A.Conv2a.  This additionally shows the NEMS household survey 
results for food shopping and how market penetration percentages have been derived from 
them. 

 
Having made these slight modifications to NL’s estimates, the recalculated figures show 
that there is in fact very little need for another supermarket. 

 
i) We now examine each of the first fifteen ‘Assumptions’ used by NL in arriving at their 

figures for convenience shopping. 
 

Assumption 1 – Study area 
NL’s defined study area for the Borough of Oswestry is reproduced (See Appendix Map 1).  
In fact it encompasses an area about three times the size of the actual Borough, because it 
is based on post code sectors (e.g. SY11 1 and SY11 2 for Oswestry town).  The choice of 
post code sectors as the basis of the study is likely to have been made because of the 
availability of data by post code sector, and because they were used in the previous 2003 
study by Chesterton. 
 
This choice of post code sectors has produced a rather oddly shaped area, which is 
patently not the actual catchment area for Oswestry shops. Its boundaries stretch from 
Meifod and Llanfihangel-yng-Ngwynfa in the south-west, Glyn Ceiriog in the north-west, 
Marchwiel (two miles from Wrexham) in the north, Loppington (three miles from Wem) in 
the east, Montford Bridge (five miles from Shrewsbury) in the south-east and Arddleen (six 
miles from Welshpool) in the south.  Wrexham is the natural shopping centre for most of 
Zone 1 (Overton/Ruabon) and parts of Zones 2 and 4. Shrewsbury is the natural shopping 
centre for most of Zone 7 (Baschurch). Welshpool is the natural shopping centre for much 
of Zone 8 (described as Pant/Llanfyllin, but including e.g. Meifod and Arddleen). On the 
other hand, the post code sector method omits areas under the Berwyns, round 
Llanrhaeadr YM, that often shop in Oswestry.  The core area of the Borough of Oswestry is 
represented only by Zone 5, Zone 6 and the English half of Zone 3. In Zone 4, only the area 
immediately round St Martins is within the Borough. In small Zone 7, only the area 
immediately round Ruyton-XI-Towns is within the Borough.  Only tiny parts of the other 
three Zones fall within the Borough. 
 
The descriptions of the postcode sectors are also potentially misleading.  Zone 3 (SY10 7 
and SY10 9) is described as Gobowen, but Gobowen is actually only in its far north-east 
corner. Its south east corner stretches as far away as Llangedwyn. Likewise, Zone 2, 
described as Cefn Mawr/Pontfadog stretches well beyond Llanarmon DC, right up to the 
Berwyn ridge. These potentially misleading descriptions may have been used in NL’s 
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 in the lines for “Pant” and “Gobowen” (see Assumption 6 below). 
 
The wide geographical spread of the study area highlights the potential confusion in the use 
of the word “Oswestry” which is variously used to refer to or imply: 

a. The study area 
b. The Borough of Oswestry 
c. The town of Oswestry 
d. The town centre of Oswestry, as judged by common sense 
e. The town centre of Oswestry, as defined for planning purposes 
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The study area was surveyed by NEMS, a market research organization, which carried out 
telephone interviews with the main shopper in 1,000 households across the post code 
sectors.  NEMS have carried out market research for many other local authorities, but a 
case study on their website indicates that their study area for another survey of main 
grocery, top-up grocery and general non-food shopping habits was confined to the local 
authority area, rather than being extended into wider post code areas.  

 
Assumption 2 – Population 

NL have obtained their population figures from Experian, whose website describes them as 
a global leader. Experian in turn would have derived their figures from the 2001 Census, 
published by the Office for National Statistics (ONS). Census data is available from ONS by 
postcode sectors, but is also available by local authority areas (e.g. the Borough of 
Oswestry).  .NL could have obtained population data directly from ONS. 
 
NL’s stated 2001 population for the three core Borough areas of Zones 3, 5 and 6 totals to 
31,272, which represents 83% (5/6) of the ONS population of 37,308 for the Borough of 
Oswestry. NL’s 2006 figure of 32,421 also represents 83% of the Borough’s own estimate 
of 39,200 for its population in 2006. 
 
Surprisingly, Zone 2 (2006 population – 16,829), rather than Oswestry Town itself (Zone 5 
– 2006 population – 15,948), is stated to be the most populous zone. This is partly because 
Zone 5 contains only central Oswestry Town – in 2001 its population was 16,660, so some 
7% of Oswestry Town’s population is actually contained within NL’s Zones 3 and 6.  
 
The population density of the study area is much greater in the north.  The percentage 
splits are: 
 
North (Zones 1, 2, 3, 4)     57% 
Oswestry       18% 
South (Zones 6, 7, 8)      25% 
      100% 
 
This explains why more of the population of the study area shop in Wrexham than in 
Shrewsbury. 
 

Assumption 3 – Convenience goods expenditure per capita 
Again, NL have obtained their base data, at 2004 prices, directly from Experian, who 
provided local consumer expenditure estimates (NL paragraph 7.6).  The NL 2006 figures 
for convenience expenditure average to £1,527 for the study area as a whole.  This 
compares with Experian’s 2008 estimate of £1,568 for Shrewsbury’s overlapping catchment 
area, (convenience expenditure of £196 million for a catchment area with total population of 
124,976, (Experian Top Towns: Shrewsbury – Key Facts, obtained from Experian’s 
website). 
 
The “ONS UK National Accounts – The Blue Book 2007” puts national per capita 
expenditure on food and non-alcoholic drink for 2006 at only £1,170 (£70,908m for 60.6m 
UK population).  Only with the inclusion of alcohol and tobacco does the figure increase to 
£1,641.  The Blue Book therefore estimates that of total expenditure on food, drink and 
tobacco, about 29% is spent on alcohol and tobacco. 
 
NL define convenience goods as “consumer goods purchased on a regular basis, including 
food and groceries and cleaning materials.”  It is not clear whether this includes alcohol and 
tobacco, because in their Oswestry Town Centre Health Check, (see Table 5.1 on page 19, 
A3/A5 line) NL have excluded the 18 town centre pubs, which contribute much to the vitality 
and viability of the town centre. 
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If NL’s expenditure estimates do include alcohol and tobacco, then it appears that their 
supply estimates exclude the Borough’s pubs, and their ability to supply a large proportion 
of the 30% mentioned above. 
 
NL’s report was produced in 2007, however, they have used a 2004 base for prices, even 
though their first set of projections is for 2006, (already in the past at the date of their 
report).  This carries the implication that they did not use the latest available data. 
 

Assumption 4 – Population growth rates 
NL’s population growth rates were obtained from ONS (see NL Table 1B).  The rates are 
not overtly quoted by NL and we have derived them from the figures in NL Table 1B.  They 
appear to be reasonable, although the same rates have been applied by NL uniformly 
across all Zones regardless of differential house building activity, which is likely to be 
largely centred around Oswestry. 
 

Assumption 5 – Expenditure per capita growth rates 
It should be remembered that the expenditure growth rates used are rates of growth in the 
actual volume of goods bought. They do not include any allowance for inflation – all of NL’s 
figures are stated at 2004 prices. 
 
The expenditure growth rates used by NL are what determine their conclusion that there 
will be an increasing need for supermarket space.  So their accuracy is absolutely crucial to 
their analysis.   
 
The notes to their Table 2B state that they have used recommended forecast growth rates 
obtained from Experian Business Strategies.  The rates quoted (of 0.3%pa between 2004-
09, 0.9%pa between 2009-14 and 0.6%pa between 2014-21) produce compounded growth 
rates of 2.73% for 2006-11, 3.96% for 2011-16 and 3.04% for 2016-21.  Yet the rates 
actually used by NL within their figures equate to 5.53%, 5.20% and 3.65% respectively.  
These give the rates (more or less) quoted in the three right hand columns of their Table 2B 
(although the far right figures are actually for 2011-21, not 2006-21 as stated in their Table). 
 
However, paragraph 7.8 of the NL report implies that the only rate for convenience goods 
recommended by Experian is that of 0.3%pa for 2004-09. The rates of 0.9%pa for 2009-14 
and of 0.6% for 20014-21 appear to have been “adjusted” by NL, based on Experian’s 
overall growth forecasts (presumably therefore including expenditure on comparison goods, 
which Experian forecast to grow at a much higher rate than for convenience goods).  It 
seems strange that the forecast growth rate should triple from 2004-09 to 2009-14, then fall 
back again to a uniform level up to 2014. 
 
There is also nothing within the NL Tables or text to explain why the expenditure growth 
rates they have actually used in practice are significantly higher than the rates as stated.   
In Table 2B there is a further note, namely that the figures exclude special forms of trading - 
1.4% in 2004, 1.6% in 2006, and 2% in 2011 and beyond.  “Special forms of trading” is 
retail expenditure not spent in shops, including internet and telephone shopping (e.g. Tesco 
Direct which many rural households use), mail order and the local markets (NL paras 3.7 
and 7.12).  This increasing allowance for special forms of trading implies that there should 
be an increasing reduction in that element of expenditure, which is not evident in the growth 
rates actually used by NL.  It may also well be that with changing patterns of shopping, 
internet shopping will soon increase beyond 2% of convenience spending. 
 
For these reasons, the convenience expenditure growth rates used by NL are questionable.  
In A.Conv2a and A.Conv2b, we have, therefore, used the stated Experian growth rate of 
0.3%pa throughout.  With the nation’s increasing awareness of issues of climate change, 
waste etc, and with increasing food prices causing reductions in volumes purchased, even 
this rate may be too high. 
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Assumption 6 – Estimated market penetration percentages 
Having worked out estimated total convenience expenditure for the study area as a whole, 
NL have then used estimated market penetration rates (i.e. market share) to estimate how 
much of that expenditure is spent in Oswestry Town.  Their assessment of penetration 
rates is stated to have been based primarily on the results of the NEMS Market Research 
telephone survey of 1,000 households in the study area (NL paragraph 7.9).  Their 
penetration rates for convenience expenditure are set out in their Table 4B. 
 
We would have expected the penetration rates to have been based wholly on the market 
survey.  The purpose of conducting it was precisely that, to determine where people in the 
study area actually shopped.  We would therefore expect the penetration rates to have 
been based on a weighted average of the separate survey results for main food shopping 
(Table 4.1) and for top-up food shopping (Table 4.2).  The weighting would be in the 
relative proportions spent on main food shopping and on top-up shopping, so would be 
heavily weighted towards main food shopping. 
 
In our reworking of the figures at A.Conv2a we have set out the survey results as in NL’s 
Tables 4.1 and 4.2 and shown the resulting calculation of estimated market penetration 
rates using a weighting of 87.5% main to 12.5% top-up.  Although this ratio of 7:1 seems a 
bit low for main food shopping, it is the ratio that gives the best overall fit to NL’s sub-totals 
for Oswestry Town on their Table 4B.  As noted at the foot of A.Conv2a, for top-up 
shopping at "local shops" it is assumed that 100% of Zone 5 and 25% of Zones 3 & 6 are at 
Oswestry Town shops. 
 
Although this gives the best fit for NL’s figures for Oswestry Town as a whole, it throws up 
some large discrepancies in the Sainsbury’s figures.  Our weighted calculation of the 
Sainsbury’s penetration rates gives figures for Zones 3, 5 and 6 of 45%, 48% and 48% 
respectively.  NL’s figures are only 38%, 40% and 43% respectively.  This may be because 
they have incorrectly included the Table 4.2 top-up figures for Sainsbury’s within the “Other 
town centre shops” line on Table 4B. 
 
The overall percentage market share of each shopping destination is shown on A.Conv2a 
and 2b and on C.NLconv2.  According to the NEMS survey, Sainsbury’s has about a 25% 
share of the whole study area.  Wrexham’s share is about 20% and Shrewsbury’s about 
10%, because of the skewed population density of the study area (see Assumption 2 
above). 
 
Sainsbury’s 2008 Annual Report and Financial Statements states their market share to be 
14.8% for the UK as a whole, 9.5% in “Wales and West”, and 15.5% in “Midlands”.  It is not 
clear which of the latter two regions Oswestry falls into, but clearly Sainsbury’s market 
share in the study area is well ahead of their average market share.  That is evidence of 
less competition for Sainsbury’s around Oswestry, not of “overtrading” by Sainsbury’s. 
 
It is also notable that, although Somerfield comes second to Sainsbury’s in market share, 
the third spot is occupied, not by a national multiple, but by Stans Superstore in St Martins.  
Stans, according to the food retail industry publication The Grocer (28/4/07), is a 
“standalone supermarket playing the multiples at their own game – and winning.  It is 
number 40 on The Grocer’s Top 50 ranking of the UK’s biggest independent retailers, and 
… is one of only three retailers on the list to deliver the sufficient turnover through a single 
outlet”. 
 
Stans’ gross floorspace is over 3,000 sq m, and the net sales floorspace is over 2,000 sq 
m.  The presence of such a large store in the north of the Borough of Oswestry, in Zone 4 
of the study area, between Oswestry and Ruabon/Wrexham, clearly has an impact on 
market shares.  Stans’ market share of Zone 4 is put by the NEMS survey at 21% for main 
shopping trips (NL Table 4.1, page 13) and at 26% for top-up shopping (NL Table 4.2, page 
14). 
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The Grocer (28/4/07) states that “ten years ago when Sainsbury’s opened in Oswestry, 
Stans only lost 1% of its business in the first 12 months of competition”.  This is evidence 
that market share to the north of Oswestry is resilient, and may not be affected much by the 
opening of supermarkets in Oswestry. 
 
The Grocer (28/4/07) also quotes Stans’ turnover as being £15.8 million.  NL’s calculation 
of Stans’ 2006 turnover is only £7.77 m (NL Table 5B).  This indicates that either the basis 
of NL’s model is wrong, or that the NEMS survey (perhaps because of an unrepresentative 
sampling method) has underestimated the market share of Stans Superstore. 
 
It is worth just commenting here on the effect of the sample size of 1,000 households used 
in the survey.  NL do not overtly say whether NEMS spread that 1,000 equally between the 
eight zones or whether they weighted each area by population size.  The study area 
population is put by NL at 87,478 in 2006, the year of the survey (which was conducted in 
August 2006).  In 2006 the Borough’s population size was put at 39,200, with 16,660 
households.  The study area population is, therefore, likely to represent about 37,200 
households.  The survey thus represents about a 2.7% sample of households.  A.Conv2a 
and 2b show the number of households in each Zone that would have been surveyed, if a 
weighting by population had been used by NEMS. 
For most Zones it is, therefore, likely that a penetration rate of 1% is supported by an 
interview with just one householder.  For the smallest survey area, Zone 7, even a 2% 
figure represents only one householder.  This means that, at the lower levels of penetration, 
individual figures will not be statistically significant.  It also means that just one householder 
in the survey having a faulty memory of a singe one-off shopping trip, for example for 
clothes or electrical goods will cause a 1% distortion in the survey figures for a Zone. 
 
For the core areas of the Borough, the NEMS household survey indicates that 86% from 
Zone 5, 85% from Zone 6 and 73% from Zone 3 do their main shop in Oswestry (Table 4.1, 
reproduced on A.Conv2a).  NL consider 88% (their figure of market penetration for Zone 5 
in their Table 3B) to be “a relatively high rate of retention” (para 7.19).  In paragraph 7.20, 
they comment on the proportion of the population in Zones 1 and 2 that shop in Wrexham, 
in Zone 7 that shop in Shrewsbury and in Zone 8 the proportion that shop in Welshpool. 
 
From a knowledge of the geography of the study area, and bearing in mind how widely that 
the study area has been spread, that it exactly what would be expected.  It is not evidence 
for “leakage”. 
 
For the core areas of the Borough, the NEMS household survey indicates that 96% from 
Zone 5, 50% from Zone 6 and 46% from Zone 3 do their top-up shopping in Oswestry 
(A.Conv2a).  When compared with the main shopping figures, this indicates that people 
from those zones prefer to do their main shopping in Oswestry, but do their top-up 
shopping at their local village shops.  For Zone 5, those local shops are overwhelmingly 
within Oswestry. 
 
That in turn implies that a proportion of people within Oswestry may perhaps do their main 
shopping on their way home from work in Shrewsbury or Wrexham, but still do their top-up 
shopping locally. It would be interesting to know whether the NEMS household survey 
obtained any data to correlate where people shopped with where they worked, rather than 
with where they lived. 
 

Assumption 7 – Inflow 
Even though the study area was widely cast, NL make the assumption that, of the people 
shopping in Oswestry, a further 5% will come from outside the study area (NL para 7.5, 
final sentence).   
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Bearing in mind that their figures show that even within the study area, only 5% of people in 
Zone 1 shop in Oswestry, (presumably that small fraction in that zone nearest to Oswestry), 
it seems most unlikely that a further 5% from outside the study area would shop in 
Oswestry. 
 
By virtue of this unlikely assumption, NL have grossed up the existing study area results by 
5.26% (5/95), thereby inflating all their “demand” figures by this amount. 
 
In A.Conv2a and A.Conv2b, we have, therefore, assumed that this inflow rate will be only 
1%, in recognition of the small population round Llanrhaeadr YM that often shop in 
Oswestry, and which was not included In the NEMS shopping survey. 
 

Assumption 8 – Net/gross sales floor space (and health check) 
NL estimate the net floor space of supermarkets and other food shops in Oswestry town 
centre to be 7,713 sq m (NL Table 1A).  This figure of 7,713 sq m is stated to be “net”, 
which presumably means that it will have been derived from a “gross” figure by applying a 
reduction factor to allow for back-up areas, (for storage and staff), to arrive at actual sales 
floor space, (see also Assumption 15).  NL do not say how they derive this net figure, but 
it is presumably from the gross figures in Experian Goad’s Town Centre Report, which is 
the stated basis of the data in NL’s Oswestry Town Centre Health Check (see their Tables 
5.1, 5.2 and 5.3).   
 
Experian Goad have carried out a survey of Oswestry Town Centre for each year since 
2003.  Their surveyor visited Oswestry, and updated a plan of the town, showing the name 
and type of each unit, all on one day.  From the plan, (scale 1:1000), Experian then 
automatically calculate the gross floor areas.  They do not routinely go inside premises.  
They note in their records if a unit has more than one trading floor, but their floor space 
figures do not take this into account – those figures are based purely on the footprint 
dimensions shown on the plan.  Experian themselves say nothing about net percentage of 
sales floor space, nor about ratios of convenience to comparison floor space in 
supermarkets.  Their figures are purely gross floor space as derived from the 1:1000 plan. 
 
Experian produce a number of reports based on this data.  They are produced on a 
consistent basis in order to be comparable year to year.  One of the simplest reports is the 
Town Centre Report.  We have obtained details of the headline figures in this report for 
2005 and 2006, based on surveys made on Monday 18 April 2005 and on Friday 5 May 
2006.  We have also obtained Experian Goad’s 2007 Category Report, Retail Address 
Data, and Plan.  The Category Report gives greater detail than the Centre Report.  The 
Retail Address Data gives individual data for each unit.  The Plan, at 1:1000 scale, shows 
the name, category and outline of all properties surveyed.  All this 2007 data was surveyed 
on Friday 20 April 2007.  The Experian Goad surveyors will clearly not have taken account 
of, (perhaps will not even have been aware of), the open air markets. 
 
Shropshire County Council’s Sustainability Group also produce figures for number of units 
and floorspace.  For Oswestry, the latest figures available on the internet are published as 
paper M04OS/02, the Oswestry Shops Survey 2005.  The figures were originally compiled 
by actual measurement of floor space, measured as long ago as 1979, nearly 30 years 
ago.  Since then, they have been updated periodically from planning data.  The latest 
figures, already three years out of date, appear to be the eleventh published revision of the 
original 1979 data.  Paper M04OS/02 does quote net floor space figures, but in some cases 
these are only 3% of gross figures, and the average is only 40% of gross floor space.  Their 
basis is, therefore, likely to be very different to that of the NL figures and to more modern 
trading conditions. 
 
We have summarised NL’s figures for number of units and their floor space against this 
Shops Survey and against the above three Experian sets of figures.  This comparison is 
shown as E.OTCHC in the Appendix. 
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To arrive at NL’s gross figures for convenience floor space, we have used their 
Assumption 15, see below, using the ratio of 65% sales : 35% non-sales floor space.  
Their ratios for comparison floor space are in their Table 2A, although not all ratios are 
shown by them – we have assumed that net is 80% of gross where not stated.  We have 
obtained Experian’s gross floor space figures for the three units on the Penda Retail Park, 
which they survey separately from the Oswestry Town Centre.  The gross floor space 
figures for McLaren Furniture and Colour Supplies have been derived from the scaled plans 
on Oswestry Borough Council’s planning website.  We have adjusted the Experian figures 
to include the floor space of the new Marks & Spencer store, which was included as a 
vacant property at the date of the 2006 and 2007 surveys – it is assumed that NL’s figures 
would have included this floor space under their Co-op heading (it was recorded as Co-op 
Pioneer in Experian’s 2005 survey). 
 
The figures on E.OTCHC show the wide disparity in these five sets of floor space figures.  
NL’s figures for gross convenience floor space are only 75% of the Experian figures, and 
only about two-thirds of the Council’s figures, although the number of units shows greater 
consistency.  NL’s figures for comparison floor space are about 6% - 9% higher than 
Experian’s 2006 and 2007 figures, with a higher number of units.  However, they are 20% 
lower than the Council’s figures, with the same number of units. 
 
It is likely that the NL and Experian figures are lower than the Council’s figures because 
they are restricted to the Town Centre.  The Council’s figures will include the industrial 
estates.  They may also include the indoor and outdoor markets, which NL do not include, 
despite their contribution to Oswestry’s vitality and viability. 
 
It is clear that arriving at a figure for Oswestry’s gross retail floor space is far from being a 
cut and dried matter.  And to move from gross figures to net sales floor space figures 
involves yet another set of assumptions.  See Assumptions 15. 
 
In their Oswestry Town Health Check (section 5), NL have compared Oswestry’s 
percentages for most categories of shops with national percentages, (but not with 
percentages for market towns).  It is notable, however, that they have not supplied 
percentage comparisons for the supermarket to non-supermarket element of Oswestry’s 
convenience shopping.  They, therefore, do not give any indication of whether Oswestry’s 
floor space of supermarkets is under or over-represented compared with national averages. 
 
The figures on E.OTCHC indicate that NL’s figures for “other convenience retail”, (i.e. non-
supermarket food shops, after adjusting for the Co-op), give an average unit size of only 43 
sq m, which is much too low.  This does suggest that the NL figures are inconsistent. 
 
Also, as shown on E.OTCHC, NL show the number of vacant units as 42 (their Table 5.1).  
This is a similar figure to the Council’s 2005 figure, but Experian’s 2005, 2006 and 2007 
figures are less than half of that.  Experian have also confirmed that their 2004 figures were 
only 2 or 3 units different from the 2005 figures.  It is therefore very difficult to see where 
NL’s figures for vacant units came from. 

 
Overall, it does, therefore, appear that NL’s figures may not be wholly accurate and that 
they may well have significantly underestimated Oswestry’s retail floor space, both for 
convenience goods and for comparison goods. 
 
The Experian figures on E.OTCHC do however show a steady increase in Oswestry’s floor 
space, indicating that it is increasingly popular for retail. 
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Assumption 9 – Ratio of net convenience sales floor space to net  

comparison floor space within supermarkets 
NL’s Table 1A sets out four different percentages, which they have applied to the net retail 
floor space of the five supermarkets listed in the table, in order to eliminate from their 
convenience calculations the comparison floor space within those supermarkets.  They do 
not state from where those percentages have been derived, nor offer any explanation for 
them. 
 
The basis of these assumptions is important, because the lower the figure for convenience 
floor space that is used, then the higher will be the apparent gap between supply and 
demand, and the greater will be the apparent need to build new supermarkets. 
The sales floor space of Sainsbury’s is very easy to measure because it is covered in 
square tiles.  Measurement shows that the net sales floor space is about 70% of the gross 
floor space of 3,970 sq m.  Of that only about 15%, (not NL’s 20%), at the one end is 
devoted to comparison goods. 
 

Assumption 10 – Turnover sales floor space density and “benchmark” turnover 
Turnover sales floor space density is simply the total sales (turnover) of a supermarket (or 
shop), divided by its floor space.  NL’s use of turnover sales density figures and 
“benchmark” turnovers is fundamental to their analysis, which is critically sensitive to these 
figures.  We believe that this is the most controversial aspect of their analysis. 
 
In their table 1A, NL list turnover sales floor space densities for five of the supermarket 
chains in Oswestry, plus a figure for other Oswestry shops.  There are several points about 
these figures which should be noted. 

a. The figures are the company averages, presumably national averages, for the five 
supermarket chains (NL para 7.21).  They, therefore, do not necessarily relate to the 
particular trading conditions of that chain in Oswestry. 

b. NL have made use of these figures in their analysis of convenience expenditure 
because they are available for major food operators, (NL para 7.21).  The logic of 
their analysis of comparison expenditure is on a completely different basis, because 
it appears that no national average figures for comparison expenditure are 
available. 

c. NL state that the available company averages have been adjusted to exclude 
comparison sales (NL paras 7.21 & 7.22).  They do not reveal the exact basis of 
their estimates here for comparison sales floor space within large food stores (NL 
para 7.22).  Nor do they say whether the company averages relate to gross store 
floor space or just to net sales floor space. 

d. NL’s average figure of £4,000 per sq m for smaller Oswestry shops is a pure 
assumption (NL para 7.23). 

 
In their paragraph 7.24, NL make the simple assertion that the “benchmark” turnover for 
Oswestry’s convenience shopping is £40.64m (see also C.NLconv3).  The word 
“benchmark” carries the implication of a standard against which a particular figure is 
judged.  The figure of £40.64m is in reality not really a “benchmark”, but only a national 
average figure.  This is largely meaningless as a basis of comparison, without some 
knowledge of the spread of results contributing to that average.  Otherwise it is like saying, 
for instance, that tall people show a “surplus” compared to the national average height. 
 
A better comparison might be with the average turnover density of other market towns like 
Oswestry.  NL give no indication of what this might be.  Nor do they show any comparison 
of “available” existing turnover densities with these company average turnovers. 
 
We have, therefore, attempted some such comparison, as shown on A.Conv3.  The actual 
available forecast expenditure, derived from A.Conv2a, is shown in the 2006 “benchmark” 
column as £58,897,000. This calculation, using slightly modified market penetration rates, 
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is little different from NL’s original figure of £61.11m, (their Table 9B and our C.NLconv1).  
This figure is then divided by NL’s figure of 6,755 sq m for net convenience floor space, (NL 
Table 1A), to give the figures in the column marked “N” on A.Conv3.  This column indicates 
that Sainsbury’s actual 2006 turnover density was £16,417, and that the average turnover 
density for Oswestry Town was £8,719. 
 
These figures have then been compared with NL’s stated “benchmark” figures, (shown in 
the column marked “A”). The resulting percentage difference is shown in the column 
marked “N less A”.  This is another way of expressing what NL call the “surplus” 
expenditure (NL Table 9B). 
 
What is immediately apparent is the huge variation in the percentage variances, and the 
lack of any trend in these variances.  They fluctuate between a positive variance of 275% 
for Aldi (indicating falsely that Oswestry Aldi’s must be a hugely popular store) and a 
negative variance of 90% for Oswestry’s non-supermarket shops (indicating falsely that 
they are woefully unpopular by national averages).  The variance for Sainsbury’s is 76%, 
indicating that Oswestry Sainsbury’s is also vastly more popular than Sainsbury’s national 
average. 
 
NL make no mention of, nor offer any explanation for, these figures.  Does one expect the 
turnover density of supermarkets in market towns to be higher or lower than the national 
average?  Are Sainsbury’s and Aldi (and Somerfield) really so popular, and are Iceland and 
the local shops really so unpopular? 
 
An alternative explanation of course is that there is something amiss with either NL’s net 
convenience floorspace figures or with their national average supermarket “benchmark” 
figures. 
 
To test this we have also shown on A.Conv3 a comparison with gross floor space figures 
(as derived from the Experian Goad 2007 figures, summarised on E.OTCHC), rather than 
net convenience floor space.  This is the column marked “G less A”.  It has to be said that 
this provides a much better “fit” with the national averages for Sainsbury’s and Somerfield, 
Oswestry’s two most popular supermarkets.  Also, their gross turnover sales floor space 
densities of £8,667 and £4,389 per sq m respectively come out below the stated national 
average.  Surely there are some industry figures available to show whether this is what 
might be expected in a market town, where turnovers might well be less than in bigger 
towns?   
 
Two questions therefore arise:  

• whether the national average supermarket “benchmark” figures quoted by NL are 
actually based not on net convenience floor space, but on gross floor space 

• whether NL’s floor space figures, and reduction percentages from gross to net floor 
space and to net convenience floor space, give true figures 

 
It would surely be relatively easy to establish what each Oswestry supermarket’s actual 
floor space and actual turnover was, rather than deriving notional “benchmark” figures from 
national averages.  This would then also test the accuracy of NL’s model of demand, based 
on Experian’s local estimates of expenditure and the market penetration percentages, 
derived from the NEMS household survey. 
 
As stated above under Assumption 6, The Grocer (28/4/07) quotes the turnover for Stans 
Superstore as £15.8m, compared with NL’s calculation of £7.77m for Stans’ 2006 turnover.  
This does indicate a significant inaccuracy in NL’s model of demand. 
 
The “benchmark” national average turnover density figure that NL quote for Sainsbury’s is 
£9,335 per sq m at 2004 prices (NL Table 1A).  This, and the other national supermarkets’ 



 
 

22 

average figures are stated to be exclusive of petrol sales, exclusive of comparison goods 
sales, and inclusive of VAT (NL para 7.21, page 31). 
 
Sainsbury’s 2008 Annual Report and Financial Statements give figures for total sales and 
for total sales floorspace of its some 500 supermarkets and 300 convenience stores.  It is 
not possible to derive average turnover density figures from those accounts that would be 
on the same basis that NL have used.  The figures that can be derived are inclusive of fuel 
sales, inclusive of comparison goods sales, and either inclusive or exclusive of VAT.  The 
figures exclusive of VAT are £10,700 per sq m for 2008 and £10,400 per sq m for 2007.  
Inclusive of VAT they are £11,600 per sq m for 2008 and £11,300 per sq m for 2007.  VAT 
is chargeable on fuel sales and on most comparison goods sales, but is not chargeable on 
most food sales. 
 
If the above Sainsbury’s figures were reduced for petrol sales, comparison goods sales, 
and inflation and efficiency factors between 2004 and 2007, then the resulting average 
would probably be below the figure of £9,335 per sq m.  This further illustrates some of the 
pitfalls of using company averages, which may well not be truly comparable. 
 

Assumption 11 – Increase in turnover density efficiency 
NL have allowed for an annual increase of 0.3% in turnover density efficiency for 
convenience floor space (para 8.3).  This means that their initial 2006 projections of 
Oswestry’s ability to supply demand have been increased by 0.3% per annum.  
 
In NL’s analysis, it is the difference between this growth rate, and the higher growth rates 
for population and expenditure that account for the increasing gap between demand and 
supply, and therefore the increasing need for a supermarket from 2006 to 20021.  On 
A.Conv1, it is only the projected increase in population that accounts for any gap. 
 

Assumption 12 – Resulting “surplus” 
This gap between projected demand and projected supply is referred to by NL as “surplus” 
expenditure. 
 
As identified above, however, their “demand” figure is a notional one, heavily dependant on 
the accuracy of Experian’s local estimates of expenditure, as well as on the market 
penetration percentages derived from the NEMS household survey. 
 
Their “supply” figure is an even more notional one, being based on national average 
turnover density figures, and estimates of floor space which our analysis of Assumptions 8 
& 10 indicates to be questionable. 
 
On this notional juxtaposition of notional figures, NL calculate that there is already by 2006 
a “surplus” of over £20m of convenience expenditure, justifying another small supermarket.  
Is this actually borne out by the evidence on the ground, rather than via a notional analysis?  
Are Oswestry’s shops really bursting at the seams through “surplus” demand? 
 
In our calculations on A.Conv1 we have adopted NL’s logic for comparison shopping, 
namely that Oswestry’s convenience shops are currently meeting demand.  This means 
that the “benchmark” figure for 2006 is simply identical to the estimated expenditure figure 
as calculated on A.Conv2a, and that later figures have been calculated by applying the 
Assumption 11 efficiency factor. 
 

Assumption 13 – “Benchmark” turnover density for main food operators 
In the last three stages of their convenience shopping calculations, NL have applied a 
“benchmark” turnover density of £11,500 per sq m at 2006, which they say represents a 
realistic mid-point of the company averages of the four main food operators – Tesco, Asda, 
Morrisons and Sainsbury’s (para 8.2 and Table 8.1).   This is on the basis that it will be one 



 
 

23 

of the other three main operators that would be the most likely occupiers of new, purpose 
built floorspace, in competition with Sainsbury’s. 
 
This is some 23% higher than the equivalent figure of £9,335 per sq m that they quote for 
Sainsbury’s alone, indicating that there must be a surprisingly wide spread of values for 
turnover density amongst these operators, with Sainsbury’s at the less efficient end of this 
spread.   
 
Unless it is thought possible that Sainsbury’s will open a second store in Oswestry, then NL 
should have used the average turnover density of the other three main food operators, 
excluding Sainsbury’s from that average.  As Sainsbury’s have a low turnover density 
figure, then the figure to be used should consequently be more than £11,500.  It should be 
nearer £12,000.  That is therefore the figure we have used on A.Conv1. 
 

Assumption 14 – Ratio of convenience floorspace to comparison 
 floorspace in four main supermarkets 

 
In the penultimate step of their convenience shopping calculations, NL have assumed that 
the main food operators have a ratio of 20% comparison floorspace to 80% convenience 
floorspace.  They state (para 8.4) that, for large supermarkets, the range in the proportion 
of convenience floorspace can be anything from 55% to 90%, but they have chosen to use 
80%.  The range they quoted for Oswestry’s existing supermarkets was 70% to 98% (Table 
1A). 
 
If national average figures for turnover densities are available for the major foodstore 
operators, then presumably averages are also available for the ratio of comparison 
floorspace to convenience floorspace.  NL do not say whether any such averages have 
been taken into account in arriving at their figure of 80%. 
 
By using a figure of 80%, NL are increasing the required total sales floorspace by 25%.  A 
figure of 90% would increase the required sales floorspace by only 11%. 
 
Our measurement of Sainsbury’s retail floorspace, (see assumption 9 comments above), 
indicated that only 15% of it was devoted to comparison goods.  That is therefore the figure 
we have used on A.Conv1. 

 
Assumption 15 – Ratio of sales floorspace to back-up floorspace in supermarkets 

In the final step of their convenience shopping calculations, NL have assumed that the main 
food operators have a ratio of 65% sales floorspace to 35% back-up floorspace for storage 
and staff areas.  They state (para 8.4) that, for large supermarkets, the range in sales 
floorspace proportion can be anything from 55% to 75%, and they have chosen to use 
65%. 
 
Again, if national average figures for turnover densities are available for the major foodstore 
operators, then presumably averages are also available for the ratio of sales floorspace to 
back-up floorspace.  NL do not say whether any such averages have been taken into 
account in arriving at their figure of 65%. 
 
By using a figure of 65%, NL are increasing the required total sales floorspace by 54%.  A 
figure of 75% would increase the required sales floorspace by only 33%. 
 
The percentages used in these last two assumptions can therefore be seen to have a huge 
impact on the overall projected size of any potential supermarket. 
 
Our measurement of Sainsbury’s retail floorspace, (see Assumption 9) indicated that it 
represented about 70% of gross floorspace.  That is therefore the figure we have used on 
A.Conv1. 
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14) Conclusions  -  Quantitative scope for Convenience shopping development  

The conclusions that can be drawn from the above analysis in section 13 are: 
 
a) There is no acceptable evidence of “leakage” to Wrexham or Shrewsbury, as implied 

by NL at para 8.18.  The Oswestry shops are very popular with shoppers in the core 
catchment area of the Borough and only those living closest to Wrexham and 
Shrewsbury (and to Welshpool) prefer to shop there (see Assumption 6) 

b) NL may have overestimated “demand” expenditure by including expenditure on 
alcohol and tobacco, which is not reflected in their “supply” figures because those 
exclude pubs (see Assumptions 3 and 8) 

c) NL’s figures for growth rates in expenditure per capita are internally inconsistent and 
likely to have been overstated (see Assumption 5) 

d) Figures quoted by The Grocer for the turnover of Stans Superstore at St Martins are 
very different from those calculated by NL, indicating a significant inaccuracy in NL’s 
model of demand (see Assumptions 6 and 10) 

e) NL have overestimated the “inflow” from outside the study area (see Assumption 6) 
f) A market survey correlating shopping destinations with where people work rather than 

where they live might reveal why some people in the Borough do not do their main 
shopping in Oswestry (see Assumption 6) 

g) NL’s floorspace figures omit the indoor and outdoor markets (as well as the pubs).  
Other figures indicate that NL’s total floorspace figure is much too low (Assumption 
8) 

h) Turnover density figures derived from NL’s figures show wild discrepancies in 
comparison with stated national averages (see Assumption 10).  In practice it seems 
unlikely that the turnover densities of Oswestry’s shops are dissimilar to those of other 
market towns in Shropshire. 

i) There is no current evidence that Oswestry’s shops are not meeting demand.  NL’s 
figures of “surplus” expenditure are based on false logic (Assumption 12) 

j) NL’s calculations of required new supermarket floorspace are sensitive to the figure 
they use for Big 4 turnover density (Assumption 13) and are highly sensitive to the 
ratios they use for convenience to comparison floorspace (Assumption 14) and for 
sales to back-up floorspace (Assumption 15). 

k) The new M&S foodstore has now replaced the old Co-op store.  This partially 
addresses NL’s recommendation for a new supermarket. 

 
In A.Conv 1-3 we have adjusted for some of the above 15 assumptions, as noted in our 
comments.  The conclusion from the resulting figures is that there is very little need for 
significant additional supermarket floorspace, even as far ahead as 2021. 

 
CPRE also note that: 

 
i) As any new retail store coming into Oswestry is likely to be a clone of national outlets, 

already present in Wrexham or Shrewsbury, there will be little incentive for people living 
in these Zones to alter their shopping patterns. 

ii) NL make the important recommendation that all proposed food store developments 
should be assessed on a case by case basis to avoid harming existing facilities (para 
8.7). 

iii) Any new convenience store, which relies on attracting customers from outside the 
Borough, will increase the use of cars. This will be contrary to Policy T2 of the RSS 11. 

iv) The NL Report (para 8.12, page 36) states that “long term projections beyond 2016 
should be treated with caution and should be reassessed during the plan period”. PPS6 
requires Local Authorities only to identify sites to accommodate needs for the first five 
years. 
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15) Detailed analysis of Quantitative scope for retail development - Comparison stores 

a) As noted above, we have also drawn up a model which replicates exactly how NL have 
arrived at their figures for non-food (“comparison”) goods, identifying the estimates and 
assumptions used in arriving at the figures and hence their conclusions. 

 
b) D.NLcomp1, 2 and 3, see Appendix, have been drawn up in exactly the same way as the 

equivalent schedules for convenience expenditure.  They again show how NL have 
calculated the projected demand for comparison goods up to 2021, Oswestry’s projected 
ability to supply that demand, and how any resulting “surplus” translates into the need for 
more floorspace. 

 
c) We have again used this model to recalculate how the figures come out, using slight 

modifications to some of the more questionable assumptions  These recalculations are 
included as “B.Comp1 – 3” at the end of this paper.  These again exactly parallel 
“D.NLcomp1 – 3” with the addition of the extra “B.Comp2a”.  This, additionally, shows 
the NEMS household survey results for non-food shopping and how market penetration 
percentages have been derived from them. 

 
d) We now examine the further twelve assumptions used by NL in arriving at their figures for 

comparison shopping 
 

Assumptions 1, 2 and 4 
These assumptions about the study area, about population, and about population growth 
rates are used again by NL.  Our comments on these are unchanged.  
 

Assumption 16 – Comparison goods expenditure per capita 
Just as for convenience expenditure, NL’s base data, at 2004 prices, came directly from 
Experian (NL paragraph 7.6).   The NL 2006 figures for comparison expenditure average to 
£2,656 for the study area as a whole (see D.NLcomp2).  This compares with Experian’s 
2008 estimate of £2,761 for Shrewsbury’s overlapping catchment area, (comparison 
expenditure of £345 million for a catchment area with total population of 124,976  (Experian 
Top Towns: Shrewsbury – Key Facts, obtained from Experian’s website)). 
 
However, the “ONS UK National Accounts – The Blue Book 2007” puts national per capita 
expenditure on comparison expenditure for 2006 at only £2,173 (£131,674m for 60.6m UK 
population).  This is about 82% of the NL figure of £2,656.  On B.Comp2a and 2b we have 
therefore reduced the 2006 base expenditure (to be on the conservative side) to 85% of the 
NL figures. 
 
NL’s report was produced in 2007, but they have used a 2004 base for prices, even though 
their first set of projections is for 2006, (already in the past at the date of their report).  This 
carries the implication that they did not use the latest available data 
 

Assumption 17 – Comparison expenditure per capita growth rates 
We repeat the comment, under the Assumption 5 heading above, that the expenditure 
growth rates used by NL are what determine their conclusion; that there will be an 
increasing need for floorspace.  So their accuracy is again absolutely crucial to their 
analysis, particularly as the growth rates used are much more aggressive than those used 
for convenience expenditure. 
 
These rates quoted by NL in their paragraph 7.8 should be reviewed in the current 
economic climate. 
 
The comments, (see Assumption 5 above), on the questionability of the rates actually 
used by NL apply equally here. 
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For these reasons, in B.Comp2a and B.Comp2b we have therefore reduced the lowest 
Experian growth rate by 80% and applied that rate throughout.  In the current economic 
climate, even this rate may be too high. 

 
Assumption 18 – Estimated market penetration percentages 

In their paragraph 7.28 NL state that “the results of the NEMS household survey 
undertaken in August 2006, have been used to estimate existing shopping patterns within 
the study area”. Again, as in Assumption 6 above, we would have expected the 
penetration rates used by NL to have been evident from the stated results of the market 
survey.  Penetration rates might have been based on a weighted average of the separate 
survey results for each identified category of comparison shopping.  The weighting would 
be in the relative proportions spent on each category. 
 
In theory, the ONS Blue Book could provide a basis for the above weightings, but in 
practice it is difficult to match their expenditure categories to the six categories used in the 
NEMS survey.  We have therefore used an equal weighting of all six categories on 
B.Comp2a.  The detailed workings are not shown for space reasons. 
 
The resulting estimation of market penetration is shown directly below the market 
penetration figures used by NL, as set out in their Table 3C. 
 
It is very clear that the two sets of figures are very different, and it is a complete mystery 
how NL have derived their Table 3C figures from the NEMS market survey results, set out 
in their Tables 4.3 to 4.8. 
 
For instance, their Tables 4.3 to 4.8 show Oswestry to have a penetration rate of between 
3% and 6% in Zone 1, yet their Table 3C shows a penetration rate of no less than 28%.  
Equally, Zone 1 shows a penetration rate for Wrexham of between 53% and 70% in Tables 
4.3 to 4.8, yet NL’s Table 3C has a penetration rate of only 33% for Wrexham. 
 
The NL figures set out in Table 3C, and used by NL in their subsequent calculations, are a 
major distortion of the survey results laid out in Tables 4.3 to 4.8. 
 
The figures we have derived accord much more with expectation and with the survey 
results for convenience expenditure. 
 
For the core areas of the Borough, the NEMS household survey indicates that 55% from 
Zone 5, 45% from Zone 6 and 50% from Zone 3 do their comparison shopping in Oswestry, 
while 63% of Zone 1 go to Wrexham and 72% of Zone 7 go to Shrewsbury.   
 
Again, from a knowledge of the geography of the study area, and bearing in mind how 
widely that study area has been spread, that it exactly what would be expected.  It is not 
evidence for “leakage” and accords with current planning policy. 
 

Assumption 19 - Inflow 
Just as for convenience expenditure, NL have again assumed that, even though the study 
area was widely cast, a further 5% will come from outside the study area, over and above 
those already buying comparison goods in Oswestry (NL para 7.5, final sentence). 
 
Bearing in mind that Oswestry is not designated by the Regional Spatial Strategy as being 
a primary centre for comparison goods, it already has a relatively high penetration rate.  
Shoppers would be expected to shop more in Wrexham and Shrewsbury than in Oswestry 
for some higher order comparison goods. 
 
It therefore seems even more unlikely than for convenience goods, that more shoppers 
would venture to Oswestry from outside the widely cast study area. 
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In B.Comp2a and B.Comp2b we have therefore assumed that there will be no further 
inflow from outside the study area. 
 

Assumption 20 – Gross sales floorspace 
The gross floorspace figures used by NL are in their Table 2A, reproduced on D.NLcomp3.  
Our comments, under the Assumption 8 heading above, apply equally here, casting an 
element of doubt on the accuracy of the figures used. 
 
As shown on E.OTCHC, NL’s calculated figure for gross comparison floorspace is about 
20% below the Council’s figure, although it is higher than Experian’s figures.  There may 
not be complete comparability of the categories used within the comparison heading. 
The figures on E.OTCHC show particularly that there are marked differences between NL’s 
figures for the six listed units outside the Town Centre, and the figures for those six units as 
derived from Experian and Council plans. 
 
As already noted above, NL do not include any figures for Oswestry’s indoor or outdoor 
markets.  This telling omission is presumably only because no figures are readily available. 
NL have included figures for Penda Retail Park, for McLaren Furniture and for Colour 
Supplies, all of which are outside the designated Town Centre for planning purposes.  They 
have not however included figures for, or recognised the existence of, the large retail 
element on the industrial estates around Maesbury Road, which form such a vital part of 
Oswestry’s economy. 
 
On B.Comp3 we have used NL’s Oswestry Town centre figure for gross floorspace, but 
figures derived from Experian’s and the Council’s plans for the six units outside the Town 
Centre. This still excludes floorspace in the Industrial Areas 
 

Assumption 21 – Ratio of comparison sales floorspace to back-up floorspace 
In paragraph 7.16 NL partially set out the basis of how they have derived the net sales 
floorspace figures in Table 2A from the gross floorspace figures that were their starting 
point.  The figure of 70% that they quote in paragraph 7.16 agrees with the Table 2A figures 
for Oswestry Town Centre and Halfords, but they use 80% for Carpetright and 90% for 
Focus, with no stated reason.  No gross figures are quoted for Wilkinsons, McLaren 
Furniture or Colour Supplies. 
 
These figures are reproduced on E.OTCHC.  For the three last above mentioned sites we 
have assumed a net to gross ratio of 80%, because this produces the least anomalous 
estimates of gross floorspace, as derived from NL’s stated net floorspace figures. 
 
On B.Comp3, we have however used the Experian and Council plan gross floorspace 
figures for the non-Town Centre units, rather than NL’s estimates, and have used a net to 
gross ratio of 70% throughout. 
 

Assumption 22 – Turnover density and “benchmark” turnover 
NL state in paragraph 7.32 that average sales densities are not widely available for 
comparison shops, and that averages can typically range from between £2,153 and £7,535 
per sq m net.  They suggest that Oswestry’s small to medium Town Centre might average 
£3,000 to £4,000 per sq m.  They say (para 7.33) that warehouse operators (as on the 
Penda Retail Park) usually range from £1,076 and £2,691 per sq m and that Focus and 
Carpetright are at the lower end of this range. 
 
In the end though, NL have not applied any average turnover density figure at all in arriving 
at their figure for benchmark turnover, i.e. the figure for Oswestry’s ability to supply demand 
for comparison expenditure.  They have simply assumed that, in 2006, demand equals 
supply, so their starting “benchmark” turnover of existing floorspace of £69.56m (Table 8C) 
is the demand figure as calculated in their Table 4C. 
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NL note in their para 7.35 that the resulting average “benchmark” turnover density figure 
calculates to £2,365 per sq m, as shown on D.NLComp3.  They state that this is a 
relatively low figure, but that it reflects the high proportional amount of floorspace in the 
three Penda Retail Park units, Colour Supplies and McLaren Furniture, which will all have a 
low average sales density. 
 
We have tested this assertion, as set out on B.Comp3.  In para 7.32 NL state the expected 
range of turnover density for Oswestry comparison units to be £3,000 to £4,000 per sq m.  
On B.Comp3 we have used a figure that is 25% up from the bottom of this range.  In para 
7.33 NL state the range of turnover density for warehouse operators to be between £1,076 
and £2,691 per sq m, with the Penda Retail Park units expected to be at the bottom end of 
this range.  Again on B.Comp3 we have used a figure that is 25% up from the bottom of 
this range.  For McLaren Furniture we have used half of that figure. 
 
The resulting average turnover density calculated in this way is £2,712 per sq m. 
 
On B.Comp3 we have therefore used a rounded figure of £2,700 per sq m of net 
floorspace. 
 

Assumption 23 - Increase in trading efficiency 
NL have allowed for an annual increase of 1.5% in trading efficiency for comparison 
floorspace (para 8.10).  This means that their initial 2006 projections of Oswestry’s ability to 
supply demand have been increased by 1.5% per annum.  
 
In NL’s analysis, it is the difference between this growth rate, and the higher growth rates 
for expenditure and population that account for the increasing gap between demand and 
supply from 2006 to 20021, and the supposed need for a retail park. 
 

Assumption 24 – Comparison goods “surplus” expenditure 
NL’s Table 8.2 (reproduced on D.NLcomp1) implies that Oswestry’s comparison shopping 
demand will be undersupplied by £37.71m by 2021. 
 
Our figures as shown on B.Comp1 (with only a few modifications to NL’s calculations) 
show that the deficit in supply may be only £3m by 2021, and nothing before. 
 
Both sets of figures are based on averages.  The term “comparison expenditure” covers a 
much wider range of goods than does the term “convenience expenditure”. It may be that 
particular types of comparison goods are indeed undersupplied in Oswestry, but our figures 
imply that there is no general shortage of comparison supply.  Indeed, the Council’s 
floorspace figures indicate that there is in fact even more comparison floorspace than is 
accounted for in NL’s or our analysis.  This conclusion is corroborated by the existence of 
the retail floorspace in the industrial estates along Maesbury Road. 
 

Assumption 25 – “Benchmark” turnover density for new development 
Benchmark turnover density was commented on under the Assumption 22 heading above.  
The figure actually used there by NL for existing Oswestry shops was £2,365 per sq m.  
The range they quote for warehouse developments, (which might be the expected 
operators on a retail park), was from £1,076 and £2,691 per sq m. 
 
Yet they have used the relatively high benchmark figure of £3,500 per sq m in their 
calculations of required floorspace.  Their para 8.9 states that this might be the expected 
average figure, taking into account increases in efficiency and higher densities expected in 
modern purpose built floorspace.  It appears to be the mid-point of their stated range of 
£3,000 to £4,000 per sq m for shops in a small to medium Town Centre such as Oswestry 
(their para 7.32) 
 



 
 

29 

On B.Comp1 we have used the same figure of £2,700 per sq m that was used on 
B.Comp3.  In fact this would give a higher notional floorspace requirement than NL’s figure 
would. 
 

Assumption 26 – Reoccupation of vacant floorspace 
NL have allowed for the reoccupation of 1,000 sq m of the higher than average vacant 
floorspace shown to exist in their Experian Goad Town Centre Report.  As noted under our 
Assumption 8 comments above, the figures we have obtained from Experian do not 
support NL’s relatively high estimation of vacant units.  As summarised on E.OTCHC, the 
Experian Goad figure for vacant units for all three years is only half of the NL figure. 
 
On B.Comp1 we have therefore halved the NL reoccupation figure to 500 sq m. 
 
NL’s high figure for vacant units implies that Oswestry’s Town Centre had an unhealthily 
high rate of unoccupied premises.  The Experian figures we have obtained simply do not 
support this implication.  Their figures would put Oswestry’s vacant units below national 
average.  
 

Assumption 27 – Net to gross floorspace percentage for new development 
As noted in NL’s para 8.13, NL have assumed that, in new developments, 70% of gross 
floorspace will be represented by sales floorspace. 
 
The choice of percentage here has a considerable effect on the projected total floorspace 
requirement.  While the figure of 70% seems to be consistent with other data in the overall 
analysis, it will not be the true figure for all types of comparison shops. 
 
A more sophisticated model would be required for predicting particular comparison 
requirements. 

 
16) Conclusions  -  Quantitative scope for Comparison stores development 

The conclusions that can be drawn from the above analysis in section 15 are:- 
 
a) There is again no acceptable evidence of “leakage” to Wrexham or Shrewsbury, as 

implied by NL at para 8.18.  The market penetration analysis on B.Comp2a shows 
that 45% - 55% of people within the core Borough Zones already do their comparison 
goods shopping in Oswestry.  Planning policy does not envisage that Oswestry 
should be a primary centre for comparison goods shopping (see Assumption 18). 

b) In comparison with the ONS Blue Book, NL may have overestimated “demand” 
expenditure for comparison goods (see Assumptions 16) 

c) NL’s figures for growth rates in expenditure per capita are likely to be overstated in 
the current economic climate (see Assumption 17) 

d) NL’s market penetration percentages bear little discernible relationship to the NEMS 
survey figures (see Assumption 18). 

e) NL have overestimated the “inflow” from outside the study area (see Assumption 19) 
f) NL’s floorspace figures omit the indoor and outdoor markets, and all the comparison 

floorspace on the industrial estates along Maesbury Road.  Other figures indicate that 
NL’s total floorspace figures are questionable (Assumption 20). 

g) NL’s turnover density figures show inconsistencies (see Assumptions 22 and 25). 
h) There is no current evidence that Oswestry’s shops are not meeting demand for 

comparison expenditure.  Our figures indicate no need for extra comparative 
floorspace before 2021 (Assumption 24). 

i) NL’s figures for vacant units are misleading.  Experian’s figures indicate that 
Oswestry’s Town Centre retail trade is healthier than NL’s vacancy rate implies, and 
that it is growing steadily (Assumption 26). 
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In B.Comp 1-3 we have adjusted for some of the above further 12 assumptions, as noted 
in our comments.  The conclusion from the resulting figures is that there is very little need 
for significant additional comparison floorspace, even as far ahead as 2021. 

 
17) Recommendations 

 
I) Convenience Shopping 
a) The NL report, para 8.2, page 34, assumes that all surplus convenience expenditure will be 

accommodated within large supermarkets. In para 8.7, page 35, NL advise that any 
developments will have to be assessed on a case by case basis to avoid harming existing 
facilities within the town centre (i.e. town centre shops).  
CPRE’s analysis demonstrates that there is in fact no proven need for any major new 
supermarket. 
 

b) CPRE feels that any new convenience floorspace thought to be necessary should be 
accommodated within the town centre. This would add to the trading activity of the town 
and draw people into the shopping area.  It should be designed to meet the needs of local 
people living in the Borough and should not be of a size to attract custom from outside the 
Oswestry Borough area.  Additional journey time and car usage by people outside the main 
catchment area of the Borough should not be encouraged. 

 
c) CPRE feels that any out-of-town/edge-of-town convenience supermarkets would harm the 

town centre, see Section 10 of this CPRE paper, and would not meet the criteria set out in 
the RSS11, OBLP or in PPS6. 

 
II) Comparison expenditure 
a) The NL report para 8.20 on page 37 suggests that “Oswestry maintains its current position 

in the retail hierarchy by catering for growth in available expenditure and not by targeting 
additional claw back”. 

 
Again, CPRE’s analysis demonstrates that there is, in fact, no proven need for any major 
new comparison floorspace. 

 
b) CPRE feels that the capacity presently available, in the form of empty shops, could cope 

with any additional demand, 
 

c) CPRE feels that town centre shop units, particularly the vacant units, must be used, before 
any out of town retail parks are built, particularly in view of the uncertain economic climate 
and the additional comparison shopping retail space on the existing industrial estates. If 
comparison shopping is provided on an out-of-town retail park, it is likely that the town 
centre will lose trade.  New comparison shopping in the town centre would, on the other 
hand, encourage more customers into the town centre.  The vitality of the town will be 
adversely affected not by competition in the town centre, but by out of town shopping, 
discouraging customers from visiting the town. 

 



 
 

31 

 
18) Summary 

a) The National, Regional and Oswestry Borough planning regulations all stress the need for 
retail development to be concentrated in town centres. Oswestry’s role is seen as providing 
services for local needs, within the local community. Its role is not to encourage more car 
journeys to provide services to people outside its catchment area nor to compete with 
Wrexham and Shrewsbury for higher order comparison goods. 

  
b) The report does not show how Oswestry can strengthen its retail outlets in the town centre, 

increasing the vitality of the town, which is the stated aim of the OBLP. By concentrating on 
the need to compete with Shrewsbury and adjoining large retail centres, the report has 
failed to show how the town centre, the core of the prosperity of Oswestry, can be 
enhanced.  

 
c) CPRE believes that its scrutiny of the NL report provides the evidence that Oswestry does 

not need, at the present time, a large out-of-centre retail park, which would be out of 
character with the town and severely affect the viability of the town centre. 

 
d) The NL report, Para 8.21(iii), page 38, confirms that out-of–centre development “would do 

little to maintain or enhance the vitality and viability of the town centre”. 
 
e) CPRE supports in principle the need for a Cinema in Oswestry. However, this should be 

presented as an individual application, not as part of a Retail Park Development. NL 
Report, page 35, para 8.7 recommends that development should proceed on a case by 
case basis.  

 
19) The potential sites 

The following sites, within the Town Centre, were considered by the NL report: 
 

i) The Central Car Park, owned by the Town Council.  Considered to be a GOOD site. 
 
ii) The Market Hall and Horsemarket, owned by the Town Council.  Considered to be a 

Reasonable site. 
 
iii) Land between Oswald Road and Beatrice Street, owned by multiple owners.  

Considered to be a Reasonable site. 
 

20) Failure to Demonstrate the need for a new retail outlet 
A supermarket, which has not been planned for in the local authority development plan, 
cannot proceed unless the applicant demonstrates that the community needs the 
development. (PPS6).  
 
A thorough scrutiny of the NL Report shows that it clearly fails to provide the evidence 
showing a need for any out of town retail development either convenience or comparison.  
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