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1. Introduction  

1.1 Sainsbury‟s are currently seeking planning permission for: 

“Demolition of existing buildings on site and the erection of a supermarket 

(Class A1), individual retail units (Class A1-A5), cash points (ATMs), 

extension of, and external works to, Doctors’ surgery (Class D1) together 

with access, servicing access, landscaping, car parking and public realm 

enhancement works.” 

1.2 The application is currently before Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council 

(SMBC) for determination.  This report clarifies a number of issues raised 

during SMBC‟s consultation on the application, namely the relevant policy 

position, the existing floorspace in Forest Court Shopping Precinct, the size of 

Sainsbury‟s previous proposals and the floorspace for which permission is 

now sought.   

1.3 In addition, this submission responds to the objections submitted by the 

DROVS and the Knowle Society in relation to the application.  It also 

addresses the queries raised by the DDRA.  

1.4 The development is comparable, in terms of retail floorspace, to the existing 

retail development on the site (Forest Court).  A development that was 

previously considered to be of an appropriate scale to Dorridge.   

1.5 The application is of an appropriate scale to the form and function of Dorridge, 

indeed it is critical to securing and enhancing the long term vitality and viability 

of the centre.  The application fully accords with planning policy and planning 

permission should be granted accordingly 

1.6 The application has responded to the previous reasons for refusal.  No 

evidence of the development having an adverse impact on Dorridge has been 

submitted in response to the application.  There is no basis on which to refuse 

planning permission in the context of PPS4.  
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2. Proposed Retail Floorspace 

2.1 To compliment the application form full details of the application proposal are 

provided at Section 3 of the Planning Statement accompanying the 

application.    

2.2 The retail floorspace proposed is set out below:  

Table 2.1: Retail Floorspace  

 Previous Proposal 

(2009/1746) 

Current Application 

(2011/1107) 

% Change 

Sales Area 

Sq m 

Gross Area
1
 

Sq m 

Sales Area 

Sq m 

Gross Area 

Sq m 

Sales Area 

% 

Gross Area 

% 

Sainsbury‟s 

Supermarket 

2,460 5,140 1,812 4,414 -26% -14% 

Independent 

retail Units 

- 549
2
 - 1,239

3
 - +125% 

Total 

Floorspace 

- 5,689
4
 - 5,653

5
 - -1% 

                                                           
1
 Gross Area for Supermarket measured as gross internal area, including lobby and atrium but excluding 

service yard. 
2
 A figure of 466 sq m was entered in the Planning Statement in error. 

3
 1,239 sq m represents the total footprint of the individual shop units.  Amount of sales space not know 

ahead of operators confirming their requirements. 
4
 The figure does not include the car park which was enclosed and as such represented floorspace 

5
 The total floorspace figure excludes the service yard which is now covered.  The service yard comprises 

1,014 sq m 
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Application Ref 2009/1746/S, refused 19th March 2011 (The 

Previous Application) 

2.3 The retail sales area of the proposed Sainsbury‟s superstore totals 1,812 sq 

m.  The floorspace for which planning permission was previously sought, 

calculated on the same basis as set out below, comprised 2,460 sq m.  The 

sales area in Sainsbury‟s is 26% smaller than the previous application.  

2.4 The gross floorspace (internal area excluding service yard) for the 

supermarket is 4,414 sq m opposed to the previous scheme that comprised 

5,140 sq m. The gross floorspace for the supermarket is 14% smaller than the 

previous proposal.  

2.5 The reason that the gross footprint has not been reduced by the same 

proportion as the sales area is that it is designed to support the car deck 

above.  In terms of scale, reducing the footprint would not be discernable in 

the context of the street scene, nor would it affect the attraction of the store to 

customers since this is dictated by the sales area.  The gross floorspace is not 

therefore central to the consideration of impact in the context of the role and 

function of Dorridge or parking capacity.    

2.6 The total retail area (Gross Internal Area) for which planning permission is 

sought is 5,653 sq m.  Previously the GIA Retail Area was 5,689 sq m.  

Cumulatively, the retail floorspace proposed is therefore only 36 sq m smaller 

than the previous application.  This is for two reasons: 

 The amount of additional retail floorspace has risen from 549 sq m to 

1,239 sq m: 

 The gross footprint of the Sainsbury‟s store has not reduced 

proportionally to the sales area.    

Sainsbury’s Sales Area 

2.7 The measurement of the net retail sales area proposed in the supermarket is 

based on the definition of net retail sales area for foodstores as defined in the 

PPS4 Practice Guidance (Appendix A: Glossary of terms).  The guidance 

draws on the definition put forward by the Competition Commission which 

states that: 
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“The sales area within a building (i.e. all internal areas accessible to the 

customer), but excluding checkouts, lobbies, concessions, restaurants, 

customer toilets and walkways behind checkouts.” 

2.8 The guidance makes clear that the main consideration is to ensure that 

comparisons of floorspace and published sales densities are on a like for like 

basis.  This definition was used for the previous application and in reference to 

all alternative supermarkets and as such allows for comparisons as sought by 

policy.  

2.9 This is set out in the application submission.  In addition, clarification of this 

methodology was provided to the DROVS, including an extract of the PPS4 

Practice Guidance, by way of letter dated 11
th
 April 2011.  This 

correspondence is included at Appendix 1 for SMBC‟s information.  

Independent Retail Units       

2.10 The DROVS has recently asked Sainsbury‟s for clarification on the floorspace 

proposed within the development.  This response will be forwarded to SMBC 

by separate cover to provide further clarification on the breakdown of the 

proposed floorspace.   

2.11 In total nine smaller retail units are proposed in addition to the supermarket.  

The total floorspace of these units is 1,239 sq m.   

2.12 The ground floor units are intended for retail uses whilst it is intended that the 

restaurant will be located in the first floor unit. However, the tenants for these 

units are not yet confirmed.  It is not know, for example, how much space a 

future restaurant operator may require.  They may prefer to operate on two 

floors.   

2.13 It is for this reason that Sainsbury‟s has sought flexibility on the uses permitted 

in these units. The Council has been requested to review the suitability of 

each of these units for a range of „A‟ class uses and hence the total floorspace 

of these units has been entered under each category of the A use class on the 

application form i.e. the figure of 1,239 sq m has been entered five times (for 

A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5 uses).   
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Doctors Surgery 

2.14 In addition to the retail element of the proposals it is proposed that the existing 

doctor‟s surgery on Avenue Road will be extended and refurbished. The 

proposed new floorspace is broken down below: 

 Basement  - 91 sq.m. 

 Ground Floor - 92 sq.m.  

 First Floor - 120 sq.m.  

2.15 This represents a significant benefit that will be delivered by the development. 
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3. Existing Retail Floorspace: Forest Court Shopping 

Centre    

3.1 The application site principally comprises The Forest Court Shopping Precinct, 

including the precinct service yard and car park. 

3.2 The gross internal area of the existing shop units in Forest Court totals 2,904 

sq m (circa 860 sq m at first floor), added to this the Atrium comprises a 

further 945 sq m of usable space. Residential uses comprise 260 sq m  

3.3 In total, the floorspace in Forest Court totals circa 4,100 sq m.  This comprises 

a total of 3,250 sq m at ground floor.  

3.4 The total internal area of the floorspace proposed (excluding the doctor‟s 

surgery) is 5,653 sq m. The net additional floorspace (gross) is 1,553 sq m. In 

large part therefore the proposals represent the reconfiguration of existing 

floorspace.   

3.5 Outline Planning Permission was granted in 1964 (ref no: 64/814) for 21 retail 

units and 5 residential dwellings.  A subsequent outline planning application 

was approved in 1965 (ref no 67/272) for 21 retail units and 3 residential 

dwellings. Neither consent prohibits the amalgamation of units.  

3.6 It is evident that the sales area within Forest Court is larger than the sales 

area within the proposed Sainsbury‟s store (1,812 sq.m.).  This is material to 

consideration of the application in two respects: 

 On the evidence of the planning consent the amalgamation of the 

existing retail units is not prohibited.  On this basis Sainsbury‟s could 

operate a foodstore of a size comparable to the application proposals 

within Forest Court without the need for planning permission; 

 The amount of floorspace previously permitted is an indication of the 

scale of retail development considered appropriate to Dorridge and 

thus provides an indication of the scale of floorspace that is 

appropriate for the centre; 
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4. Planning Policy   

4.1 Planning Policy is set out in detail in the Planning Statement submitted in 

support of the application. Subsequent to the submission of the application 

however the Government has issued the draft National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF).  This is material to the consideration of the application.   

National Planning Policy Framework  

4.2 The draft National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 25
th
 

July 2011 by the Government.  It reaffirms the need for LPA‟s to adopt a 

positive approach to economic development.  

4.3 The NPPF is being progressed within the context of the agenda for growth.  

The Ministerial Statement, Planning for Growth, of the 23
rd

 March 2011 makes 

clear the strong desire for development and the need for the benefits 

associated with development to be encouraged.  A separate statement 

“Planning and the budget” of the 23
rd

 March 2011 again makes clear the need 

for LPA‟s to prioritise economic growth.     

4.4 The Government is clear that it will not consult further on the framework.  

Against the backdrop to encourage economic development it is clear that the 

draft framework carries significant weight as it reflects the Governments most 

up-to-date policy position in relation to economic development, including retail 

development.   

4.5 The framework makes clear that the „Government is committed to ensuring 

that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable 

economic growth‟.  To facilitate this Government is placing the presumption in 

favour of development at the heart of the planning system. 

4.6 Having regard to the impact of retail development the framework requires 

LPA‟s to balance issues within the context of the „presumption in favour of 

sustainable development‟.  

4.7 LPA‟s are required to „approve all individual proposals wherever possible‟.  

The adverse impacts of development should only carry weight where the 

„adverse impacts of allowing development would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits‟.   
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Consideration of the application proposals 

4.8 PPS4 sets out national planning policy most relevant to consideration of the 

application.  PPS4 requires LPA‟s to adopt a positive approach to planning 

applications for economic development.  This is reaffirmed in the draft NPPF 

as set out above.   

4.9 PPS4 seeks to locate economic development in existing centres.  The 

Government is clear both in PPS4, and the draft NPPF, that LPA‟s should 

seek to facilitate economic growth. The principle of the application proposal 

fully accords with national guidance.   

4.10 The emerging SMBC Core Strategy does not set out a town centre hierarchy 

as advocated by PPS4.  Similarly, the status of Dorridge as a centre is not 

referred to.  Policy 10 of the emerging Core Strategy states that outside of 

Knowle “significant new retail development in other, smaller centres” should 

be resisted.   

4.11 Given the level of existing retail floorspace in Forest Court that will be 

replaced, the proposals do not constitute new retail floorspace.  

Notwithstanding, any suggestion in the Core Strategy that new retail 

development will be resisted within an existing centre is contrary to the „town 

centre first‟ policy set out in PPS4.  

4.12 Sainsbury‟s has submitted representation to the Core Strategy to this effect; 

these are included at Appendix 2.  It is evident from the analysis of responses, 

as reported to Committee on 18
th
 March, that the Council propose further work 

to the Core Strategy.  Extracts from the Committee Report are included at 

Appendix 3. A more definitive retail hierarchy is to be progressed through 

Policy 8.  In relation to Policy 10 SMBC propose, amongst other things, to give 

further consideration of the role and function of centres and whether any 

specific measures are needed to support them. Work to update the Core 

Strategy in light of these recommendations is ongoing and SMBC is yet to 

consult on its updated Core Strategy.  

4.13 In this context minimal weight can be afforded to the emerging Core Strategy.  

It does not accord with national policy and it is proposed by SMBC that the 

strategy will be subject to change as a result of consultation.  

4.14 The UDP was adopted in 2006 and is now largely out-of-date, especially with 

regards to retail policy. The Council must determine the application in line with 

PPS4, which makes clear the need to promote economic development in 
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existing centres, as reaffirmed through the Government‟s agenda for growth 

and the draft NPPF 
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5. Response to DROVS objection 

5.1 Tyler Parkes submitted an objection to the application proposal on behalf of 

the DROVS on 11
th
 August 2011.  

5.2 The submission confirms the DROVS support for the regeneration of the site 

and the greater consumer choice the development of a foodstore on the site 

will bring (Paragraph 3).  The ability of the supermarket to „attract more 

customers to visit Dorridge, and increase the likelihood that other shops, 

mainly local traders, will benefit as customers combine trips to the 

supermarket with visits to other shops in the centre‟ is also acknowledged 

(Parking Capacity Paragraph 1).      

5.3 DROVS objection to the application is one of scale.  Indeed, Tyler Parkes 

make clear that DROVS support the principle of a supermarket on the site the 

objection is that “the size of the store proposed is too large”.  Sainsbury‟s are 

aware that DROVS has alternative aspirations for the site.  Having been 

consulted on the DROVS alternative scheme Sainsbury‟s has raised a number 

of concerns with the DROVS proposals and has concluded that the scheme is 

not deliverable.  A copy of the letter to the DROVS setting out Sainsbury‟s 

position is included at Appendix 4.  

5.4 Tyler Parkes raise concern in relation to the retail function of Dorridge, need 

and parking capacity. It is evident that the DROVS objection relates principally 

to the scale of the floorspace since it is this that determines the attraction of 

the store and consequently gives rise to the DROVS concerns. 

5.5 The submission by Tyler Parkes does not raise any concerns in relation to the 

design of the proposal i.e. bulk and massing or visual impact, nor does it raise 

any objection to the level of floorspace to be provided in the additional retail 

units proposed.  

What constitutes an ‘appropriate scale’? 

5.6 PPS4 Practice Guidance requires that regard should be had to the scale of 

similar retail developments in centres when reviewing proposals (paragraph 

7.33).  Clearly, the scale and intended role of Forest Court is a key factor in 

considering the scale of Sainsbury‟s proposals.  

5.7 Similarly, whilst a notable omission in the Tyler Parkes submission, the PPS4 

Guidance makes clear that LPA‟s must consider the positive effects of a 

development requiring that: 
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 “Equally, in reaching a balanced judgement, it may be relevant to 

consider the positive effects of the proposed scale of development, 

such as employment; infrastructure or physical and economic 

regeneration of areas of social deprivation.” (paragraph 7.76) 

5.8 In reviewing the appropriateness of scale therefore it is important to consider 

the extent of the wider benefits proposed i.e. the additional retail units, 

extension and enhancement to the Doctor‟s surgery, comprehensive public 

realm and environmental enhancements and the associated costs of 

delivering these.   

The Proposal is not consistent with the role and function of 

Dorridge as a centre.  

5.9 As clarified, the measurement of the net retail sales area of 1,812 sq m is 

based on the definition provided by the Competition Commission, as 

advocated in the PPS4 Practice Guidance.  This has been made clear to the 

DROVS as outlined.  

5.10 The methodology adopted is clear, consistent and on a like for like basis.  

Consequently it is widely accepted in the preparation PPS4 retail 

assessments.  

5.11 Tyler Parkes compare the proposal to two stores in Solihull. The size of rival 

stores is only relevant in as much as it demonstrates the extent of the offer 

required to claw-back expenditure from these destinations.  The Solihull 

catchment is served by a series of foodstores, as such it is largely irrelevant to 

compare the application proposals against one store in isolation. For example, 

Tyler Parkes do not compare the proposal to either the Tesco Extra or the 

Sainsbury‟s on Stratford Road, which also serve Solihull‟s catchment and both 

provide in excess of 5,000 sq m of retail floorspace.   

5.12 Tyler Parkes also provide comparison with Waitrose proposals in Knowle.  

Waitrose has now submitted a revised planning application for its proposals.  

In this context it is evident that Waitrose do not consider that Sainsbury‟s 

proposal will adversely impact on Knowle. Waitrose sales area is to comprise 

1,161 sq m and in this context it is notable that the sales area has only been 

reduced by 7%. Equally, it is clear this represents new retail floorspace in 

Knowle rather than the replacement of floorspace, as is the case in Dorridge.  

Again, an important issue in considering the appropriateness of scale.  
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5.13 The scale of the proposal and the role will perform relative to the role and 

function of Dorridge is considered in detail in the planning submission (Retail 

Statement Paragraphs 4.23-4.28).  From the questionnaire delivered to local 

households ahead of the application it is evident that 68% of local households 

do their main (weekly) shop in supermarkets larger than 1,858 sq m (sales). 

5.14 A smaller store on site will, similarly to previous smaller shops in Dorridge, fail 

to attract sufficient custom.  Such a proposal will fail to provide for a main food 

shop exacerbating problems of the past.  Residents will continue to shop 

elsewhere. 

5.15 It is clear that the application proposal is fully consistent with the function of 

the centre.  The supermarket proposes no additional floorspace to the retail 

floorspace that already exists on site and it is evident that Forest Court is in 

need of regeneration.     

5.16 Key to supporting Dorridge‟s retail function is the need to bring custom back to 

the centre.  In this context the scale of the proposals is not only acceptable but 

fundamental to the future vitality and viability of the centre.   

A Store of this size is not proposed in the Development Plan            

5.17 PPS4 makes clear that the Government wants new economic growth.  The 

“development of main town centre uses should be in existing centres, with the 

aim of offering a wide range of services to communities in an attractive and 

safe environment and remedying deficiencies in areas with poor access to 

facilities” (Para 10). 

5.18 The draft National Planning Policy Framework reinforces the need to locate 

such development in existing centres, whilst making clear that significant 

weight is to be attached to economic growth.  Consequently, emerging policy 

requires a presumption in favour of sustainable development.  The principle of 

the proposed development is acceptable. 

5.19 Development is not prohibited in Dorridge simply because no site specific 

allocation is included in the UDP as inferred by Tyler Parkes.  Rather LPA‟s 

are required to locate retail development in existing centres.  

5.20 Adopted in 2006 the UDP is now somewhat out of date and has been 

superseded by PPS4 and the draft NPPF. The redevelopment of existing 

underutilised retail floorspace to the benefit of the vitality and the viability of 

the wider centre is fully in accordance with planning policy.     
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5.21 The proposal must be determined in accordance with national guidance, 

namely PPS4.  Emerging local policy provides no basis on which to sustain an 

objection to the scale of the application proposal.  

There is no demonstrable need for the scale of development 

proposed.  

5.22 Need is no longer a test of retail applications.  Notwithstanding, a compelling 

need exists for the proposal.   

5.23 The catchment area adopted for the proposals is of an appropriate scale to 

the form and function of Dorridge.  It is anticipated that the turnover of the 

store will comprise just 38% of the market share from within this area.   

5.24 The population in the catchment area currently totals 23,491.  The catchment 

comprises an area no further than 3 miles from the application site, as such it 

is one that Dorridge centre can reasonably be expected to serve.  The train 

station in the centre draws commuters from an extensive area and the 

proposed catchment is similar to that of the doctors‟ surgery on site.  

5.25 Residents within the proposed retail catchment generate an annual 

convenience expenditure of £44.64 million.  This is forecast to grow to £47.78 

million by 2018.  The household telephone survey shows that 64% of this 

expenditure is lost from Dorridge and its catchment to neighbouring 

destinations.  Dorridge‟s market share is just 4%.  Forest Court is all but 

vacant and now has a negative impact on the wider centre.  It is clear that a 

need exists for a supermarket that will provide a comparable offer to the 

stores currently drawing trade from the catchment.  Consequently, there is a 

clear need for the scale of development proposed.   

5.26 The Council issued its district wide retail study, undertaken by DTZ, in 2009.  

It has been modelled on existing market shares and as such the methodology 

is based on, and subsequently compounds, the existing status quo i.e. 

reinforces Dorridge‟s decline.   

5.27 Notwithstanding, DTZ identify that Forest Court is „in much need of 

modernisation and refurbishment‟.  They identify the centre as a development 

opportunity that could accommodate a small/medium sized foodstore, such as 

the application proposal.   DTZ conclude that beyond the main town centres 

there is capacity for one additional town centre format supermarket or up to 

three additional medium discount supermarkets or equivalent stores in the 

next few years identifying Forest Court as a suitable site for such provision.     
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5.28 The DTZ study does not find that the proposed supermarket is “unnecessarily 

large to meet the forecast needs for additional retail floorspace‟.  Rather the 

proposal will meet the needs identified, delivering the 

regeneration/revitalisation of Dorridge which is a key aspiration within DTZ‟s 

advice to SMBC.  

5.29 LPA‟s are required to consider the impact of retail development.  In this 

context Tyler Parkes misinterpret the consideration of scale (PPS4 EC16.1 e).  

The purpose of considering the “appropriateness of scale” is not to establish 

need but instead to test impact. 

5.30 Tyler Parkes does not provide any evidence of the development having an 

adverse impact on the Dorridge.  In this respect there is nothing to validate 

their suggestion that the development is not of an appropriate scale in the 

context of PPS4.  

Parking Capacity  

5.31 A technical highways response has already been submitted in relation to the 

comments submitted by Phil Jones Associates on behalf of the DROVS.  This 

is included at Appendix 5.  PPG13 makes clear that developers are not 

required to provide more spaces than they themselves require.  Sainsbury‟s is 

confident that sufficient parking is proposed to cater for demand in Dorridge.  

As a business it is not in its interests for customers not to be able to easily 

locate a parking space.     

5.32 The work prepared is comprehensive and robust and demonstrates that 

alongside existing parking provision in the centre sufficient parking is to be 

provided to meet the requirements of the proposed development.  

5.33 Notwithstanding the above, it is not realistic to suggest that should the car 

park reach saturation point it will lead to queuing and congestion and lead to 

customers parking in available on-street parking elsewhere.  In reality, if the 

car park were ever to get this busy, customers would simply revert to using 

stores elsewhere or change the time at which they choose to visit the store.  It 

would not result in significant on-street parking or harm either highway safety 

or residential amenity. The Travel Plan to come into force with the 

development requires Sainsbury‟s to monitor use of the car park and local 

roads, considered in greater detail at Section 7. 
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Summary 

5.34 In terms of scale it is evident that: 

 The proposed foodstore is no larger than the existing retail floorspace it will 

replace;   

 

 There is a clear need for the proposal.  The scale of development is critical 

to clawing back lost trade to Dorridge;   

 

 The store will serve the main food shopping needs of a catchment no greater 

than 3 miles from the application site.  The scale of the catchment is 

appropriate in scale to the role and function of Dorridge;  

 

 The UDP is out of date and little weight can be attributed to the emerging 

LDF. The application should be determined in accordance with PPS4.  

Government Guidance emphasis the need for economic growth and the 

need for existing centres „first‟ ;  

 

 The scale of the development will deliver numerous benefits to Dorridge.  It 

will bring customers back to the centre, enable existing operators to benefit 

from link trips and provide smaller retail accommodation for new users to 

locate in the centre whilst delivering a range of public realm, environmental 

and landscape improvements on an underutilised brownfield site.  The 

proposals fully accord with PPS4.  

5.35 Tyler Parkes does not provide any evidence of the development having an 

adverse impact on Dorridge. Subsequently, they fail to demonstrate why the 

proposal constitutes an inappropriate scale as set out in PPS4.  The 

submission provides no “clear planning grounds” on which to refuse the 

application. 
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6. Response to Knowle Society Objection 

6.1 Following pre-application discussions held with the Knowle Society and the 

subsequent re-routing of the delivery vehicles we welcome the Knowle 

Society‟s comments that the revised proposals are largely positive and 

acknowledgment of the benefits to Dorridge of a food store as an anchor for 

the retail offer in the centre.   

6.2 Many of the issues raised by the Knowle Society are similar to those raised by 

the DROVS and as such are addressed in the previous section.  

The size of the proposed supermarket 

6.3 It is not clear for what reason the Knowle Society object to the size of the store 

proposed.  They do not suggest that the proposal will have an adverse impact 

on Knowle in retail terms.  

6.4 Dorridge‟s market share within its catchment is just 4%.  This is ominously 

low.  Tesco Knowle only retains 25% of expenditure from within the 

catchment, whilst circa 50% of trade goes to The Tesco Extra and Sainsbury‟s 

on Stratford Road and the Morrison‟s and Sainsbury‟s in Solihull. Stores 

located outside the catchment area.   

6.5 Only 10% of turnover to the Sainsbury‟s will come from Knowle, the vast 

majority will instead be „clawed-back‟ from stores outside the catchment as 

residents choose to shop locally rather than travel further afield.   The 

proposal will not adversely impact Knowle, indeed Waitrose continue to 

progress their proposals for the centre and an application has now been 

submitted.   

6.6 As acknowledged by the Knowle Society, the Forest Court Shopping Precinct 

represents existing retail floorspace.  Forest Court was clearly considered of a 

scale consistent with the role and function of Dorridge.  Comprising primarily 

the re-provision of this floorspace the development remains of a scale 

appropriate to the form and function of Dorridge.      

6.7 Similarly, to the DROVS the Knowle Society imply, having regard to the 

appropriateness of scale (PPS4 EC16.e) that “the proposed store is so large 

that it fails to pass this test.”  They provide no evidence however as to the 

adverse impact the proposed scale of development will have to substantiate 

this claim.    
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The Impact on Traffic Flows and the Environment 

6.8 As has been clarified, the proposed catchment extends no further than 3 miles 

from the application site.   

6.9 We estimate that 90% of the supermarkets turnover will come from the 

catchment area, representing a market share locally of 40%.  Only 10% of 

customers will come from beyond the catchment and the majority of these will 

already pass the site.  

6.10 Customers „from some distance‟ will not travel to use the new store.  Rather 

they will continue to use larger stores nearer to them than Dorridge.  Evidence 

demonstrates that customers do not pass a larger store to use a smaller store 

unless they have a specific reason i.e. visiting relatives, to do so.  Residents in 

Solihull will not travel past larger stores to visit the proposal.  

6.11 The only development traffic that is expected to use the Warwick Road and 

Knowle High Street as part of a journey to or from the proposed store is from 

those residents who live west of the Warwick Road and many of these 

residents will already be travelling this particular route on their way to 

superstores outside the catchment.  Equally, much of the trade to Solihull from 

the catchment area currently passes through Knowle High Street.  The 

development will reduce these flows.   

Delivery Vehicles 

6.12 We have purposefully proposed a service route that avoids Knowle High 

Street in light of discussions with the Knowle Society.   

6.13 The work submitted in support of the application shows that delivery vehicles 

can navigate the Station Road / Widney Road / Grove Road roundabout and 

will not impede traffic flows.  It is on this basis that Sainsbury‟s has been able 

to agree to a service route that avoids Knowle High Street as requested by the 

Knowle Society.  

6.14 It is not anticipated that the development will generate significant additional 

traffic in the direct vicinity of Arden School.  Nor is a „significant‟ increase in 

heavy vehicles proposed.   

6.15 The delivery hours proposed have been done so on the basis of a robust 

noise analysis, submitted as part of the application.  The Knowle Society does 

not raise any issue with this analysis.  
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Impact on Knowle Conservation Area 

6.16 Sainsbury‟s has proposed a delivery route that minimises impact on Knowle.  

The proposal will not significantly impact local roads nor will they result in a 

significant number of additional delivery vehicles on the highway network.  

Summary 

6.17 The Knowle Society provide no evidence of any adverse impact. They provide 

no basis for refusing the application.   
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7. Issues raised by DDRA 

7.1 The DDRA‟s comments are largely supportive of the application proposals.   

7.2 Having regard to the car parking provision proposed detailed analysis has 

been submitted in the Transport Assessment and the Car Park Strategy 

submitted as part of the application.  This demonstrates that sufficient parking 

is proposed as part of the development.  Sainsbury‟s is confident that 

sufficient parking is proposed to cater for demand in Dorridge.  As a business 

it is not in their interests for customers not to be able to easily locate a parking 

space.   

7.3 The Travel Plan that Sainsbury‟s will be required to implement as part of 

permission will require Sainsbury‟s to monitor parking and modal shift post 

completion of the development. To this end the Travel Plan includes 

contingency measures in respect of parking and traffic calming. 

 



 

 

Appendix 1: Letter to DROVS regarding measurement of sales 

area, 11th April 2011 



 
 
 
Ian Shearman  
Acting Chair, DROVS 
12 Warren Drive 
Dorridge 
Solihull  
B93 8JY 
 
 
11

th
 April 2011 

 
 
Dear Mr Shearman  
 
 
RE: SAINSBURY’S DORRIDGE 
 
I write in response to your letter of 5

th
 April. Firstly, I would like to thank you for the scale 

plans. I have circulated these to the team and we will come back to you shortly. 
 
In your covering letter you also enquired about the gross sales area of the proposal.  In this 
case, the gross sales area is 2,103sq m; and the net sales area is 1,812 sq m.  The latter 
being the sales area that we use consistently for planning purposes.  
 
Sainsbury’s, along with the majority of supermarket retailers use the Competition 
Commission’s definition of net retail sales area. This definition includes all internal areas 
accessible to customers but excludes checkouts, lobbies, concessions, restaurants, customer 
toilets and walkways behind the checkouts.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, all figures SSL quoted in the previous application, the exhibition 
material for this proposal and any future application will use the Competition Commission 
definition of net retail sales area. This will also be the case for floorspace quoted for other 
operators, to ensure comparisons can be made between schemes and between retailers on a 
like for like basis.  
 
I have attached an extract from PPS4, Good Practice Guide 2010 at the end of this letter 
which further explains the difference, which can be viewed in full at 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/towncentresguide.pdf 
 
 
Should you require any further clarification regarding our scheme please let me know.  
 
Kind regards 
 
 
 
 
Jaime Powell  
 
Regional Town Planning Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://http/www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/towncentresguide.pdf


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

PPS4 : Good Practice Guide - Appendix A - Glossary 
 
Net retail sales area 
 
A new set of definitions for retail planning has been prepared by the National Retail 
Planning Forum (NRPF). The definition for all retail shops and stores other than foodstores 
was widely supported during initial consultations by the NRPF, and is as follows: 
 
The area within the walls of the shop or store to which the public has access or from which 
sales are made, including display areas, fitting rooms, checkouts, the area in front of 
checkouts, serving counters and the area behind used by serving staff, areas occupied by 
retail concessionaires, customer services areas, and internal lobbies in which goods are 
displayed; but not including cafes and customer toilets. 
 
For foodstores, an alternative definition of ‘net retail sales area’ has been put forward by 
the Competition Commission, and is supported by the majority of major foodstore 
operators. 
This is as follows: 
 
The sales area within a building (i.e. all internal areas accessible to the customer), 
but excluding checkouts, lobbies, concessions, restaurants, customer toilets and 
walkways behind the checkouts. 
 
The NRPF’s definition could be applied to all shops and stores including foodstores, but 
differs from the way in which the majority of major foodstore operators currently publish 
details of their store sizes. The Competition Commission’s alternative definition is believed 
to reflect the latter more accurately. 
 
For retail planning purposes, the main consideration is to ensure that comparisons of 
floorspace and published sales densities are on a like for like basis. 
 



 

 

Appendix 2: SSL Representations to SMBC Core Strategy, 10th 

December 2010 







 

 

Appendix 3: Extracts from the recommended amendments to 

the Core Strategy following responses received, reported to 

Committee on 17th March  









 

 

Appendix 4: Letter to DROVS regarding their alternative 

proposals for the site, 23rd May 2011 
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Appendix 5: Technical response to highways objection 

submitted by Phil Jones Associates on behalf of the DROVS, 

18th August 2011 
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