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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This Supplementary Town Centre and Retail Assessment (STCRS) has been 

prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP), to provide additional 

information in relation to the retail planning case for the Kirkby town centre 

application (10/00505/OUT).  

1.2 The report seeks to respond to the Council’s request for additional evidence 

relating to retail policy matters and should be read alongside the Town Centre 

and Retail Statement (TCRS) submitted with the application.  

1.3 This report first addresses: 

• The implications of the recent high court challenge to the Government’s 

revocation of Regional Strategies (Section 2); and  

• Whether flexibility in the size of the Tesco store or amount of comparison 

floorspace provided adjacent to Tesco, would change the conclusions on 

the sequential approach (Section 3). 

1.4 It then seeks to address the request from KBMC for further evidence on the 

potential viability of alternative development options and phasing, specifically to 

consider whether there is an alternative scheme and/or phasing that would 

permit the development of the ‘north site’ within the town centre, in advance of, 

or at the same time as, the development of the site to the south. 

1.5 This additional information relating to viability is provided in the form of 

independent reports from a specialist retail consultancy (Javelin Group) and 

commercial property consultants (Savills/Morgan Williams).  These reports are 

included in the appendices to this report and are considered further in Sections 

4 and 5: 

• Section 4 provide the retail planning context for this additional work, in 

particular the PPS4 Practice Guidance which indicates that the viability of 

a scheme will be influenced by market, costs and delivery factors, but 

that it will rarely be necessary to undertake detailed development 

appraisals to test the viability of alternative sites; and 

• Section 5 explains the Brief provided to the consultants and summarises 

the key findings of the consultant reports. The implications for our 

sequential findings on the viability of the alternative development options 

are then considered.  

1.6 Finally, the report seeks to consider the implications of the proposed phasing 

of the scheme on the Kirkby town centre and the cumulative impact 

implications of recent retail proposals in Liverpool, particularly on Liverpool City 

Centre (Section 6). Our overall conclusions are set out in Section 7.  
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2.0 Regional Strategies 

2.1 In early 2010 when Spenhill was reviewing the Secretary of State’s decision on 

Destination Kirkby and drawing up a revised scheme, the Regional Strategy for 

the North West (RS) still formed part of the Development Plan. As such the 

policies within the RS informed the revised scheme and the scale of 

development was considered appropriate and consistent with its policies both 

by the applicant and during pre-application discussions with KMBC.  

2.2 At the time the Kirkby application was submitted, the Coalition Government had 

revoked the Regional Strategies (RS) and therefore the TCRS does not 

specifically refer to the policies within the Regional Strategy for the North West, 

as they no longer carried any weight as part of the Development Plan (TCRS, 

para 3.2).  

2.3 Since then the High Court challenge by CALA Homes has led to the quashing of 

the 6 July revocation and thus the Regional Strategy once again forms part of 

the Development Plan. In this section we therefore consider whether this has 

any effect on the conclusions reached in the TCRS.  

2.4 The Secretary of State decision and Inspector’s recommendation on 

Destination Kirkby (SoS para 8 and IR para 3.1) confirmed that the key RS 

policies relevant to the retail element of the proposed development were: 

• RDF1, which lists the priorities for the location of growth and 

development; and 

• W5 which relates specifically to Retail Development. 

2.5 At the inquiry it was agreed that, in relation to RDF1, Kirkby would lie within the 

third priority for development as one of the “larger suburban centres within the 

city region” (IR, para 17.2.2), where development of “an appropriate scale” is 

acceptable (IR para 17.2.3).  Similarly, whilst not identified in Policy W5, for 

enhancement and encouragement of comparison retailing facilities, investment 

in other locations is permitted if that investment is of “an appropriate scale” (IR 

para 17.2.6).      

2.6 Both the Inspector and Secretary of State agreed that the Destination Kirkby 

scheme did not accord with these policies, as the development then proposed 

did not meet the test of scale set out in either policy (IR 17.2.6, 19.1, 19.2 

and SoS para 13). However, the current application represents a significantly 

smaller scale of development (TCRS, para 2.11).  

2.7 In this context the reinstatement of the RS policies does not affect the 

conclusions of the TCRS. Demonstration of the appropriate scale of 

development is now also required under PPS4 Policy EC16.1e (TCRS, para 4.3) 

and thus has been considered in the TCRS. The scale of development now 

proposed is appropriate for a third tier centre (TCRS Table 4.1 and para 6.9 - 

10). Further, the scale of development can be justified by the need for the 

individual elements (TCRS, para 6.13 – 6.21).  
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2.8 On this basis, the reinstatement of the RS does not affect our conclusions that 

the current scale of development is appropriate for a third tier centre (TCRS, 

para 9.3) and thus we conclude that the scheme is also in accordance with the 

Regional Strategy for North West, Policies RDF1 and W5. 
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3.0 Flexibility and the Potential for Disaggregation 

3.1 PPS4 requires that the development of an edge or out of centre site should only 

proceed if it has been shown that there are no sequentially preferable sites 

available, which in this case means sites within Kirkby town centre. However in 

considering the suitability of potential sites, the scale and form of development 

is clearly a key factor and PPS4 requires that applicants demonstrate that they 

have been both flexible in their design and considered the potential for 

disaggregation of any component elements.  

3.2 These issues have been addressed in the TCRS (TCRS, para 6.28 – 6.50) 

where we conclude that:  

• The overall scale of development is appropriate to the quantitative and 

qualitative need identified (TCRS, para 6.31); and 

• The footprint of the overall scheme has been reduced by including 

undercroft parking below the Tesco store (TCRS, para 6.34);  

3.3 However KMBC has requested further evidence in relation to two specific 

matters: 

• Whether the development of a smaller Tesco store, as a consequence of 

having less comparison floorspace, would permit a viable scheme to be 

brought forward, with the Tesco store on the north site (ie within the town 

centre); and  

• Whether the amount of comparison floorspace that needs to be provided 

in close proximity to Tesco could be reduced, again to allow an alternative 

development option to be viable.   

Smaller Tesco store 

3.4 The size of Tesco store proposed has been demonstrated as being of an 

appropriate scale in the TCRS, with the convenience floorspace required to 

meet the identified need (TCRS, para 6.13 -6.14) and the comparison 

floorspace being part of the floorspace required to meet the overall quantitative 

need for Kirkby. It is also appropriate if the store is to achieve the level of 

clawback required from other large foodstores in the area (TCRS, para 6.15). 

3.5 However, we have considered the request by KMBC to consider whether the 

development of a smaller Tesco store would allow a viable scheme to be 

brought forward with the Tesco on the north site. Our analysis leads us to 

conclude that this would not produce a scheme that is either suitable or viable 

to meet the identified needs of Kirkby town centre.  

3.6 In the first instance, there is no capacity reason for reducing the size of Tesco 

store proposed. The Tesco store has to be of a sufficient size to meet the 

quantitative and qualitative needs that have been identified. As such the 

convenience element of the store is clearly required (7,000 sq m gross), being 

less than the need to 2016, identified by RTP (TCRS, para 5.8 & 6.13c).  
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3.7 The comparison element of the store is also consistent with the identified 

need, in that it, together with the separate comparison units, would meet the 

identified capacity requirements for Kirkby town centre to 2016 (TCRS, para 

5.8-5.9). Further, the qualitative need for a store with an even split between 

food and non-food has been recognised. This is typical of the Tesco Extra 

business model and that of other major retailers (TCRS, para 6.15). It is also 

recognised in the capacity work done by Drivers Jonas (TCRS, para 6.17).   

3.8 It is important that this amount of comparison floorspace is provided, if the 

store is to be successful in clawing back trade from the other major foodstores 

in the area, such as in Huyton, Prescot and Aintree. All three main competing 

stores have a significant comparison range (TCRS, para 6.15) and thus the 

Kirkby store must provide a similar offer.    

3.9 If this is not done, then not only would the proposed store fail to meet the 

identified need, but it would weaken the Tesco store as the key anchor for the 

scheme, as it would be less attractive to the shoppers it wishes to serve. At 

worst, a Tesco store with a very restricted non-food offer would be unlikely to be 

viable, but any reduction in the non-food offer would reduce the level of 

clawback achieved, with a consequential reduction in shopper footfall. This in 

turn would lessen other retailer interest in the scheme, making it more difficult 

to let space to the target retailers (see below), with the consequential effect on 

overall scheme viability.   

3.10 However, it also has to be recognised that reducing the size of the Tesco store 

would not significantly increase the amount of comparison floorspace that could 

be provided in adjoining units. As set out in the TCRS, the development of a 

14,000 sq m Tesco store on the north site with under-croft car parking (TCRS 

para 6.63 – 6.65) permits 3,500 sq m of comparison floorspace to be 

constructed alongside (TCRS, Appendix 7, Plot 2 Option A). However, with no 

Tesco store at all, a maximum 12,400 sq m gross of comparison floorspace, 

could be developed on the north site (See Appendix 1). As such, any reduction 

in the size of the Tesco store would not be matched by a like-for-like increase in 

comparison floorspace and thus would not significantly alter the retail offer that 

could be provided on the north site. Why this would fail to meet the viability 

requirements of the scheme, is considered below. 

Scale of comparison floorspace adjoining Tesco 

3.11 The amount of comparison floorspace that needs to be provided close to the 

Tesco store is determined by the number and space requirements of the target 

retailers who will only come to Kirkby if they be accommodated in a location 

where they can benefit from the footfall generated by the Tesco store. This is 

considered in the TCRS (TCRS, para 6.41 – 6.46), where an estimated 

minimum floorspace of 15,000 sq m gross is derived based solely on the 

minimum space requirements for the Top 50 ranked retailers not currently 

represented in the centre and whom it might be reasonable for Kirkby to seek 

to attract.  
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3.12 This matter is also considered in the Savills/Morgan Williams report (Appendix 

2), which identifies 7 potential target tenants, all of which would require a 

location close to Tesco if they were to come to Kirkby (para 7.7). These 

retailers alone would require 10-12,000 sq m of floorspace in close proximity to 

Tesco. In addition, space would be needed for the first of the other national 

retailers who would come to the town. These will be important tenants in 

providing an improved range of retail outlets and secure the financial viability of 

the scheme (Appendix 2, para 7.7). Thus the commercial advice is that a total 

of 13,500 – 18,500 sq m of floorspace of comparison floorspace is required in 

close proximity to Tesco to ensure the store requirements of all these retailers 

can be met.   

Conclusions on Flexibility and Disaggregation 

3.13 This further analysis and consideration of the effect of potential changes to the 

size of the proposed Tesco store and/or the amount of comparison floorspace 

provided alongside, does not lead us to change our conclusions from the TCRS.  

3.14 The scale and form of development is appropriate to meet the identified 

quantitative and qualitative need for both convenience and comparison 

floorspace and to meet the regeneration needs of the town. 

3.15 Whilst the development of a smaller Tesco store would be physically possible, 

the need is for a large foodstore anchor that is capable of clawing back trade 

from the foodstores in Prescot, Huyton and Aintree and provides the footfall to 

attract the other comparison retailers.  

3.16 Further, any reduction in the size of the Tesco would not be matched by an 

equivalent increase in comparison floorspace adjoining the store, given that the 

Tesco store is to be built with undercroft parking. A small reduction in the size 

of store would not increase the comparison floorspace to the required level, 

which the work by Savills/Morgan Williams has confirmed to be in excess of 

13,500 sq m gross.  

3.17 A large reduction in the size of the Tesco will weaken it as an anchor for the 

whole scheme and reduce the level of clawback that can be achieved. This 

would threaten the overall commercial viability of the scheme but, if 

significantly constrained in size and thus offer, would also make the Tesco 

store itself unviable, as it would not be able to compete effectively with existing 

outlets.  

3.18 It is therefore important that the scheme provides sufficient floorspace in both 

the Tesco and the adjoining comparison units, if it is to be financially and 

commercially viable and meet the needs of Kirkby Town Centre (TCRS, para 

6.96). Small changes to the size of the Tesco store and a small increase in the 

comparison would not be sufficient to alter the nature of development on the 

north site, whilst significantly reducing the Tesco would threaten the ability of 

the whole scheme to clawback trade to the centre and would reduce its overall 

attractiveness to future retail occupiers.  
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3.19 On this basis we remain of the view that the only suitable development option 

is for a Tesco store of 14,000 sq m and adjoining comparison retail of at least 

13,500 sq m to be developed on a single site as phase 1 of the development. 
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4.0 Viability Considerations 

4.1 Having established the scale of development required and the degree to which 

there is potential for disaggregation and flexibility, the TCRS identified a number 

of possible sequentially preferable development sites which, as PPS4 requires, 

have been tested individually (TCRS, paras 6.54 – 6.72) and in combination 

(TCRS, paras 6.77 – 6.79) for their suitability and availability (PPS4, EC15.1; 

TCRS, para 6.7). These terms are defined in the Practice Guidance (para 6.37), 

with further information provided in the following section (paras 6.38 – 6.50). 

4.2 The TCRS (Para 6.77– 6.79 and Appendix 7) found that even the combination 

of plots 1, 2 and 3 in the existing town centre would fail to deliver the scale of 

comparison shopping that is necessary to make a significant change to the 

centre’s retail offer.  As a consequence, the existing town centre sites are not 

suitable for satisfying the sequential objective. Further, the TCRS concluded 

that such development would be unviable due to retailer requirements for 

proximity to the Tesco store not being adequately met. Thus the only viable way 

of developing the identified combination of sites, is as proposed in the current 

application.  

4.3 KMBC however, have requested further information on the viability of 

developing the town centre sites first, and therefore, as with the sequential 

assessment provided to date, we have adopted the approach outlined in 

Section 6 of the PPS4 Practice Guidance (PG), specifically the advice on viability 

(paras 6.47-50) which highlights that this will be influenced by market, cost and 

delivery factors.  

4.4 These factors are considered further below, in order to assess “whether there is 

a reasonable prospect that development will occur on the site at a particular 

point in time” (PPS4 PG, para 6.37). If it is concluded that a sufficient amount 

of space within a development scheme could not be let, then clearly the 

scheme will not be viable. In such cases a consideration of costs is not 

relevant, nor is a detailed financial appraisal required. This is consistent with 

the view expressed in the PG that it should rarely be necessary to undertake 

detailed development appraisals to test the viability of alternative sites (para 

6.50).      

Market Factors 

4.5 The Practice Guidance indicates that market factors can include a consideration 

of the attractiveness of a locality and the level of potential demand, as well as 

considerations such as adjoining land uses and the economic return of existing, 

proposed and alternative uses. As such, an understanding of the way the 

commercial retail market operates is a pre-requisite to any consideration of 

viability. 
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Retail Development Market 

4.6 The private development sector is critical to the UK economy in that it provides 

the properties where the majority of people live, work and shop. However, for 

any such development to occur, it has to be commercially viable (i.e. profitable) 

for retailers, developers and potential investors and considered an attractive 

form of investment relative to alternatives, such as investing in the stock 

market, dealing in other goods, or indeed investing the money in a bank.  

4.7 Further, the degree of profit required for a particular scheme to proceed, will 

reflect the risks involved. The level of profit will need to be greater (or expected 

to be greater) where the risks are perceived to be higher.   

4.8 In the case of retail development the overall viability of a scheme will be 

dependent on a range of factors, but, at its simplest, will require the expected 

rental returns over the lifetime of the development to exceed the costs incurred 

by the developer in developing and then maintaining it. This in turn will be 

affected by the number of units that can be let, the speed of take-up and the 

levels of rent achieved, discounted by any financial incentives that need offered 

to attract key tenants. Too many vacant units at an early stage will not only 

harm the viability, by reducing income, but may project a unattractive image, 

discouraging other retailers from coming in, even if rental levels are low.  

4.9 In this context therefore, a scheme that is unable to attract sufficient occupiers 

for a majority of units, will be unviable, particularly if incentives are required to 

secure the first key lettings (Savills, para 7.7).  

4.10 However it is also the case that, in considering whether to take space in any 

particular scheme, a retailer will first be concerned with whether a new store 

will be profitable for them. This in turn will be influenced first by how a new 

store fits with their existing network of stores, expected sales and the shoppers 

profile in the area, rather than rental levels. They will want to know the extent to 

which the market is already served by their existing stores and compare this 

with the expected levels of new sales and additional staff costs that could be 

generated by a new store. Only when they consider there is a potential for a 

new store to be profitable will they then seek to discuss the level of rent they 

would be prepared to pay.   

Kirkby Market 

4.11 In the case of Kirkby, the centre’s long decline has coincided with, and been 

partially caused by, the growth of other centres and out-of-centre developments 

within the wider area (Appendix 2, para 5.2). These centres and retail parks 

have already provided units for many of the retailers that would normally be 

expected to be represented in a centre such as Kirkby. Thus, the lack of the 

provision in the town does not mean that residents are unable to shop with 

these retailers, rather that to do so, they have to travel further, or increasingly, 

use the internet to order goods.  
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4.12 This may not be desirable from a planning perspective, but from the retailers’ 

perspective means that the need to open a new store in Kirkby is less than it 

might otherwise be. Not all the trade generated would be new to the retailer 

and thus whether they can operate profitably from a further outlet in the area 

will be carefully assessed, with their final decision dependant on the overall 

profitability of the store from their perspective, rather than solely on the level of 

rent being asked.   

4.13 For this reason it is likely to be more difficult to attract some of the ‘big name’ 

retailers to Kirkby, as the majority of potential customers will already be 

shopping with them, albeit in a way that is less convenient. For others, any 

compromise in the scheme design, retail mix or other aspects of the new retail 

offer, will be seen as a risk factor and will therefore affect their willingness to 

consider a new location.  

4.14 Nothwithstanding this, for many retailers the catchment area of Kirkby town 

centre is likely to provide sufficient potential expenditure to support an 

additional store in the area, to complement their existing offer, at a time when 

they are seeking opportunities to expand (Appendix 2, para 4.6). Their concern 

therefore will be to ensure that any new floorspace they take will attract the 

necessary customers, the majority of whom are already used to travelling to 

schemes elsewhere to shop. Thus, any new store must provide shoppers with 

an equally attractive and more convenient option to the current outlets they are 

using. This in turn is likely to be affected by the range provided by the individual 

retailer, but also, the ability to shop at a number of outlets at the same time, 

the shopping environment and the ease with which they can get to and park 

near the shops.  

4.15 It also has to be borne in mind that retailers are risk-aware, and will assess the 

risk profile of any new scheme before committing to it. Thus, getting the first 

retailers to commit to a new development can be difficult. However, once they 

see a number of other retailers are to open, others are more likely to want to 

be represented.  

4.16 For Kirkby, this means that the number and mix of retailers that can be 

attracted to the scheme and the phasing will be crucial to the eventual success 

of the scheme and the regeneration of Kirkby town centre. The commitment of 

Tesco to the scheme is crucial to this and will be influential in securing the 

presence of the key target retailers. However, these retailers will themselves be 

instrumental in attracting more retailers and service operators, who will be the 

key income generators for the scheme (Savills, para 7.7).  

Cost Factors 

4.17 The PPS4 PG identifies a number of relevant cost factors, including site 

preparation costs, relevant planning standards and obligations and the 

prospect of funding.  
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4.18 For the purposes of this assessment, we have assumed that costs will be 

similar across the four options considered, as any variation will be small 

compared with the total development costs incurred. This reflects that: 

• The schemes propose development of the same key sites, albeit in a 

different order; 

• The scale of development proposed is similar and comprises a 14,000 

sq m gross Tesco Extra, approximately 30,000 sq m gross comparison 

floorspace and associated parking and access; and 

• The timescales for development are intended to be relatively short, with 

all development completed by 2015.  

4.19 Thus, whilst interim costs for the different phases may vary under the different 

options, the needs of the centre are such that all phases must be provided if 

the regeneration of the centre is to be achieved. Thus, total costs will not differ 

sufficiently between options to affect the conclusions on viability.  

Delivery Factors  

4.20 The delivery factors outlined in the Practice Guidance recognise the importance 

of the phasing of development and the realistic build-out rates for large 

schemes such as is proposed in Kirkby (PG, para 6.47). The alternative 

development options considered here assess how changes in phasing may 

affect the overall attractiveness of the scheme, the levels of lettings and types 

of occupiers that may be secured as a result.  
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5.0 Alterative Development Options and Viability 

Findings 

The Development Options 

5.1 In total four potential development sites were identified in the town centre 

(TCRS, Appendix 7) and, as outlined above, the suitability and availability of 

these sites has been assessed. This analysis has indicated that not all these 

sites are both suitable and available for retail development in their entirety, but 

that a combination of parts of three of the sites (Plots 1, 2 and 3) could 

accommodate elements of the proposed development. 

5.2 In order to test the options for the location and phasing of the proposed 

development in Kirkby town centre, four alternative development options have 

been developed from the sequential site assessment provided in the TCRS and 

these have been agreed with KMBC (See Brief, Appendix 1 with updated 

development option plans). These cover a range of possible development 

options and, whilst not an exhaustive list, they do test the key alternatives. The 

findings for these are therefore relevant to, and able to inform, variations on 

these options.  

5.3 The four options are as follows: 

• Option 1 assumes the Tesco store and adjoining comparison floorspace  

is developed on the north site in Phase 1 (TCRS Plot 2, para 6.63 – 

6.65), with the remaining comparison floorspace developed on the south 

site in a second phase;  

• The other three options all assume the Tesco store is developed on the 

south site but adopt different phasing options for the comparison 

floorspace: 

- Option 2 assumes the development of the comparison floorspace 

on the north site in phase 1 (ie at the same time as Tesco), with 

the rest of the south site developed at phase 2;  

- Option 3 assumes both the north and the south sites are fully 

developed in a single phase; and  

- Option 4 assumes the Tesco store and adjoining comparison 

floorspace are developed on the south in phase 1, with the north 

site developed as phase 2, ie the proposed application phasing. 

Comparative Viability Assessments 

5.4 These four options have then been considered separately by Savills/Morgan 

Williams (commercial property agents) and Javelin Group (specialist retail 

consultancy). Their reports are reproduced in Appendices 2 and 3 respectively 

and provide the views of retail specialists from two very different backgrounds 

and experiences. As such the reports differ in the way they respond to the Brief 

and the information they provide. However, both reports consider the relevant 
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market and delivery factors relating to each option and provide their views on 

the viability or otherwise of that option.  

• Javelin Group’s research concentrates on a consideration of the relative 

attractiveness of Kirkby compared with other centres, based on the 

presence of multiple retailers within a town and the type of retail offer 

provided. The report considers the effect that the different development 

and phasing options would have on the types of retailers who would be 

attracted to Kirkby. Javelin Group do not provide any research on the 

commercial aspects of the scheme, and thus assume that the new 

development could be let.  

• Savills/Morgan Williams’ paper concentrates on providing advice on the 

commercial viability of the schemes, which in turn is informed by the 

ability of the different development and phasing options to attract 

retailers and the resulting retail mix. It provides information on the 

viability of the single option which is considered to be potentially viable. 

In all other cases the view is that there would be insufficient tenant 

demand to let enough units and thus the schemes would not proceed. 

This lack of ‘potential market demand’ (PG, para 6.47) is a key factor in 

determining what will be viable to develop and reflects the current poor 

perception and demand for space in the town.  

5.5 Together, these reports provide complementary advice and evidence. The 

agents’ advice concentrates on the retailer requirements and the commercial 

realisms of letting space, whilst the analyst’s report considers the likely retail 

offer that will result from the different scheme options and thus the effect on 

the overall retail offer of the centre. It is particularly useful in considering the 

types of retailer that may be attracted to the different scheme options and 

phases, and, importantly demonstrates how this would look in the sub-regional 

retail hierarchy.    

5.6 However, it is worth noting however, that the commercial agents report 

concludes that only one option is lettable and could be delivered and that there 

is only one potentially viable option (Option 4). As a consequence, Option 4 is 

the only option capable of attracting development finance and being pursued by 

a prudent developer.  In this situation, it is therefore unnecessary to consider 

comparative development costs or to undertake detailed financial appraisals for 

the other options. This is because, in circumstances where there is insufficient 

tenant demand, then these schemes would not proceed. Without the tenants in 

place developers would not be able to raise the necessary development finance 

to progress to the construction phase and therefore detailed viability appraisals 

are not required  (Savills, para 2.7).  

 

5.7 The key conclusions of these reports are summarised below.  

Option 1 

5.8 Option 1 comprises a Tesco store (14,000 sq m) and 6,600 sq m comparison 

retail built in the North (on combined plots 1-3, in Sequential Assessment 
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Feasibility Study, TCRS Appendix 7), followed by 22,100 sq m comparison retail 

as a subsequent phase(s) in the South.   

5.9 The first phase of development under this option is likely to be deliverable, as 

the key element is the foodstore for which there is a clear demand and an 

operator (Tesco). It is also likely that the limited non-food floorspace would also 

be let (Savills, para 7.13 & 7.15) but that the level of rents the tenants would 

pay will challenge the overall viability (Savills, para 7.13). Further, the limited 

new floorspace provided would not provide the critical mass required to attract 

the majority of mid market retailers (Savills, para 7.12; Javelin, page 21), with 

the result that the space would be more likely to attract value/discount 

retailers, including some of those already present in the town centre but 

requiring larger/more modern premises (Savills 7.12 & 7.15).  

5.10 In the short term this would be more likely to increase the impact of the 

development on the existing town centre, either increasing vacancies through 

relocations, or increasing the competition in the discount retail sector.   

5.11 The main concern with this option however is the deliverability of phase 2. 

Given the physical separation of this phase from the foodstore anchor, and lack 

of an alternative anchor, the second phase of the development would only 

appeal to a limited number of discount/value retailers (Savills, para 7.11). The 

most likely prospective tenants would be ‘Tier 3’ retailers as defined by Javelin 

Group, with just some ‘Tier 2’ (Boots, Burton, Dorothy Perkins etc) (Javelin, 

page 21). As such the whole scheme would prove difficult to let, even to bulky 

goods retailers (Savills, para 7.13).  

5.12 However, it is unlikely that the second phase of development would even 

proceed. Any developer would require a number of committed tenants for the 

south site development, before committing to the cost of relocating the 

residential properties currently occupying part of the site. At the same time, few 

if any retailers would be prepared to sign up to a scheme, where relocation, 

demolition and development would take in the region of two years (Savills, para 

7.11). Thus the commercial advice is that phase 2 would not be developed 

(Savills 7.11 & 7.15).  

5.13 This would leave Kirkby with the phase 1 development only, which would meet 

the identified need for a major foodstore, but would fail to secure the nature 

and scale of comparison floorspace development required to achieve the step 

change in offer that is needed and sought (22,100 sq m gross additional by 

2016 and 39,700 sq m gross by 2026 (RTP, Table 3.5)). Thus the trend for 

significant comparison expenditure to be lost from the town centre would 

continue, with no indication that the required future investment would be 

forthcoming.  

Option 2 

5.14 Option 2 comprises a Tesco store (14,000 sq m) in the South with 12,400 sq 

m comparison retail in the North built at the same time. This would be followed 

by 16,300 sq m comparison retail built as subsequent phase(s) in the South. 
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5.15 As with Option 1 the development of the foodstore would be expected to 

proceed. However, in this case the scheme fails to maximise the benefits of 

higher rental levels and tenant mix (Savills, para 7.18 & 7.22) and thus is not 

considered to be a scheme that a prudent developer would pursue (Savills, 

para 7.18). Further, whilst Savills believe part of the space in the north could 

be let (Savills, para 7.20), the level of rents achievable would challenge the 

overall viability (Savills, para 7.22) and would only be at the expense of the 

existing town centre, as existing occupiers seek to relocate to modern retail 

units (Savills, para 7.20).  This is consistent with Javelin Group’s view that, as 

with Option 1, the main retailer interest would come from ‘Tier 3’ retailers 

(Javelin, page 27-28).  

5.16 Further, in this case, all retailers would be aware of the intention to develop a 

phase 2 which would provide proximity to Tesco. Therefore even retailers 

wanting a presence in the town could decide to wait until phase 2 is developed, 

so that they could benefit from the Tesco footfall. However, it is also possible 

that the significant impact on and vacancies in the existing town centre as a 

result of relocations, would damage the centre to the extent that retailers would 

not be interested in phase 2 at all (Savills, para 7.20 & 7.21).    

5.17 The risk therefore is that the development of phase 1 would result in the Tesco 

store being the only development in the south (Savills, para 7.20), whilst 

development on the north site would be limited to discount/value retailers, 

many of whom had been drawn out of the town centre, leaving a high number of 

vacancies there. Thus, the retailer perception of Kirkby as a retail location 

would have been further harmed and the south phase 2 would not be viable 

(Savills, para 7.22). Further, even if pursued, both phases would struggle to be 

fully let (Javelin, page 27).  

Option 3 

5.18 The option 3 scheme assumes the Tesco store (14,000 sq m) is built along 

with the 16,300 sq m of retail accommodation in the South, and the 12,400 sq 

m comparison retail is built in the North; i.e. the scheme is not phased, but 

constructed simultaneously.  

5.19 This option provides a similar final layout to options 2 and 4, but sees the 

development of all the floorspace in a single phase. This would mean 28,700 

sq m of comparison floorspace being constructed and tenants sought for all of 

it, at a single point in time.  

5.20 As the commercial agents indicate, this would lead to a significant oversupply 

of floorspace putting downward pressure on already relatively low rents (Savills, 

para 7.24, 7.27 & 5.1-5.2). At this scale of development at least two additional 

major anchor tenants would be required (Savills, para 7.25). Without them it 

would not be possible to achieve sufficient lettings to make the scheme viable 

(Savills, 7.27).  Further, as with option 2, what retailers were attracted would 

be more likely to be discount and value retailers, again including relocations 

from the existing town centre (Savills, para 7.26) and result in a scheme that 
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could not be fully let (Javelin, page 30). Thus, as the agents advise, no prudent 

developer would pursue this option (Savills, para 7.29).  

5.21 However, even if this scheme were to be developed out, it is considered 

unlikely that the resulting scheme would achieve the overall objectives for the 

town centre. Awareness of high levels of vacancies would not encourage 

shoppers to the centre, nor attract the mix of retailers required, with mainly Tier 

2 and 3 retailers likely to take space (Javelin, page 29). Thus, the perception of 

the centre would not be improved, there would high levels of vacancies in the 

existing town centre shops and the profile of the retail offer would remain the 

same.  

Option 4 

5.22 Option 4, which comprises the Tesco store (14,000 sq m) and 16,300 sq m of 

retail accommodation in the South, followed by the remaining 12,400 sq m 

comparison retail built as subsequent phase(s) thereafter, is the scheme 

phasing proposed in the application and represents the only way of achieving 

the scale of development and lettings required to provide a significant 

change in the centre’s retail offer (Savills, para 7.1 – 7.9). 

5.23 The phasing allows the release of floorspace in a phased and managed way 

Savills, para 7.2) and represents the best opportunity to attract high calibre 

national retailers to the centre (Savills, para 7.2 and Javelin, page 21-24). 

Proximity to Tesco and the availability suitable units will encourage Tier 2 (and 

possibly Tier 1) retailers to come to the centre in phase 1 (Javelin, page 31), 

thereby establishing the centre in the wider hierarchy. Phase 2 will then build 

on this success and encourage further retailers to the centre, as retention 

levels within the centre’s catchment area increase.  

5.24 The result will be that by 2013, Kirkby will be able to offer a significantly 

improved retail offer, including a Tesco Extra store and a number of the key 

clothing and fashion retailers (Javelin, page 31-32; Savills, para 7.7). This in 

turn will encourage interest from other retailers, offering a wider range of goods 

and services (Javelin, page 31) and potentially other uses (Savills, para 7.33). 

Further, whilst rents in phase 2 may be lower (Savills, para 7.5), the overall 

attractiveness of offer and the viability of both phases, will ensure that the 

whole scheme can be delivered. 

Effect on Centre Ranking and Positioning  

5.25 The effect of the proposed investment in Kirkby town centre will be to improve 

the centre’s ranking within the retail hierarchy of the North West. This is 

considered in the Javelin Group study where the effects of the changes in 

provision are related to both the ranking of the centre in terms of its 

Venuescore and market positioning.  

5.26 In terms of the qualitative offer that the various options may provide, the 

Javelin Group analysis of centre ranking both now and in the future provides a 

useful summary:  



 

P18  1399058v3
 

Table 5.1  VENUESCORE - Comparative Rankings under different development options 

     

North-
west VS 
Rank 

UK VS 
Rank 

Shopping Venue Location 
Grade 

Venuescore 

          
1 2 Manchester Major City 604 
2 4 Liverpool Major City 502 
10 102 Southport Regional 163 
15= 135= St Helens Regional 145 
    Kirkby - Option 4 Phase 2   98 
25 384 Widnes (post devt) Major District 86 
25= 281= Bootle Major District 83 
    Kirkby - Option 3   79 
    Kirkby - Option 2 Phase 2   75 
    Kirkby - Option 4 Phase 1   70 
    Kirkby - Option 1 Phase 2    69 
34 384 Widnes (pre devt) District 64 
35= 398= Aintree District 62 
38 412 Ormkirk District 60 
    Kirkby- Option 2 Phase 1   57 
47= 489= Skelmersdale District 51 

49= 499= New Mersey Retail Park District 50 
51= 512= Prescot District 49 
    Kirkby - Option 1 Phase 1   49 
54 537 Huyton District 46 
68= 683= Kirkby (now) Minor District 35 
78 770 Maghull Minor District 31 

Source: Javelin Group Report, pages 15-16 

5.27 This clearly demonstrates that Option 4 provides the best improvement in offer, 

with phase 1 alone almost achieving the same as the full development under 

the other options. None of the other options sufficiently improve the 

Venuescore of the centre, leaving it lower than both Bootle and Widnes, the two 

closest centres the sub-regional hierarchy (RSS).  

5.28 However, as demonstrated above, not all the options and phases considered 

are viable and thus the effect on Kirkby’s ranking would be more limited under 

a number of the options: 

• Option 1 would only provide a small improvement, bringing the centre to a 

similar level as Huyton and Prescot achieve currently, as Phase 2 would 

not proceed; 

• Option 2 would raise Kirkby to a level similar to Widnes before its recent 

development, as again Phase 2 would not proceed; and 

• Option 3 would not be developed. 

5.29 In contrast, under Option 4 the centre would be similar to Widnes before 

development, or Bootle now after Phase 1. With Phase 2 this would improve 
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the centre ranking to a level slightly above Widnes now, although it would 

remain significantly lower than higher tier centres such as St Helens.  

5.30 In terms of market positioning Option 4 would improve the classification of 

Kirkby to a similar level as St Helens and Aintree, whilst all the other options 

would leave the centre in a similar position to now.  

Table 5.2  Market Positioning - Comparative positioning under different development options 

     

North-
west VS 
Rank 

UK VS 
Rank 

Shopping Venue Market 
Positioning 
Index (100 
= UK 
Avge) 

Market 
Positioning 
Classification 

          

1 2 Manchester 124 Upscale 

2 4 Liverpool 116 Upper Middle 

49= 499= New Mersey Retail Park 111 Upper Middle 

10 102 Southport 97 Middle 

    Kirkby - Option 4 Phase 2 89 Lower Middle 

15= 135= St Helens 85 Lower Middle 

    Kirkby - Option 4 Phase 1 84 Lower Middle 

35= 398= Aintree 83 Down 

25 384 Widnes (post devt) 82 Down 

34 384 Widnes (pre devt) 82 Down 

38 412 Ormkirk 81 Down 

25= 281= Bootle 73 Down 

47= 489= Skelmersdale 72 Down 

    Kirkby - Option 1 Phase 2  70 Down 

    Kirkby - Option 2 Phase 2 70 Down 

    Kirkby - Option 3 69 Down 

51= 512= Prescot 69 Down 

    Kirkby- Option 2 Phase 1 63 Down 

54 537 Huyton 62 Down 

78 770 Maghull 62 Down 

    Kirkby - Option 1 Phase 1 60 Down 

68= 683= Kirkby (now) 60 Down 

Source: Javelin Group report, pages 15-16 

5.31 As a ‘downmarket’ centre, the prospects of attracting the types of retailers 

identified by Javelin Group within their Tier 1 and 2 retailers, would be much 

reduced (Javelin, page 20). Even with a Venuescore of 60-69 (ie above Aintree 

and Widnes (pre development)), the prospects of attracting any Tier 1 retailers, 

other than WH Smith and Boots are very limited (Javelin, page 21), whilst the 

range of Tier 2 retailers who would be attracted would be reduced (Javelin, page 

22). Instead Tier 3 retailers would be more likely to come (Javelin, page 23).  

5.32 With a higher Venuescore the prospects of attracting the Tier 1 retailers 

improves, but the quality of the retail offer remains a key determinant for such 
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retailers. Thus the prospects of attracting retailers such as H&M and Early 

Learning Centre depends not just on delivering the floorspace but on a scheme 

that can attract sufficient ‘quality’ retailers at the first phase to encourage 

others to follow.   

5.33 This theoretical approach can be considered alongside the reality of recent 

development in Widnes, a centre not unlike Kirkby but which has seen the 

benefit of significant retail development. The redevelopment of the Windmill 

Retail Park has seen around 11,000 sq m gross of retail floorspace replaced 

with a new town centre scheme totalling over 27,000 sq m gross. This has 

improved the ranking of the centre (Javelin, page 15), but also allowed the 

centre to attract a range of new retailers including Marks & Spencer, Outfit, 

Next, New Look, River Island and Bhs.  

5.34 However, this analysis pre-supposes that all four development options are 

viable and that there is a choice as to which could be implemented and thus 

the final position Kirkby achieves. In practice, consideration of the commercial 

factors, in particular the ability to attract sufficient retailers to a scheme, 

demonstrates this is not the case and the practical options are significantly 

less.  

Conclusions 

5.35 As set out in the TCRS (Section 6) compliance with the sequential approach is 

a key requirement of PPS4 and thus, with part of the proposed development 

located on the edge of the existing town centre, it is important to demonstrate 

that all in-centre options have been thoroughly assessed for their availability, 

suitability and viability for the proposed development (PPS4 EC15.1a). 

5.36 Of the sites that are potentially available and suitable for some development 

(TCRS, Section 6), only one phasing option provides a viable development 

option. This is Option 4. Others are not viable in that they can not deliver the 

full development required to meet the Council’s and Spenhill’s objectives for 

the town:  

• Developing the foodstore in the north permits only a small amount of 

comparison floorspace to be built alongside at phase 1 (Option 1). In this 

circumstance phase 1 would be expected to let but with a detrimental 

effect on the existing town centre, as key retailers relocate to the new 

space or face increased competition. This would harm the existing centre 

and the prospects of attracting sufficient retailer interest in phase 2. 

Thus the scheme would not be viable in its entirety and would not be 

taken forward by a developer, whilst phase 1 alone would only provide a 

foodstore and a very limited number of new discount/value retailers. This 

would fail to meet the identified needs of the town centre; 
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• Developing the foodstore in the south and comparison floorspace in the 

north in phase 1 (Option 2), would also harm the existing town centre, 

with the north site being primarily of interest to discount/value retailers, 

some of whom would be attracted from the town centre. Increased 

vacancies in the existing town centre shops would harm the prospects of 

phase 2 coming forward, although awareness of the plans could also 

dissuade key retailers from coming to the town at phase 1, with them 

preferring to wait for units close to Tesco, to come forward.  The risk 

therefore is that the development of phase 1 would result in the Tesco 

store being the only development in the south, whilst development on the 

north site would be limited to discount/value retailers and high vacancies 

in existing shop unit. Thus, the retailer perception of Kirkby as a retail 

location would have been further harmed and the south phase 2 would 

not be viable (Savills, para 7.22).  

• Developing the north and the south sites at the same time (Option 3), 

would lead to a significant over-supply of floorspace in the town. This in 

turn would harm the financial viability of the scheme. It would result in low 

rents and significant vacancies, given the limited range of retailers that 

would be likely to be attracted.  It would also harm the overall impression 

of the centre, given the high levels of vacancies that would result.  

5.37 On this basis we remain of the view that the phasing and location of 

development proposed under Options 1 – 3 are all unviable as complete 

schemes. All three options would fail to deliver the nature and scale of 

development necessary to fulfil the planning objective.  Only Option 4 is viable 

and is capable of delivering the significant change in retail offer required. 

5.38 Accordingly, we remain of the view that land to the south of Cherryfield Drive is 

the sequentially preferred location for expanding the town centre shopping area, 

as part of a phased comprehensive town centre scheme which includes the 

partial redevelopment and improvement of Kirkby’s existing town centre. Further 

we believe that such a form and phasing of development complies with the 

sequential assessment required under PPS4, being the only option that can 

deliver a viable scheme on the sites that are available and suitable for 

development.  
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6.0 Impact 

6.1 The effect of the proposed development on other centres is considered in the 

TCRS (Section 8). This includes consideration of the level of convenience and 

comparison trade diversion that can be expected from the existing Kirkby town 

centre and other centres in the area (Table 9.1 Appendix 9 and TCRS Table 

8.3) and the expected benefits to the existing town centre as a result of spin-

off trade (TCRS, Table 8.5). 

6.2 KMBC and their planning consultants Roger Tym & Partners (RTP) have now 

requested further information on: 

• The qualitative impacts of the proposed retail offer;  

• The effects on Kirkby town centre of the proposed development phasing; 

and  

• The potential cumulative effects of the Kirkby scheme and a number of 

emerging proposals within Liverpool City.  

6.3 These matters are considered below. 

The Qualitative Impacts of the Proposed Retail Offer 

6.4 Section 5 above, has considered the viability of alternative development and 

phasing options and concluded that only the phasing proposed in the 

application is viable. This involves four key phases, as set out in the TCRS 

(para 6.92), with details of the triggers for the various phases to be agreed as 

part of the S106.  

6.5 The overall objective of the development is to transform and regenerate Kirkby 

town centre (TCRS, para 2.2) and as such the development must seek to 

enhance the existing town centre as well as provide the new development.  

6.6 A key consideration in the development of the scheme has therefore been to 

provide an offer that will attract new retailers to Kirkby, rather than seeking to 

provide new units for existing retailers, or bring in similar retailers who will 

compete head-to-head with those currently represented.  

6.7 Given the very limited number of national multiples currently represented in the 

town (TCRS, para 5.56) there are clearly many retailers who, if attracted to the 

centre, would expand the retail offer, rather than competing with existing 

operators. This includes retailers within the national Top 40 (TCRS, Appendix 4) 

and those cited in the Savills report (Appendix 2, para 7.7), such as Boots, 

Argos, H&M, Next and Marks & Spencer. These are also the type of retailer 

identified within the Javelin Group’s Tier 1 retailers (Appendix 3, page 8).  

6.8 In contrast the Javelin Group Tier 3 retailers, whilst specifically excluding those 

already present in Kirkby (Appendix 3, page 4), include a number of retailers 

who would compete directly with those currently trading in the town. For 

instance Poundstretcher, Instore, QS, Matalan and Wilkinsons have a similar 
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offer to the main comparison retailers currently in Kirkby, namely B&M 

Bargains, Peacocks, Home Bargains, Poundworld and Poundland. As such a 

scheme that enables the higher tier retailers to be attracted to the centre will 

clearly have less effect on existing retailers because: 

• There will be less direct competition; and  

• The new retailers will be more reliant on clawing back trade currently 

going to their other/similar outlets within the wider area. 

Development Phasing Effects on Kirkby Town Centre 

6.9 Separate from the retailers attracted to the centre there will also inevitably be 

some short-term impacts on the existing centre, given the scale of 

redevelopment involved. However, we believe that the proposed phasing 

minimises these, whilst achieving the long regeneration sought: 

• Public realm improvements to the existing town centre and other key town 

centre elements will be delivered prior to the opening of any new retail 

space. This will enhance the existing retail offer in advance of any 

disruption caused by the construction;  

• Development of the south site first means existing town centre occupiers 

and the car parks that serve them, will continue to be available for use 

during the southern construction phase. This will reduce the likelihood of 

existing shoppers deciding the go elsewhere during this period; and  

• The construction of the Tesco store and adjoining retail provides the best 

opportunity to attract the Tier 1 and 2 retailers at phase 1, as it will 

provide both the quantity of floorspace and the footfall required to attract 

the retailers that can provide the step-change in the retail offer.  This in 

turn will minimise the direct impact on existing town centre retailers, 

provide the greatest potential to clawback trade from other centres and 

out of town destinations and increase the potential for spin-off trade for 

existing retailers.   

6.10 The beneficial effects of the new development for the existing town centre can 

be illustrated by a more detailed assessment of the likely spin-off benefits of 

the different elements of the proposed development. Once the Tesco and 

adjoining shop units open, the direct impacts will be more than off-set by the 

spin-off trade that will be generated by the addition of these key attractors. This 

is demonstrated in the TCRS, where the benefits of the whole scheme are set 

out (TCRS, para 8.44 – 8.62) and include an estimated 42,000 additional 

shoppers every week in the town centre (TCRS, para 8.60), producing a net 

benefit to the existing retailers of £5.37m per annum after impacts (TCRS, 

Table 8.5).       

6.11 As explained in the TCRS this is based on a conservative estimate of potential 

linked trips and linked trip spend (TCRS, para 8.55 – 8.61), primarily based on 

research looking at linked trips between large foodstores and other shops 

within an existing centre (TCRS, para 8.55). There is no directly comparable 

research on the propensity for linked trips between non-food outlets and the 
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rest of a town centre (TCRS, para 8.60), but an estimate of the relative 

contributions of the different scheme elements can be made.   

6.12 The starting point is that the Tesco store will be the main attractor and as such 

will generate the highest number of visits per week. Assuming an average 

spend of £30 - £35 per visit, reflecting the mixture of main and top-up shopping 

trips, would mean the store would attract 60-65,000 shoppers a week. This 

would mean approximately 30,000-35,000 additional visitors would come as a 

result of the rest of the development.  

6.13 If the attractiveness of the comparison element is assumed to be proportional 

to the floorspace developed, this would suggest approximately 60% of the 

increase would come as a result of the Phase 1 development (16,300 sq m 

new floorspace out of a total of 28,700 sq m - TCRS, Table 2.2), equating to 

18,000 -21,000 new visitors, with a further 12,000- 14,000 visits generated by 

Phase 2 in the north.  

6.14 In reality it is likely that the Phase 1 comparison development would attract 

proportionally more new visits than Phase 2, given the new retailers attracted. 

The Phase 2 number would be lower given the higher proportion of demolitions 

involved. However, using these figures and assigning the comparison impacts 

in a similar way, means the effects of the different development phases can be 

attributed as follows (NB: rounding in TCRS means numbers do not exactly 

correspond to those set out here): 

  

Table 6.1  Effect of Development Phases on existing Town Centre 

Tesco Comparison Units 

next to Tesco

Comparison Units 

in the North

Total 

Comparison

Total

Expected Turnover (£m) £107.59 £38.37 £25.58 £63.95 £171.54

Expected Number of customers 

(per week)

65,000 18,000 12,000 30,000 95,000

Average Spend (£ per week) £31.83 £40.99 £40.99 £40.99 £34.72

Estimated turnover of existing 

centre (£m per annum)

£63.89

Trade draw from existing town 

centre (£m per annum)

£13.28 £2.04 £1.36 £3.40 £16.68

% new trade from existing town 

centre

12% 5% 5% 5% 10%

% new visitors to town centre 88% 95% 95% 95% 90%

Number of new visitors to town 

centre (per week)

56,977 17,043 11,362 28,405 85,763

% linking trips 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%

Average spend on linked trip £10.00 £10.00 £10.00 £10.00 £10.00

Expected linked trip spend (£ per 

week)

£284,885 £85,215 £56,810 £142,025 £428,813

Expected linked trip spend (£m 

per year)

£14.81 £4.43 £2.95 £7.39 £22.20

Expected change in existing 

centre turnover (£m per annum)

£1.53 £2.39 £1.59 £3.99 £5.52

Source: Tables 8.4 and 8.5 of TCRS

Turnover and customer split between comparison units north and south assumed at 60:40 similar to total new floorspace split  
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6.15 This shows that the proposed development would clearly have a significant 

positive effect on the centre. However, it may be that even this is under-

estimated. Recently published research by the University of Southampton 

(Revisiting the Impact of Large Foodstores on Market Towns and District 

Centres, December 2010), suggests that our estimates of the number of 

customers carrying out a linked trip are likely to be conservative. Their research 

suggests that on average 68% of shoppers combine trips with a main food 

shop. Even in their Shepton Mallet example, where the new store was 

developed as part of a retail park with 9 smaller non-food units alongside and 

the existing centre was identified as the least healthy in the study, over 60% of 

respondents carried out a linked trip to the town centre, always, frequently or 

occasionally (page 108).  If the same level of linkage were achieved from the 

Tesco store alone, this would increase the linked trip spend to £17.78m (from 

£14.81m) and the overall benefit to £8.48m from £5.52m per annum.  

6.16 The University of Southampton research also indicates positive trader support 

for foodstore development in the study towns, given the expected spill-over 

benefits they expected to receive via linked trips from trade clawed back (page 

8). However, the Shepton Mallet example also demonstrates the importance of 

proximity to the new foodstore (page 112), and thus the Newtown 

Gardens/Market area retailers are most likely to see the benefits of linked trips 

in the short term.  

6.17 On this basis we consider that the proposed phasing of the development will 

not have an adverse effect on the town centre and indeed all elements will 

have a net positive effect. The opening of the new retail floorspace will provide 

an immediate and significant increase in the number of shoppers in the town, 

as the retailers will complement rather than compete with those currently 

represented. Linked customer spending in existing units (TCRS, para 8.61) will 

more than off-set any direct trade diversion from the centre as a whole. Further, 

this will be provided along with new town centre parking before the major work 

starts in the north, thus providing both existing and new visitors with alternative 

parking options during the development of the north site.   

Cumulative Impact Considerations 

6.18 The effect of the proposed development on Kirkby and other town centres is 

assessed in accordance with PPS4 in Section 8 of the TCRS. The potential 

cumulative impact of the proposal and other known permissions and 

allocations was also assessed, either in the impact assessment (Committed 

schemes - Tables A9.1 and A9.2, Appendix 9) or in the TCRS itself, where the 

effect of committed schemes were allocated but details of the schemes and 

timings for development were less clear (TCRS, para 8.65 – 8.100).  

6.19 Since submission however, two new retail development proposals have been 

put forward within Liverpool City Council’s area: 
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• Edge Lane Retail Park – an outline application (10F/2235) has been 

submitted for the redevelopment of the existing retail park (4 October 

2010). This proposes an increase of 34,784 sq m gross retail floorspace 

and includes an increase in the unrestricted A1 floorspace from 1,771 sq 

m gross to 11,744 sq m gross (+9,973 sq m gross), with an indication 

that the majority of this will be occupied by Marks & Spencer (6,968 sq m 

gross). This application was considered at Planning Committee on 7 

December 2010 and was recommended for approval; and 

• Liverpool Waters - an outline application (100/2424) for the 

comprehensive redevelopment of up to 60 hectares of dockland was 

submitted in October 2010. It proposes a maximum 24,696 sq m gross 

comparison and 7,768 sq m convenience floorspace.  

6.20 Both schemes are for out-of-centre developments in retail planning terms. As 

such, given the policy support for the regeneration of Kirkby town centre and 

the existing allocation in the UDP and AAP (TCRS, para 3.11) these schemes 

should make allowance for development in Kirkby, as it is preferred in-centre 

development. They should then consider the cumulative effect of their scheme 

after Kirkby.  

6.21 This is acknowledged by the applicants at Edge Lane, and the supporting Retail 

Impact Assessment treats the Kirkby scheme as a commitment (Appendix 3, 

para 1.6). Kirkby is not referred to in the equivalent work for Liverpool Waters, 

but Kirkby is outside of their study area. Further, the expected catchment area 

for the scheme is expected to be much more localised and the scheme will be 

developed over a significant timescale.  

Edge Lane Retail Park 

6.22 The Edge Lane Retail Park is an out-of-centre retail park and, whilst the 

principle of redevelopment there is accepted by Liverpool City Council (Edge 

Lane Central Development Framework), the site is not allocated for such 

development in the Development Plan. As such it is treated by the applicant as 

an out-of-centre retail proposal, with a significant increase in the unrestricted 

A1 floorspace to provided on the site, including the provision of a large unit 

(likely to be for Marks & Spencer). This is contrary to Development Plan policy.  

6.23 The application has been the subject of an objection by Driver Jonas Deloitte on 

behalf of Grosvenor Liverpool Fund, inter alia because of the cumulative impact 

of this proposal and others, including the Kirkby proposal (LCC Planning 

Committee Report, page 56) on Liverpool City Centre. This is considered in the 

submitted Retail Impact Statement which assumes a £28.97m trade diversion 

from Liverpool City Centre, as a result of the Kirkby proposal in 2016 (Table 

10a), before a £12.22m  trade diversion from the Edge Lane proposal itself 

(Table 11). The DPP Kirkby impact estimate is very similar to our own, of 

£29.87m (TCRS, Table 8.3).  

6.24 Thus the cumulative impact of the Edge Lane and Kirkby proposals on Liverpool 

City Centre has been considered in the Edge Lane application and, in the light 
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of LCC’s recommendation that the Edge Lane application is approved, it is 

assumed that the cumulative impact on Liverpool City Centre is considered 

acceptable by LCC.   

Liverpool Waters 

6.25 The Liverpool Waters (LW) scheme represents a 30 year development project, 

with the retail element intended to meet the needs of future residents and 

employees within the Liverpool Waters development (Retail, Leisure & Office 

Statement, para 6.13). As such the retail element is to be phased, with only 

858 sq m net comparison floorspace to be provided before 2021 (RLOS, Table 

7, Appendix 2). A further 7,749 sq m net of floorspace is then proposed up to 

2031, with an additional 8,680 sq m to be developed until after 2032.  

6.26 As such, the retail element of this scheme and that proposed in Kirkby will be 

separated both by distance and time, with the Kirkby scheme expected to be 

complete and have established its trading patterns, before any significant 

development commences at LW. Further, the LW floorspace is intended to be 

supported by the increases in the new local population rather than relying on 

expenditure from elsewhere within Liverpool or beyond to support its 

development (RLOS, para 6.25). 

6.27 For these reasons we consider that there will be no significant cumulative 

impacts as a result of both the Kirkby and LW schemes proceeding. However, if 

there are concerns these should be addressed by the LW scheme given the 

existing policy support for development in Kirkby town centre. 

Conclusions on Impact 

6.28 As demonstrated in the TCRS and above, the Kirkby development will not result 

in any material adverse impacts (PPS4, EC17). On the contrary, it will add to 

the existing retail offer in Kirkby, by attracting new retailers to the centre, 

resulting in an improved and complementary retail offer and a significant 

increase in the number of shoppers attracted.  

6.29 The overall benefits from linked trips will out-weigh any direct impacts from 

trade diversion and the overall vitality of the centre will be enhanced.    

6.30 Further, there will be no significantly adverse cumulative impact on any centre 

within the wider area.    
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7.0 Conclusions 

7.1 This additional assessment of the retail element of the Spenhill application for 

the mixed use regeneration of Kirkby town centre, has examined in more detail 

aspects of the sequential approach and impact assessments.  

7.2 We have demonstrated that the proposed development and phasing option of 

Tesco and adjoining comparison floorspace on the southern site as Phase 1, is 

the only lettable and thus potentially viable option that utilises the available 

land in a way that can deliver the required scale and form of development 

needed to regenerate the centre.  

7.3 We have shown that the effect of such phasing will not have a negative effect 

on the existing town centre. On the contrary, the scheme as proposed will 

provide significant positive benefits from the claw back of trade and linked trips 

from all phases of development.  

7.4 Further, we have considered the potential cumulative effect of the proposal and 

proposed development at Edge Lane Retail Park and Liverpool Waters and 

conclude that the cumulative trade draw of the schemes will not have a 

significant detrimental effect on Liverpool City Centre.  

7.5 Finally we have demonstrated that the scheme is of an appropriate scale and 

form for a third tier centre in the North West. As such the proposal accords with 

the Regional Strategy for the North West, Policies RDF1 and W5.  

7.6 We therefore remain of the view that, not only does the proposed development 

satisfy the sequential and impact assessments required by PPS4 and accord 

with the UDP and Regional Strategy, but it also provides the means to 

transform and regenerate Kirkby town centre, consistent with the Council’s 

longstanding strategy for the centre.  
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Appendix 1 Comparative Viability 

Assessment Brief including 

accompanying drawings 

including the accompanying 5 drawings: 

1 Illustrative masterplan (without tram) 

(Broadway Malyan P-02-02-02C) identifying the 

scheme for considering Options 2-4 

2 Illustrative masterplan(Broadway Malyan A-02-

301) for considering Option 1 

3 Demolition Plan (Broadway Malyan No. P-03-03 

F) 

4 Phasing Plan (without tram) (Broadway Malyan 

P-02-04 C) 

5 Broadway Malyan Sequential feasibility drawing 

for combined plots 1-3 and 5
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Briefing Note to KMBC 
 

Our ref MA40755/SB/CSa 

Date 19 October 2010 

To Knowsley Council Officers and RTP 

From NLP/SB/CR 

Copy Andy Boucher - Spenhill Regeneration Limited 

 

Subject  Kirkby Spenhill – Comparative Viability Assessment 

   

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Spenhill Regeneration Limited lodged an outline application to redevelop and 

expand Kirkby Town Centre, on a 26 hectare site, on 20 August 2010.  This 

comprises a comprehensive phased retail-led mixed use scheme which will 

transform and regenerate the town centre to ensure that it properly fulfils its 

suburban town centre role, through a significant improvement of the quality and 

quantity of the retail on offer and associated development. 

1.2 Spenhill proposes 19,500 sq m retail, retail service, and community uses 

within 13.6 hectares of the existing town centre, and 30,300 sq m gross new 

retail on 10.7 hectares of adjoining land to the south (part of which forms the 

Kirkby Town Centre Action Area, along with the whole of Kirkby Town Centre 

(UDP Policy S4)).  Accordingly, as the site is part in / part edge of centre in 

terms of its retail location, a sequential assessment is included within the 

Town Centre and Retail Statement accompanying the application (copy 

separately provided). 

1.3 This sequential assessment has been undertaken by NLP having regard to 

PPS4 policies EC14 and 15, and Section 6 of the accompanying Practice 

Guidance  (paras 6.37, 6.47 – 50), including the consideration of the 

availability, suitability and viability of all in-centre options. 

1.4 Spenhill now wishes to instruct suitably qualified Commercial Surveying and 

Retail Analyst consultants to provide further commercial advice on the lettability 

and viability to supplement the application submission.  Specifically, the 

advisers are asked to assess the lettability and viability of alternative 

sequential options for the development, and thereby test the viability findings of 

the NLP sequential assessment.  

2.0 Retail Floorspace 

2.1 In convenience and comparison retail terms, the Spenhill application proposal 

contains 42,700 sq m retail floorspace comprising:  
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• Foodstore (14,000 sq m gross); 

• New and replacement comparison shops (28,688 sq m gross) of which 

11,503 sq m is replacement floorspace. It is proposed that up to 15% of 

the 28,688 sq m floorspace could be used either for A1,A2, A3, A4, A5 or 

D2 uses, although for the purposes of the assessment we test the 

maximum comparison offer. 

The quantum of this additional retail floorspace is broadly consistent with the 

Knowsley Town centres and shopping study, commissioned by  KMBC and 

prepared by Roger Tym and Partners  

2.2 The proposed development involves redevelopment of existing town centre land 

and provision of new floorspace to the ‘North’ of Cherryfield Drive and new retail 

development to the ‘South’ of this road, expanding into the Action Area and 

some additional land to the south. The proposed new and demolished 

floorspace and car parking is summarised in the table at Annex A. 

2.3 The application scheme is informed by the commercial advice given to Spenhill 

that: 

• the target multiple comparison retailers will only come to Kirkby if they are 

located in close proximity to the Tesco store (in order to be confident of a 

high level of footfall) and ideally close to each other too; and 

• to be a viable scheme, the first requirement is the provision of the Tesco 

foodstore in order to attract the target comparison retailers. 

2.4 This has led Spenhill and its consultants to the view that: 

• there is no sequentially preferable alternative option in the town centre to 

secure the necessary scale of development necessary; and 

• the only opportunity to build the store and a significant amount of new 

comparison shopping is to provide this new retail development and 

associated car parking on land to the south of Cherryfield Drive. 

2.5 Thus, for the purposes of assessing each option, the Commercial Surveyors 

and Retail Analyst are to assume that the maximum A1 retail floorspace is 

accommodated (i.e. up to 42,700 sq m gross floorspace, or up to 31,200 sqm 

gross additional retail floorspace). The proposed demolitions (11,500 sq m) 

can be ignored as these are common to all options, but the location of different 

elements of the retail floorspace and its phasing varies between the options. 

3.0 Options Testing 

3.1 Spenhill requires advice from its Commercial Surveyors and Retail Analyst on 

the anticipated retail mix and viability of 4 development options. 

3.2 The options are as follows:-  
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• Option 1 - Tesco store (14,000 sqm) and 6,600 sqm comparison retail is 

built in the North (on combined plots 1-3, in Sequential Assessment 

Feasibility Study, TCRS Appendix 7) , followed by 22,100 sqm comparison 

retail is built as a subsequent phase(s) in the South.   

• Option 2 - Tesco store (14,000 sqm) is built in the South at the same 

time as the 12,400 sq m comparison retail in the North, followed by 

16,300 sqm comparison retail built as subsequent phase(s) in the South. 

• Option 3 - The Tesco store (14,000 sq m) is built along with the 16,300 

sq m of retail accommodation in the South, and the 12,400 sq m 

comparison retail is built in the North; i.e. the scheme is not phased, but 

constructed simultaneously. 

• Option 4 - The Tesco store (14,000 sqm) is built along with the 16,300 

sq m of retail accommodation in the South, followed by the remaining 

12,400 sqm comparison retail built as subsequent phase(s) thereafter -  

i.e. the proposed scheme phasing. 

  

3.3 This  Consultants Brief is accompanied by the following application drawings:- 

1 Illustrative masterplan (without tram) (Broadway Malyan P-02-02-02C) 

identifying the scheme for considering Options 2-4. 

2 Demolition Plan (Broadway Malyan No. P-03-03 E) 

3 Phasing Plan (without tram) (Broadway Malyan P02-04 A) 

4 Broadway Malyan Sequential feasibility drawing  for combined plots 1-3 

and 5 

3.4 Advice is sought from the commercial surveyors and retail analyst on the 

following market and deliverability factors for each of the 4 options as follows:- 

1 Anticipated or target retail mix, in terms of market positioning of retailers 

likely to be interested in Kirkby, and the anticipated requirement of 

existing retailers seeking to relocate within Kirkby. 

2 Anticipated take up rates for elements of each option, based on 

anticipated retailer demand [commercial surveyors] and retail 

performance levels [retail analyst], and likely attractiveness of Kirkby to 

target retailers for each phase of the development. 

3 The relative values, expressed by yields, rents, affordability or other 

property indicators [commercial surveyors only]  

4 The viability of each option including comment, in that context, what a 

prudent developer would be willing to undertake having regard to the risk 

/ reward profile of each option. 

5 The deliverability of each option, identifying appropriate phasing triggers 

and, if possible, likely calendar dates. 

3.5 Consultants are asked to consider these factors for each individual option, prior 

to then comparing their differences, in order to inform a judgement on the 

difference in overall financial viability of the options.  In undertaking this 
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comparative assessment, it should be assumed that construction, marketing 

and other financial costs are similar (for the purpose of this exercise) for all 

options. 

3.6 Finally , in relation to all options there will be a need to identify  

1 the lettability of the 2,150 sq m unit(s) on the ‘library site’ at different 

phases. 

2 the anticipated or target non retail mix within the scheme [commercial 

surveyors only]– i.e. what proportion of the 28,700 sq m gross non-Tesco 

retail floorspace might attract and be occupied by A1 service, A2 

professional / financial service, A3-A5 food and drink, D2 assembly and 

leisure, or other complementary town centre users. 

4.0 Deliverables and Responsibilities 

4.1 This scope of work, has been prepared by Spenhill and NLP.  The Consultant 

Surveyors and Retail Analyst are responsible to Spenhill Regeneration Limited,  

4.2 Two separate reports are envisaged: 

1 One from the Consultant Surveyors (single report) 

2 One from the Retail Analyst 

4.3 Before assessing the 4 options, both reports are expected to first provide: 

1 An indication of the company’s credentials and suitability for the task 

2 An overview of the current and predicted future town centre and retail 

development property market 

3 A profile of the existing Kirkby town centre, its retail performance and 

retailer demand 

4.4 The reports are expected to then assess the options so as to provide, 

considered opinions on the lettability and viability of each option, having regard 

to the informed judgements on retailer demand [commercial surveyors] and 

retailer performance [retail analyst], and on  the appropriateness of the 

proposed phasing in each option. 

4.5 It is anticipated that these reports will form part of a submission that includes 

reference to the relevant planning policy guidance which will  be submitted by 

NLP to the Council, for consideration by the LPA and its consultants, as part of 

a Supplement to our TRCS  

4.6 The reports are to remain confidential until such time as they are formally 

submitted to accompany the planning application submission, but thereafter 

will be placed in the public domain.  

4.7 The appointed consultants should provide an indication of who will be 

undertaking the work and their relevant experience, and the timescale for 
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completing the Comparative Viability Assessment [weeks] from confirmation of 

instruction by Spenhill. 
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Annex A: New and Demolished Floorspace and Car 

Parking Table 

 
North Demolitions (sq m)  North proposed (sq m)  

Retail/other TC uses* 11,500 Retail 12,400 

Multi storey car park  see below Restaurants 900 

Library 1,400 Library  3,000 

Leisure (Gala Bingo) 3,650 PCT  3,250 

Former Swimming Pool 2,350   

Total North  18,900 Total North  19,550 

  Net GAIN of floorspace 650 

    

South Demolitions (sq m)  South Proposed (sq m)  

Residential  3,900 Tesco 14,000 
Golden Eagle/Naval 
Club/TSB/Advice Centre (NLP 
estimate) 2,000 Comparison Retail  16,300 

Total South 5,900 Total South 30,300 

    

Total North and South 24,800 Total North and South 49,850 

  Net increase in floorspace 25,050 

    
* Excludes Asda floorspace (approx 3,645 sq m gross) to ensure consistency with TCRS and previous 
Inquiry evidence 
 
Car Parking 

   

Car Parking Demolitions  
Number 
of Spaces Car Parking Proposed  

Number 
of Spaces 

    

North 1,230 North 980 

South 0 South 1,470 

    

Total 1,230 Total 2,450 

  net change in North -250 

  Net Increase overall 1,220 

 

 

 











Combined Plots 1-3 and 5
Schedule Plots 1-3;

Food Store 14,000m² + PFS

796 spaces

Non-Food Retail Units 1-10

6,600m² (gross)

50 spaces

F & B 500m² (gross)

0 spaces

Total = 21,100m²

Parking standards; 

Food retail = 875 spaces

Non Food = 300 spaces

F & B = 38

Total = 1213

(Parking shortfall = 367 spaces)

Potential MSCP = 200 spaces/flr

Net Loss in town centre parking 

= 255 spaces

Schedule Plot 5;

Non-Food Retail

22,100m² (gross)

1004 spaces 

Parking Standards;

1004 spaces (1 space per 22m²)
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KIRKBY TOWN CENTRE 
 

SPENHILL DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
 

COMPARATIVE VIABILITY ASSESSMENT OF THE FOUR IDENTIFIED 
OPTIONS 

 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report has been prepared by Savills and Morgan Williams to provide advice on the 
commercial viability of four development options for Kirkby town centre. In reaching our 
conclusion the advice takes account of current and anticipated market conditions and other 
delivery factors. 

Our conclusion is that only one of the four options will prove lettable and thus there is only 
one potentially viable option. This is Option 4 which envisages the development of a Tesco 
(14,000 sq m gross) and 16,300 sq m of comparison retail in the south as phase 1, with 
12,400 sq m gross of comparison retail provided in the north as phase 2.  

We conclude that this scheme is viable because the floorspace is phased and managed in a 
logical and considered way and the footfall generated by Tesco will attract mid range multiple 
retailers to the town. We are confident that this approach will be successful and will change 
perceptions of Kirkby from a retailers’ perspective. It is this success that will attract tenants to 
the second phase of the development. 

We have not produced appraisals for the options because in circumstances where there is 
insufficient tenant demand then these schemes would not proceed. Without the tenants in 
place developers would not be able to raise the necessary development finance to progress 
to the construction phase. We do not believe that any prudent developer would progress the 
other options.  

 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Spenhill Regeneration Limited has lodged an outline application for a major town 

centre retail development on a 26 hectare site in Kirkby.  Spenhill’s proposals are for 
a comprehensive phased and retail led mixed use scheme to transform and 
regenerate the town centre to ensure that Kirkby can properly fulfil its suburban town 
centre role through a material upgrading of the quality and quantity of retail 
accommodation incorporating other associated complementary uses within the 
development. 

 
1.2 The Spenhill proposal includes the following:- 
 

• 19,500 sq m of retail, service retail and community uses on a 13.6 hectare 
site in the existing town centre. 

• 30,300 sq m gross of new retail accommodation on a 10.7 hectare site on 
adjoining land to the south (part of which is incorporated within the Kirkby 
Town Centre Action Area).   

 
1.3 The aggregate retail floor space that Spenhill propose to develop comprises 42,700 

sq m as follows:- 
 

• Foodstore – 14,000 sq m gross. 
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• New and replacement comparison shopping space – 28,688 sq m gross (of 
which 11,503 sq m is replacement floor space). 

• It is proposed that up to 4,303 sq m of the new and replacement comparison 
shopping space could be used for A1, A2, A3-A5 or D2 uses. 

• For the purpose of this assessment the maximum comparison offer has been 
assumed. 

 
1.4 A total of 2,450 car parking spaces are proposed representing a net increase overall 

of 1,220 spaces. 
 
2.0 BRIEF AND ASSUMPTIONS 
 
2.1 Spenhill requires advice from Savills and Morgan Williams on the deliverability of the 

four identified development options, having specific regard to the objective of 
completing a comprehensive retail led mixed use scheme to transform and 
regenerate Kirkby town centre to ensure that it properly fulfils its suburban town 
centre role through a material upgrading of the quality and quantity of the retail space 
and other development uses provided. 

 
2.2 The four options are as follows:- 
 

• Option 1 
Tesco Store (14,000 sq m) and 6,600 sq m of comparison retail built in the 
north, followed by 22,100 sq m comparison retail to be built as a subsequent 
phase in the south. 

 

• Option 2 
Tesco store (14,000 sq m) to be built in the south, concurrent with the 
development of 12,400 sq m of comparison retail being built in the north, 
thereafter followed by 16,300 sq m of comparison retail to be built as a 
subsequent phase in the south. 

 

• Option 3 
Tesco store (14,000 sq m) together with 16,300 sq m of comparison retail to 
be built in the south concurrent with the development of 12,400 sq m of 
comparison retail to be built in the north, i.e. no phasing, all 42,700 sq m to 
be built simultaneously. 

 

• Option 4 
Tesco store (14,000 sq m) together with 16,300 sq m of comparison retail to 
be built in the south, followed thereafter by the development of 12,400 sq m 
of comparison retail to be built as a subsequent phase in the north.  This 
option forms the basis for Spenhill’s current outline application. 

  
All options contain provision for a 14,000 sq m Tesco. It is our firm professional 
opinion that a smaller format would fail to provide the critical mass required to attract 
key retailers (referred to elsewhere in this report) to the town thus removing the 
opportunity to significantly enhance the standing of Kirkby in the retail hierarchy. 
 
As a basis for assessing the four options, one plan for each option has been provided 
(reproduced at Appendix S1). These plans have been provided for simplicity but are 
based on those provided in the original Briefing Note setting out the scope for this 
report. 
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2.3 Specific advice is sought from Savills and Morgan Williams on the four identified 
options taking due account of current and anticipated market conditions and other 
deliverability factors as follows:- 

 
1. Anticipated and target retail mix in terms of the market positioning of new 

retailers likely to be interested in a regenerated and extended Kirkby town 
centre, together with the anticipated requirement of existing retailers seeking 
to relocate within Kirkby. 

2. Anticipated take up rates for elements of each option and the whole, based 
on anticipated retailer demand and likely attractiveness of Kirkby to target 
retailers for each phase of the development. 

3. An indication of relative values likely to apply to a regenerated and extended 
Kirkby town centre expressed in terms of investment yields and rental levels. 

4. An assessment as to the likely perspective that a prudent developer would 
apply to each option and the commitment that a prudent developer would be 
willing to undertake having regard to the likely risk/reward profile for each 
option. 

5. An assessment of the likely deliverability for each option. 
 

2.4 Savills and Morgan Williams have been asked to consider these factors for each of 
the four options, to compare their differences and to reach an informed judgement on 
the financial deliverability of the options. 

 
2.5 Advice is also required from Savills and Morgan Williams on two further issues as 

follows:- 
 

i. The lettability of the proposed new space (2,150 sq m) to be constructed on 
the “library site” at different phases and either as one or more than one unit. 

ii. The anticipated target non retail mix within the development and specifically 
what proportion of the non Tesco retail floor space (28,700 sq m gross) might 
attract A1 service retail, A2 professional/financial services, A3 – A5 food and 
drink, D2 leisure or other complimentary town centre uses. 

 
2.6 As a consequence of our findings that only one option is lettable and could be 

delivered, we have found there to be only one potentially viable option (i.e. Option 4).  
As a consequence, Option 4 is the only option capable of attracting development 
finance and being pursued by a prudent developer.  In this situation, it is therefore 
unnecessary for us to consider comparative development costs or undertake a 
detailed financial appraisal.  Accordingly, we have not done so. 

 
2.7 For the purpose of this exercise, Savills and Morgan Williams are to assume that the 

maximum A1 retail space is accommodated within the development (i.e. up to 42,700 
sq m gross overall floor space, or up to 31,200 sq m gross additional retail floor 
space).  It has also been assumed that Phase 1 will be completed in 2013 and Phase 
2 in 2015. 

 
3.0 CREDENTIALS 
 
3.1 Savills are the UK’s premier property consultants, with 59 retail personnel based in 

Central London, Bristol, Birmingham, Leeds, Manchester, Glasgow, Edinburgh and 
Belfast.  We advise major landlords and occupiers on Out of Town, High Street and 
Shopping Centre development and leasing on a regular basis.  Our shopping centre 
projects include Grand Arcade, Wigan (developer Modus) which opened in April 
2007; Princesshay in Exeter (developer Land Securities) which opened in autumn 
2007; Grand Arcade in Cambridge (developer Grosvenor/USS) where the John Lewis 
store opened in November 2007 and the remainder of the shopping centre opened in 
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March 2008; Victoria Square, Belfast (developer Multi) which opened in March 2008 
and Hounds Hill, Blackpool (developer Modus) which opened in September 2008.  
We have also advised CGI on the funding of a 50% stake in Westfield London which 
opened in November 2008.  Our Out of Town/Shopping Park experience includes–
Manchester Fort,  Pillar  – (30,000 sq m), Monks Cross, York (26,000 sqm), The Fort 
Shopping Park, Birmingham  - Clerical Medical (22,000 sq ft) 

 
3.2 In addition to the projects identified above in Wigan and Blackpool, our current 

involvements in the North West region include the following shopping centre 
instructions:- 

 

• Liverpool – St Johns Shopping Centre (Land Securities) 

• Liverpool – Clayton Square Shopping Centre (Land Securities) 

• Liverpool – The Met Quarter (Alanis) 

• Liverpool – Central Village (Merepark) 

• Stockport – The Peel Centre (Peel – Edge of Centre Park) 

• Denton – Crown Shopping Park (Pillar) 

• Stockport – Mersey Way Shopping Centre (LPA Receiver to Stockport 
Holdings Ltd) 

• Chester – Grosvenor Centre (Bride Hall / Carlisle) 

• Altrincham – Stamford Quarter (Mccafferty Asset Management) 

• Eccles – The Mall Shopping Centre (Threadneedle) 

• Runcorn – Halton Lea Shopping Centre (Morgan Stanley / LPA Receivers to 
Fordgate) 

• Urmston – Eden Square Shopping Centre (Ask Developments) 
 

3.3 Savills are also active as high street retail and leisure agents UK wide, acting both for 
landlords and occupiers. 

 
3.4 Savills were voted Retail Agents of the Year at the Property Week Property Awards 

ceremony in 2007. 
 
3.5 Morgan Williams are a market leading niche retail practice specialising in both in 

town/shopping centre and retail park leasing and were voted Accessible Retail 
agency team of the year when this award was last presented in 2008. 

 
They act on retail assets comprising in excess of 15million sq ft of accommodation 
throughout the UK and are currently advising on in excess of 2million sq ft of retail 
development pipeline in over 20 locations.   
 
Major clients include British Land, Land Securities, Henderson, Hammerson, British 
Airways, Legal and General and on the occupational side, Tesco, TK 
Maxx/Homesense, McDonalds, Pizza Hut and others. 
 

3.6 This report has been prepared by Chris Blair (Director and Head of Retail, Savills), 
Peter Barker (Director – Retail Agency, Savills), Craig Hudson (Director – Retail 
Agency, Savills), Mark Garmon-Jones (Director – Retail Investment, Savills) and 
Geoff Phillips, (Director, Morgan Williams). CV are attached in Appendix S2.  This 
reports sets out our expert opinion on the issues to be addressed taking into account 
current and anticipated market conditions in the retail property market. 
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4.0 MARKET OVERVIEW 
 
4.1 The Retail Occupational Market 
 
4.2 Activity levels in the retail leasing market experienced a severe slump during the 

period from summer 2008 through to late spring 2009.  Thereafter, the market has 
stabilised and 2010 has seen a material improvement, not necessarily in the level of 
headline rents achieved, but certainly in terms of the number of transactions 
concluded.   

 
4.3 Despite continuing volatility in consumer confidence, strong retail companies continue 

to show increases in like for like sales and profitability although also sounding a note 
of caution that spending cuts and job losses, particularly in the public sector, together 
with higher taxation may well impact adversely on spending patterns going forward. 

 
4.4 One of the most topical issues in the current retail property market is the evaporation 

of the development pipeline.  At the peak of the market in 2007/2008, between 9m 
and 10m sq ft of new shopping centre space was under construction.  This figure has 
now declined to below 4m sq ft and on completion of Westfield’s development at 
Stratford London, a further significant decline will be evident.  The only new large 
scale city/town centre developments to have been commenced over the last 2 years 
are Trinity in Leeds City Centre and Parkway in Newbury.    

 
4.5 Shopping centre completions during the period 2012 – 2014 will therefore be scarce, 

principally due to the difficulties in securing finance for speculative development and 
the very long lead in periods required for complex developments of this nature. 

 
4.6 This decline in new shopping centre space to be developed over the next 3-4 years is 

already generating difficulties for those well financed retail companies who are 
seeking to expand and upgrade their store portfolios.  The disconnect that has been 
evident between strong retailers’ appetites for store expansion and the terms they are 
prepared to agree (more flexible lease terms, large capital contributions, capped rent 
reviews etc) is in our view likely to reduce as demand is focused on the limited 
number of opportunities to acquire efficient well located space in new retail 
developments over the coming years. 

 
4.7 The traditional town centre development model for a shopping centre anchored by a 

department store is unlikely to prove viable for some considerable time in locations 
other than large city centres.  These circumstances will throw the focus of retail 
development onto foodstore anchored schemes where supermarkets and comparison 
retailers sit side by side each drawing from the trade and pedestrian flows generated 
by the other.  This type of development is likely to prevail as the most deliverable 
style of town centre scheme over the next few years (for further detail see our Q3 
2010 Shopping Centre and High Street Bulletin enclosed as Appendix S3). 

 
4.8 Retailers active in seeking new stores in prime cities and towns at present include the 

following:- 
 

RETAILER SIZE REQUIREMENT 
 

Primark 45,000 – 150,000 sq ft 
John Lewis at Home 45,000 – 70,000 sq ft 
Debenhams 30,000 – 150,000 sq ft 
Clas Ohlson 20,000 – 30,000 sq ft 
Boots 15,000 – 40,000 sq ft 
Next 10,000 – 80,000 sq ft 
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New Look 10,000 – 40,000 sq ft 
TK Maxx 10,000 – 30,000 sq ft 
Arcadia 10,000 – 30,000 sq ft 
H&M Hennes 6,000 – 30,000 sq ft 
River Island 6,000 – 20,000 sq ft 
Peacocks 6,000 – 15,000 sq ft 
Superdry 5,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Hollister 5,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
JD Sports 5,000 – 8,000 sq ft 
Apple 4,000 – 8,000 sq ft 
Republic 3,000 – 6,000 sq ft 
Carluccios 3,000 – 4,000 sq ft 
Costa 1,000 – 3,000 sq ft 
Pret a Manger 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Caffe Nero 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 

 
4.9 Examples of those retailers active in expanding in secondary town centres at present 

are as follows:- 
 

RETAILER SIZE REQUIREMENT 
 

Wilkinsons 12,000 – 20,000 sq ft 
Aldi 12,000 – 17,000 sq ft 
Argos 7,000 – 25,000 sq ft 
B&M Retail 7,000 – 15,000 sq ft 
Home Bargains 6,000 – 15,000 sq ft 
99p Stores 6,000 – 15,000 sq ft 
Poundstretcher 6,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Peacocks 6,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Poundland 4,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Poundworld 4,000 – 8,000 sq ft 
Deichmann 4,000 – 6,000 sq ft 
New Look 3,000 – 15,000 sq ft 
Sports Direct 3,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Heron Frozen Foods 3,000 – 10,000 sq ft 
Dreams 3,000 – 8,000 sq ft 
Farm Foods 3,000 – 7,000 sq ft 
Maplin 3,000 – 6,000 sq ft 
Linens Direct 3,000 – 6,000 sq ft 
Store 21 3,000 – 5,000 sq ft 
Mountain Warehouse 3,000 – 5,000 sq ft 
Brighthouse 3,000 – 5,000 sq ft 
Shoe Zone 2,000 – 3,000 sq ft 
The Works 1,000 – 3,000 sq ft 
The Money Shop 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Subway 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Specsavers 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Muffin Break 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Mobile Phone Shoes 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Holland & Barratt  1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Hawkins Bazaar 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Greggs 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Cash Convertors  1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
Card Factory 1,000 – 2,000 sq ft 
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4.10 We envisage that in the future demand will increasingly become focused on the larger 
unit sizes offering efficient space with proportionately fewer small unit sizes.  We 
furthermore envisage that demand will be concentrated in vibrant city centres or 
smaller centres with good shopping environments and strong foodstore anchors.  
Good levels of demand will continue to be generated from value retailers but this will 
be supplemented by demand from retailers with strong brands in fashion and related 
markets and also from specialist retailers with a real point of difference. 

 
4.11 The Retail Investment Market 
 
4.12 The volume of retail high street/shopping centre investment transactions has declined 

significantly since 2007 and a noticeably two tier market has developed differentiated 
between prime and secondary (see our Q3 2010 Shopping Centre and High Street 
Bulletin enclosed as Appendix S3).  In contrast, Retail Warehousing has faired better 
with a market for both prime and secondary parks in demand.  Yields have markedly 
improved from their low in 2008 as detailed below. 

 
4.13 Yields on prime shopping centres are currently established at around 5.75% (see our 

Market in Minutes Bulletin dated October 2010), with foodstore yields as low as 4.5%.  
Edge/Out of Centre Retail Parks are currently around 5-5.25% percent. 

 
4.14 These prime investment yields contrast with significantly higher yields recently 

established for secondary shopping centres, currently ranging from approximately 
7.5% to 9.5%.  Once again examples are included within our Shopping Centre and 
High Street Bulletin.  Secondary Edge/Out of Town are ranging from 6-7% depending 
on planning. 

 
4.15 Recent investment sales of shopping centres in the North West have been very few 

and far between.  We are, however, involved as the vendor’s agent in a transaction 
yet to be concluded and therefore confidential which will establish a yield of around 
8.25% for a secondary town centre scheme with a capital value in the order of £30m.  
This market activity would suggest that our current assessment at 5.75% for prime 
and around 8.25% for secondary would be appropriate for the North West region.  At 
Aintree Racecourse Retail Park, a mixed open A1 non food/bulky goods park sold 
recently for 5.3%.   

 
 
5.0 PROFILE OF KIRKBY TOWN CENTRE 
 
5.1 The current perception of Kirkby town centre as a shopping location is poor in the 

retail property market.  Kirkby is perceived to have a limited catchment of little more 
than 40,000 and restricted to the local Kirkby area only, to be lacking in affluence and 
to be dominated by discount retailing. 

 
5.2 The appeal of Kirkby town centre has declined over recent years partly due to the 

deterioration in the shopping environment and partly due to competing new centres 
opening in surrounding towns and cities such as Liverpool, Wigan, Warrington, 
Widnes Shopping Park and improvements to Aintree Retail Park.  Kirkby has 
become, as a result a focus for “hard discounters” with very few national retailers 
having any appetite to acquire new space in the town.   

 
5.3 Savills and Morgan Williams use internal and external sources to record active 

retailer requirements. External sources include PIPnet and SP Pro; both record very 
limited active requirements demonstrating the paucity of demand for Kirkby. The 
methods for collating this data are such that if those published were tested having 



   
 

Page 8 

regard to the centre in its current format; it is likely that only 2 potential national 
retailer requirements would remain i.e. Store 21 and Argos. 

 
5.4 Kirkby town centre is noticeably lacking in fashion and other comparative shopping 

facilities, restaurants and catering, and appropriate non retail service trades. 
 
5.5 The Spenhill development proposals will significantly increase pedestrian flows both 

to the north and south of the town centre and will serve to stimulate demand from 
recognised high street and shopping centre retailers who would not otherwise be 
prepared to consider representation in the town. This is further expanded on in 
section 7. 

 
 
6.0 THE FUTURE FOR KIRKBY TOWN CENTRE 
 
6.1 Without significant new investment, Kirkby town centre will continue to struggle to 

retain and attract consumer spend, losing further ground to other centres which have 
benefited from significant investment over recent years.  Furthermore, centres such 
as Kirkby, which lack efficient retail space and the range of unit sizes enjoyed by 
competing centres, suffer as a result of multiple retailers’ inflexibility to compromise 
their trading formats, particularly in uncertain economic times. 

 
6.2 Kirkby has undoubted potential to generate a significantly improved quality and 

spread of tenant mix from its current low base.  However, this improvement will only 
be achieved if poor retailer perception, low spend and market penetration is 
addressed through a significant step change in the retail offer, viz. a new Tesco Extra 
store plus key new comparison retail occupiers.  These key occupiers will, in turn, 
attract other better quality retailers and serve to transform market perception.   

 
6.3 The deliverability and timing for the proposed development will be key features 

needing to be demonstrated to the target retailers in order to be successful.  The 
impressive new foodstore anchor and critical mass of the proposed development will 
undoubtedly improve Kirkby’s standing in shopping hierarchy, and also generate new 
requirements from quality multiple retailers, but we continue to anticipate that large 
incentive packages will be required in order to secure the anchor lettings. 

 
 
7.0 ASSESMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 
 
7.1 Option 4 – Recommended   
 
7.2 Savills and Morgan Williams are of the opinion that option 4 is a lettable and 

economically viable scheme, Indeed it is the only viable development option for the 
following reasons. 

 

• This option is phased and managed in a manner which releases the retail floorspace 
in a logical and considered manner;  

• The first phase is a major food store anchor which creates the best environment to 
attract high calibre national multiple retailers to the centre. Evidence nationally shows 
that food stores act as anchors and have the ability to attract comparison retail into 
locations which they would otherwise not have considered;  

• A second phase development to the north will only become commercially lettable and 
viable once the step change in the retail profile of the town centre has been achieved 
through the securing of a Tesco store and major national comparison multiples, i.e. 
development to the north is simply not lettable without that change.  
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• Given the footfall generated by the Tesco store, this will attract mid range multiple 
retailers to the town. This will in turn change the perceptions of other retailers and 
lead to further demand. It is this process that gives ourselves the confidence that if 
the second phase is marketed at the appropriate time it will succeed.  

 
7.3 Viability of option 4 
 
7.4 Using the ‘prudent developer’ test we believe that a prudent developer would only 

consider option 4 to be viable. It is our understanding that Spenhill consider this to be 
the only viable option. 
 

7.5 In respect of option 4 we set out below broad typical financial parameters for a retail 
led development. 

 
 Rent £ sqft Incentive (months) Yield (net initial) 

Foodstore £20 - £22 4 5.0% 

South Retail Phase  £20 - £30 18 -24 5.5 – 6.0% 

North Retail Phase  £16 - £24 24 6.0 – 7.0% 

 
      
7.6 Letting phases 
 

 A successful development will typically require the following:-  
 

• 35-40% of the floorspace pre let prior to work commencing on site,  

• 80-90% let at Practical Completion.  
 

7.7 Subject to an appropriate planning permission, the primary target would be to agree 
terms with key pre-let tenants providing sufficient critical mass and credibility to the 
development. A selection of the target tenants is given below: 

 
Arcadia 
Argos 
Boots  
H & M 
Marks & Spencer 
Next  
Primark 
 
In order to create the required critical mass and generate sufficient foot flow to 
encourage the above mentioned retailers (who themselves will require 10- 12,000 sq 
m) it is envisaged that a total scheme size of 27,500 – 32,500 sq m to include the 
food store is needed.  
 
It is important to point out that none of the retailers referred to above would consider 
Kirkby as a retail location without the presence of a significant food store anchor, in 
this case a 14,000 sq m Tesco.  
 
For the avoidance of doubt, the target retailers will not consider this location unless 
they are situated adjacent to the food store. This will create the required critical mass 
for the non food retailers and provide them with the comfort that the combined parts 
of the development and the existing town centre will generate sufficient  foot flow  and 
therefore potentially make this location financially viable for them ie. Enough 
shoppers will visit the enlarged town centre for them to be able to justify acquiring a 
new store here rather than one of the competing retail locations already mentioned in 
this report.  
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To create a successful development, it will be necessary to secure a majority of the 
target retailers from the above list. However, such retailers command large capital 
payments/incentives to help fund their shop fit and opening costs. Typically, you 
could expect to pay in excess of £1m per retailer whom may also require a 
concessionary rent. They have and continue to be successful in securing such 
premiums as they are recognised anchor retailers, who, when combined together and 
alongside the food  store will encourage other national retailers that  will generally 
require less incentives and pay higher rents to take units. This  is how the 
development is made viable. Similarly limiting the floorspace alongside the Tesco to 
that only required by the target retailers will affect the viability as there would be no 
occupiers paying the higher  rental levels to create the returns required to develop 
this scheme. Hence, a smaller scheme that is not situated next to the food store  will 
not create a conducive retail environment that will encourage the target retailers to 
Kirkby or be viable.  
 

7.8  The primary aim is to construct phase 1 in its entirety as a single development; 
however it would be prudent, in the current market, to retain flexibility permitting 
further sub-phases. 
 

7.9  We have set out below a summary assessment of the four options to provide the 
reader with the opportunity to understand how we have arrived at the conclusion 
above.   
 

7.10 Option 1 
 

7.11 Assessment – the proposals lack sufficient critical mass in phase one and a food 
store anchor for phase two which would have two main effects: 

 

• The first phase is only likely to appeal to retailers of a similar type that exist in 
the town centre at present i.e. discount and value retailers such as Wilkinson, 
99p Store and Poundmart with tenants such as B&M Bargains and Home 
Bargains likely to be attracted to modern retail space as relocations.  

 

• Without the provision of a food store anchor, the second phase would, even if 
constructed, only attract a limited number of discount/value retailers of the 
type that exist in the town centre and the proposed first phase, which in our 
opinion would render the second phase unviable even if developed out.   

• However, the commercial reality is that it would not be developed out. This is  
as a consequence of  

 
o there being no significant anchor – Kirkby is a town which is not 

currently on the requirements list for mid range multiples. Without a 
strong anchor store that will generate footfall, then these retailers will 
not consider Kirkby and continue to consolidate in locations such as 
Aintree Retail Park; 

o due to the timetable involved in relocating the existing residential 
properties before development can commence on the retail scheme, 
the timescales involved (2 years plus)  will mean that retailers will not 
be willing to commit to this location . A lead-in period of 2-2.5 
years for a location such as Kirkby is considered to be too long in the 
current climate; and 

o the cost of relocating these properties – a developer would be 
required to commit significant cost to the relocation of these 
residential properties and the acquisition/relocation of other 
commercial properties.     
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Given the timescales, cost, market perception of Kirkby and the lack of identifiable 

 anchor stores for the second phase it would be impossible to secure retail pre-lets. 
 Without these pre-lets in place a developer would not be able to secure development 
 finance and this option would not proceed. In circumstances where a developer could 
 proceed without the need for development finance they would not given the risk 
 profile. For these reasons we conclude that no prudent developer would progress this 
 option in its entirety and development of phase 1 alone would only provide a 
 foodstore and a very limited number of new discount/value retailers.  

 
7.12 Target Retail Mix 

 
Offers insufficient lettable space and critical mass in phase1 to attract tenants who 
will alter the profile of the town e.g. Primark, TK Maxx and H&M.  Phase one will 
appeal to value retailers only and phase two would not function without a food store 
anchor.  
 
Phase two whilst relatively large in terms of floor space,  will not be viable to attract a 
sufficient number of key retailers from the list provided in point 7.7 above because 
they require the comfort of the volume of footflow generated by the food store and 
this therefore needs to be situated adjacent and not in the north. 
 

7.13 Lettability – prospects of letting phase one to value retailers are reasonable although 
the level of rents they will pay will challenge the overall viability of this option.  Phase 
two is un-lettable in its current format. 
   

7.14 Deliverability/Phasing – phase one is deliverable (subject to detailed financial 
appraisals).  Phase two would not be undertaken by a prudent developer, while 
phase 1 in isolation will have limited impact on the medium/long term gross prospects 
for the town.   
 

7.15 Viability 
We believe that Phase 1 in isolation would be economically viable; however this 
would be at the significant detriment to the existing town centre shops as the tenant 
mix would merely replicate what exists at the present time i.e. compete not 
complement.   

 
For the reasons above, in our opinion, a prudent developer would not undertake this 
option.  We understand that Spenhill would not undertake this option. 
 

7.16 Option 2 
 

7.17 Assessment – food store in the south would represent a successful development 
followed by a further phase retail development in this location in due course.    
 

7.18 To phase development in the south in favour of retail developments in the north 
simultaneous to the food store in the south is not the action of a prudent developer for 
two reasons:- 

 

• A missed opportunity to capitalise on the benefits of a food store anchor to 
maximise tenant mix for the retail in the north.   

• No impact on the overall standing of Kirkby as a retail destination. 
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7.19 Target Retail Mix 

 
This option could potentially create a competing town centre adjacent to the existing 
shops in terms of the profile of the tenants likely to be attracted to retail development 
in the north.  
 

7.20 There are reasonable letting prospects for part of the retail development in the north 
for discount retailing only,attracting some tenants from the existing centre. This is 
likely to result in significant void rates in the existing town centre.  In our opinion, a 
food store only development would trade successfully in isolation to the south.   

 
  Retail development adjacent to the food store in the south as the final phase should 

in theory be lettable but the retail development in the north will have damaged the 
town centre and its retail profile. It is unlikely that the overall environment would be of 
a standard to attract the necessary comparison retailers to the location.  The tenant 
mix would likely to be only from the discount/value sector of the market and, as a 
consequence, there would only be a limited demand for this phase and it would not 
therefore be delivered. 
 

7.21 Deliverability and Phasing 
 
We believe it may be possible to let a limited space to discount retail in the northern 
phase in addition to Tesco in the south, but this would significantly harm the letting 
prospects of phase 2 comparison shopping. 
 
This option would not be undertaken by a prudent developer having regard to the 
phasing as described. We understand that Spenhill would not undertake this option. 
Given the poor letting prospect for the first phase within the north, then it would not be 
possible to raise development finance for this phase and it would not be delivered, If 
the initial phase is not delivered then the scheme will not be completed. We are of the 
opinion a prudent developer would take the same approach.  
 

7.22 Viability 
 

The absence of a food store anchor to the north would result in the tenant mix being 
discount/value led.  The rents paid by occupiers in these markets are likely to be of 
such a level so as to render development in the north unviable.  The food store 
development in the south is likely to be viable in isolation, although adjacent retail 
accommodation (assuming the retail phase of the north has been completed) would 
not be viable for the reasons given in 7.20 and 7.21 above.   
 

7.23 Option 3 
 

7.24 Assessment – this option delivers the ultimate target of providing the scale of 
development that will allow Kirkby to fulfil its suburban town centre role in a single 
phase. However the option is not a viable one for the following reasons:- 

 

• Likely significant over supply of retail accommodation will put downwards the 
pressure on rents and impact on the overall viability of the centre. 

• Prevent a managed and efficient growth of the centre as a retail destination.   

• No opportunity to create a successful first phase to drive the economic 
performance of further phase(s). 

• Removes the possibility of introducing alternative town centre uses such as 
leisure (cinema, restaurants etc) as a further phase, if demand changes. 
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7.25 Target Retail Mix   
 

A scheme of this size built in a single phase would require at least two major anchor 
tenants in addition to the proposed food store. 
 

7.26 The retail to the north would only appeal to value retailers with there being a grave 
danger that a development of this size arriving in a single phase would create 
irreversible damage to the existing town centre and ultimately the long term prospects 
for Kirkby.   

 

• The scheme is only likely to appeal to retailers of a similar type that exist in 
the town centre at present i.e. discount and value retailers such as Wilkinson, 
99p Store and Poundmart with tenants such as B&M Bargains and Home 
Bargains likely to be attracted to modern retail space as relocations.  

  
7.27 Lettability 
 

This option is very likely to create a significant over supply of retail property in the 
centre.  This would create a significant downward pressure on rents which would 
challenge the overall viability of the scheme.  The existing centre is likely to suffer 
significant damage in terms of occupancy levels as the development in the north 
would appeal to discount and value retailers of the type referred to elsewhere in this 
report.  The danger is that by developing all phases together that the lack of a 
cohesive and managed strategy could simply create two separate retailing centres, 
one in the north and one in the south which would both be to the detriment to the 
existing town centre.   
 

7.28 Deliverability/Phasing 
 
To deliver a scheme of this nature as a single phase and having regard to current 
market conditions and Kirkby as a retail destination would not be the actions of a 
prudent developer.   
 

7.29 Viability 
 

This option is not economically viable and would not be undertaken by a prudent 
developer. We understand that Spenhill would not undertake this option. 
 

Option 4 
 

7.31  Assessment – represents a phased and managed solution to allow Kirkby to fulfill its 
suburban town centre role  

7.32 The option would appeal to both developers and retailers for the following reasons:- 
 

• Food store anchor and comparison retail delivered in a single phase. 

• Managed links to the existing town centre. 

• Further managed phases to add to the economic strength of the centre. 
 

7.33 Tenant Mix  
 

Provides the best solution to enhance overall appeal of Kirkby as a retail destination 
with flexibility relating to the second phase providing scope to allow the centre to 
develop further in the medium to long term The new development to the south would 
create the “step change” required in Kirkby to encourage better quality retailers into 
the town centre and this would then facilitate refurbishment/ redevelopment 
aspirations.  The northern phase would complement this. 
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7.34 Lettability 

 
Phase one – the provision of a food store anchor to the south provides the best 
opportunity to attract major national retailers to this location as profiled in point 7.7 
above who themselves require between 10 – 12,000 sq m of floor space. 
 
The success of phase one will add to and enhance the existing town centre providing 
a solid base for further development to the north which would be likely to appeal to 
non-fashion retail categories such as home wares, electrical and furnishing or by 
phasing the development, the opportunity is retained to explore the potential for 
additional town centre uses as the town and the occupancy markets evolve which will 
add to the overall vitality of the centre.   
 

7.36 Deliverability/Phasing 
 

This is the only deliverable option for a prudent developer and should be delivered as 
two phases as described. Further conditional phasing of phase 1 should be allowed 
for having regard to current market conditions.  We understand Spenhill would 
undertake this option as described. 
 

7.37 Viability 
 
We consider this option to be the only lettable, deliverable and viable option. 
 

 8.0 LIBRARY SITE 
 
This is a key site sitting at the gateway between the new foodstore and Newtown 
Gardens and providing the link between development to the South and the existing 
Newtown Gardens.  
 
At this stage of the development process, we do not believe it is appropriate to 
comment on the lettability of the proposed 2,150 sq m of accommodation but would 
advise that its location offers not only a prominent retail opportunity but also the 
potential for a family restaurant led development to serve the adjacent areas. 
 
The consent for this area would ideally include Use Classes A1 and A3 allowing up to 
100% A3 if required (consideration should be given to Use Class A4 subject to certain 
appropriate restrictions relating to the operation of any establishment).  
 
We see this as one of the most important sites within the overall town centre and 
would want to hold back this site until the foodstore and adjoining retail has opened.  
If these open and trade successfully, as we anticipate, then this site will be attractive 
to retailers who would not have previously considered Kirkby.  These retailers may 
have bespoke requirements and to build this unit speculatively could result in a key 
retailer being lost to the town.  Our recommendation would be that this site is 
marketed immediately following the opening of the foodstore, then if after a period of 
time a retailer with a bespoke requirement is not secured, then it may be appropriate 
to build ‘standard’ units.  
 

9.0 NON RETAIL USES 
 

9.1 Phase 1 – development to the South 
 
The primary function of this area is A1 retail to complement and enhance the existing 
town centre offer. We envisage that an element of A2 and A3 consent will be required 
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to assist in the day to day functions of this area in keeping with the requirements of 
town centres anywhere in the UK. 
 
Our opinion of the appropriate floor area for each Use Class is below: 
 
Use Class A2 – 200/300 sqm 
Use Class A3 – 750sqm – to be “pepper potted” throughout the A1 retail element  
 

9.2 Phase 2 – development to the North 
 
Market conditions will have undoubtedly changed in the period between the 
completion of Phase 1 and commencing works on Phase 2; Kirkby will have evolved 
considerably as a destination and a prudent developer would seek to secure a wide 
ranging planning consent. 
 
The consent is likely to be retail led with at least 80% of the lettable area being from 
Class A1 (with ancillary levels of A2 and A3 as appropriate). 
 
This element of the scheme would ideally include a provision (subject to further detail) 
of the following use classes: 

 
      A2 – Financial and Professional Services 
      A3 – Restaurants and Cafes 
      A4 – Drinking Establishments 
      A5 – Take-aways 
      B1 – Offices  
      C1 – Hotel  
      D1 – Non residential institutions 
      D2 – Assembly and Leisure 
 
Of the above we would envisage the primary uses (after A1 retail) to come from Use 
Classes A2, A3, A4, C1 and D2 with the remaining being made up of Use Classes 
A5, B1 and D1.  A range of small A2, A3 and A4 units is expected. 
 
Due to the timing of this phase maximum flexibility in the consent would be the ideal 
scenario to permit the centre to adapt to market conditions and trends prevalent at 
the time. 
 



   
 

Page 17 

APPENDICES 



   
 

Page 18 

APPENDIX S1:  4 Option Plans 
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Chris and his team currently advise on major development 
and asset management projects throughout the UK for Land 
Securities, Tesco and The Mall amongst others.  Chris’s 
major occupational accounts include large-scale acquisition 
campaigns for Marks and Spencer and Mothercare/Early 
Learning Centre. 

Chris commenced his career with Edward Erdman before 
setting up his own practice, Blair Kirkman in 1984, which he 
built into a market leading retail consultancy having strong 
links with both landlords and occupiers alike. 

Savills acquired Blair Kirkman in May 2006 and the team has 
been successfully integrated into Savills National Retail Team 
under Chris’s direction.  

Chris qualified as FRICS in 1989, and is a member of the 
British Council of Shopping Centres and a regular speaker at 
retail property conferences and a regular contributor to the 
Retail Press. 

Chris has on three occasions been voted Retail Agent of the 
Year by The Property Managers Association and at the 
Property Week Property Awards Ceremony. 

He is regularly appointed by the RICS to act as an arbitrator 
and independent expert in major rent review disputes, and is 
a member of the Arbrix Club.  

 



 

 

 
 

Peter Barker 
BSc Hons, MRICS 
Director and Head of 
In-Town Retail 
(Northern) 
 

E:  pbarker@savills.com 

DL:  +44 (0) 161 244 7704 

F:  +44 (0) 161 228 0544 

 

Fountain Court, 68 Fountain 

Street, Manchester, M2 2FE 

T: +44 (0) 161 236 8644 

 

savills.com 

 

Key Clients: 

• Land Securities 

• Bridehall/Carlyle 

• UBS 

• Caffe Nero 

Peter specialises in advising landlord and retail 
clients on all aspects of retail property consultancy. 

With over 18 years experience he has spent a 
considerable amount of his career letting Shopping 
Centres on behalf of the likes of Hammerson, Land 
Securities, UBS and Legal & General.   

 

� He is the Head of the Savills Northern In Town Retail 
Team (covering Manchester and Leeds) and leads a 
team of six property professionals.  

� Having spent a number of years in a niche practice Peter 
is used to dealing with wide range of property matters on 
behalf of landlord and retailer clients on a local and 
national basis.  

� Peter currently acts for major landlords including Land 
Securities, UBS and Bridehall/Carlyle on a wide range of 
shopping centres.  

� Peter joined Savills in 2005 following the purchase of 
niche retail practice, SY Moorhouse Wright. Prior to this 
he worked for Churston Heard and Mason Owen.   

� Peter is a member of the RICS. 

 
 



 

 

 
 

Craig Hudson 
BSc Hons, MRICS 
Director 
 

E:  cphudson@savills.com 

M:  +44 (0) 7870 555 759 

DL: +44 (0) 161 277 7219 

F:  +44 (0) 161 228 0544 

 

Fountain Court 

68 Fountain Street 

Manchester M2 2FE 

T: +44 (0) 161 236 8644 

 

savills.com 

 

Key Clients: 

• Peel 

• LSi 

• Hermes 

• Blackrock 

• Standard Life  

• Scottish Widows  

• Threadneedle  

• Tesco / Spenhill  

Craig is head of Savills’ Out of Town Retail team in 
the north, which he set up in 1999. He has a varied 
role covering development asset management, 
disposal work for a mixture of property companies, 
pension funds and retailers. Craig specialises in all 
aspects of retail parks / developments primarily 
within the North of England and the Midlands. He is 
also fully retained by CSL and Boundary Mill 
throughout the UK.  

Most notable schemes include:  

• Stockport - Peel Centre. Advising Peel for over 10 years 
on the asset management of this park extending to c 
230,000sqft. During this time he has provided advice in 
order to acquire adjoining ownerships including Matalan, 
Courts - Dunelm and developing a new unit in the service 
yard for SCS. Retailers including Homebase, Carpet 
Right, Allied have been replaced with Next, New Look, 
Boots, Argos, Borders. 

• The development of Manchester Fort Shopping Park 
extending to 350,000 sq ft which Craig dealt with for 9 
years up until the completed investment was sold in 
2006.  

• Aintree – Racecourse Retail Park – advised LSi on the 
asset management pre and post purchase in June 2009. 
The park is circa 290,000 sq ft with Next, M&S, Boots, 
Mothercare etc.  

• Craig has spent 9 years advising ESN on Arnison Retail, 
Durham. During this time the adjoining park has been 
acquired and is now amalgamated, creating over 290,000 
sq ft retail of food and open A1 non-food. Retailers 
introduced include: Boots the Chemists, Next, M&S 
Simply Food, Asda Living and Laura Ashley.  

• Danum Retail Park, Doncaster – advising BlackRock, 
Craig has concluded 10 deals in 2 years on this park 
including lettings to Comet, Mothercare, CSL and In & 
Out. There have also been 3 leases re-geared and a 
complex refurbishment of the park completed.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Brief CV for Geoff Phillips 

 

Geoff has been a Retail Agent for over 25 years.  He spent the first 10 years of his career at Cushman 

and Wakefield and joined Morgan Williams in 1995 to establish the occupational side of the business. 

 

Originally specializing in the High Street, Shopping Centre and Food Sectors, Geoff has become one of 

the most recognizable names in the Out-of-Town Shopping Park Sector with letting instructions on the 

majority of the major UK Shopping Parks owned by the likes of British Land, Hammersons and Tesco.   

 

 

Morgan Williams 

 

Morgan Williams was established in 1994 and is a firm of Chartered Surveyors.  The firm has 8 partners, 

all of whom previously worked in major practices including; CBRE, Savills, Cushman & Wakefield, Colliers 

CRE and Knight Frank.   

 

The firm specialises in providing occupational and investment advice in the retail warehouse and 

foodstore sectors although, we also act in the shopping centre / high street markets.  We pride 

ourselves on our relationships with our clients with all instructions handled directly by partners.  We are 

considered by many to be one of the leading practices in the retail warehouse sector and this was 

highlighted by the team winning the Accessible Retail Agency (Retail Warehouse) of the Year Award in 

2008 (the last time the awards were held).   

 

We have been the number one ranked firm in Retail Investment turnover for the last two years. 

 

We act for a select group of clients and do not spread ourselves thinly.  We advise landlords (both 

property companies and institutions), developers (both public and private) and retailers on the 

occupational and investment aspects of the sector.  Clients include;  Land Securities, British Land, 

Henderson, LaSalle, Tesco and TK Maxx.  

 

The agency team comprises 3 partners namely;  Geoff Phillips, Richard Allsop and Tim Edwards.  The 

main investment partners are Paul Williams and Mark Morgan.  Each of us have over 18 years 

experience in this sector.   
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Shopping centre and high street
bulletin

“We are set for a very busy final quarter in the
investment market”

� While the outcome of the Comprehensive Spending

review is not particularly favourable for retail

spending in some locations, we believe that an end

to the uncertainty about the scale of potential

cutbacks will be good for consumer confidence.

� In the occupational markets we believe that a

number of markets will significantly out-perform in

terms of retailer demand over the next few years.

� Investment competition is strong for assets in prime

locations.  We anticipate that the final quarter of

this year will see a flurry of larger deals.

Q3 2010



The consumer economy

Consumer confidence, while less negative than it was

in 2008/9, remains markedly pessimistic and seriously

volatile.  While the economy has now been growing for

three consecutive quarters, concerns about job

security, house price stability, and most importantly the

imminent comprehensive spending review are all

putting consumers into a save rather than spend frame

of mind.

So when will this change, and what will drive an

improvement?  While some retailers can anticipate a

rush over Christmas and early January as consumers

move to buy big-ticket items before VAT goes up to

20%, this is unlikely to be the prevalent trend during

2011.  A sustained pick up in sales will only come once

consumer confidence is back to normal, and the

spectre of 25%-40% cuts in public spending has been

crystallised and factored in to people’s perceptions of

their own financial stability.

The outcome of the CSR was not as scary as it was

being trailed.  The impacts will be geographically

spread and tapered in over time.  The fact that there is

now increasing clarity on the outcomes should give

some support to consumer confidence.

The retail occupational market

The Performance Spectrum
The headline statistics for Q3 2010 – voids static at

circa 12% - 13%, minimal decline in overall rental

levels at around –1%, footfall stabilised year on year,

and the development pipeline continuing to shrink

significantly – camouflage a huge divergence in

performance at sub market levels.

Bottom of the class is the group of ordinary mid range

towns that have been christened as “Clone Town UK” –

no point of difference, a deteriorating shopping

environment, and strong competitive pressures from

nearby retail parks and other competing locations with

better tenant mix and infrastructure – and as a result

increasingly unattractive to its local catchment.  The

new focus on out of town stores from Debenhams,

House of Fraser and JLP provides another nail in the

coffin for these ordinary towns.  Combine these

circumstances with the strong likelihood of public

sector cuts and lack of public realm investment in

these compromised locations, and the prognosis for

continuing and, in places, significant rental decline is

undeniable.

At the other end of the spectrum, our locational

analysis shows the best prospects for outperformance

from the following sub-markets:-

� Central London markets

� Affluent tightly held towns with attractive shopping

environments

� Certain micro locations in provincial city centres

� Strong food anchored neighbourhood centres

The future agenda for regional shopping centres is

more difficult to call.  The majority provide shopping

environments of real, if artificial quality, acres of free

parking and sufficient variety of tenant mix to draw

shoppers from an extensive catchment.  However,

rental levels of £300 Zone A to £400 Zone A applied to

a myriad of standard shops may well prove

unsustainable unless owners are sufficiently far sighted

and well financed to reconfigure traditional designs and

so provide the efficient space that the best occupiers

now demand.  So for these assets to outperform, a

realistic rental base, planning flexibility and a well

financed forward thinking owner will provide the best

recipe.

The Changing Definition of “Prime”
At a macro level, our Q2 Retail Bulletin highlighted the

polarisation between prime and secondary and our

expectation that this trend would continue for the

remainder of 2010.  This holds true, but there is a

significant change in perception taking place.  The old

definition of prime from a traditional investor’s

viewpoint as the location where the highest rents

prevail is becoming outdated.

In practice it is occupiers, not investors, who create

value in property and the properties they occupy are

merely a means to an end.  The occupier seeks out

not the location where rents are highest, but instead

the location and class of property where he can

generate maximum profit.  Influencing factors on the

occupier’s decision are pedestrian flows, space

efficiency, suitability of environment, quality of tenant

mix, geography and demographics, and property

overheads.

So a redefinition of prime to the location where

occupational demand is at a maximum is the logical

corollary of this change in perception.

Shopping centre investment

The number of shopping centre transactions in Q3

slowed over the summer period to just 10 deals (down

from 16 in Q2) and accounting for just £250.83m.  This

brings the total number of individual centres traded to

the end of the 3rd quarter to 45 and accounting for

£1.571 billion in capital value.

Interestingly while the number of transactions fell

average initial yields also dropped significantly to

6.88% (down from 7.54% in Q2).

Notable transactions included:

� The Mall Portfolio: Acquired by Rockspring for

Shopping centre & high street bulletin 2

Retailers



£137m reflecting a net initial yield of 7.68%.  The

portfolio included four mall schemes in Falkirk,

Gloucester, Southampton and Romford.

� N1 London: Acquired by Henderson for £112m

reflecting a net initial of 5.22% and an equivalent

yield of 6%.

� Stratford Shopping Centre, London: Acquired by

Catalyst Capital for £91.55m reflecting a net initial

yield of 7.25% and an equivalent yield of 8%.

There is no doubt that investors took advantage of the

holiday period placing money into the market into

key/strategic assets they believed had significant Asset

Management/Development opportunity.  The pressure

to place money into the Market remains and many

investors are continually disappointed with several

assets going to second and even third round bids.

This is particularly pertinent of the well secured newly

built and let assets such as White River Shopping

Centre, St Austell.

The depth of bidding is coming from the UK

institutions, property companies and opportunity funds

and to a lesser extent the Sovereign Wealth Funds and

REITS.  That said we will begin to see the re-

emergence of these investors as the bigger, more

dominant assets such as Drakes Circus Plymouth,

Overgate Dundee and Dolphin Centre Poole come to

the market.  It is highly likely that with such interesting

stock coming through we will see prime yields edge

below 6% and town centre dominance possibly fall

below 6.5% for the very best of assets. 

With 11 deals under offer accounting for £684m, 23

deals in the market accounting for £1.18bn and 35

centres coming to the market we are set for a very

busy Q4.

High Street investment

A leading authority on the market once said, “the world

of shops never sleeps!”  This is perhaps true, but in the

third quarter of 2010 the market certainly seemed to

doze off.  There was little deal tension.  Those

purchasers buying took their time to process

transactions once in solicitor’s hands and vendors,

often lacking underbidder depth, did not have the

luxury of being able to force deals through.  For the

agent fraternity it became a long drawn-out summer

coaxing deals forward rather than an opportunity to

pursue fresh stock.

Savills were hopeful that with a steady 12 month run

behind us vendors would use the summer period to

capitalise on pricing levels by quietly offering

opportunities that could be fully marketed in September

if they failed to find a buyer.  This never really

happened.  In short there has been a dearth of good

prime institutional stock over the quarter and there will

probably  be hardly any new good opportunities to

come through now before Christmas.

The private investor market has arguably also cooled

slightly not withstanding the fact that a good well-

secured shop still offers one of the best returns

available in any asset class.  This is partly because

again there has been a lack of good product and yields

in the last quarter arguably reflect slightly more

secondary opportunities that were often well-secured

but with unexpired terms of less than ten years.

It is the property company market that has seen, and

in our view will continue to see, the most pain.  The

large REITS continue to pursue larger asset

management roles with Sovereign Funds.  At current

pricing levels the high street shop is not on the

agenda.  The middle ranking property companies

continue to crumple with Kenmore and Kilmartin now

sold and with Targetfollow currently in the bank’s sights

(pun not intended).  The smaller property companies

not only lack good opportunities but are also starved of

debt and any form of occupational buoyancy.

At the institutional end funds are generally neutral.

Capital inflows have reduced in volume but remain

generally positive leaving fund managers under no

pressure to sell and only buy if the right quality of

prime shopping becomes available.  In our view this

position looks unlikely to change in the short term

although some funds may be forced into a flurry of

activity to commit their cash reserves prior to the

Christmas break.

So with the private investor steadily picking up well-

secured long dated shops at an optimum lot size of

around £1m and with institutions chasing either top

quality ‘vanilla’ prime or high yielding blocks or

shopping centres, there remains one big black hole.

The clever well financed investor or small property

company could have the chance to exploit this gap in

the next 12-18 months.  The ‘difficult’ properties are the

prime shops or blocks over £2m but below £5m where

unexpired terms are short and there is a workable

occupational play. The ultimate ‘cherry on the icing’ is

where there will also be the opportunity to sell the

asset back to the institutional market when a deeper

market returns.  The problem at the present time is

one of price.  Generally speaking the product that

delivers this opportunity is not worth the price a vendor

requires and whilst attempts are made to sell this type

of asset today it will not be until the quoting yields

move out that a proper market is re-established in this

true area of opportunity.

Shopping centre & high street bulletin 3

Investors

Q1 2010 Q2 2010 Q3 2010

Prime 6.00% 6.00% 6.00%-

Town centre

dominant
6.50% 6.50%+ 6.50%-

Secondary towns 8.50% 9.00%+ 9.00%+



Savills is a leading global real estate service provider listed on the London Stock Exchange.  The company established in 1855, has a rich heritage with unrivalled growth. It

is a company that leads rather than follows, and now has over 180 offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East

Data

This report is for general informative purposes only. Whilst every effort has been made to ensure its accuracy, Savills accepts no liability for any loss or damage, of whatsoever

nature, arising from its use. The content is strictly copyright and reproduction of the whole or part of it in any form is prohibited without written permission from Savills Research.
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A busy Q4 will lead to higher shopping centre

investment levels this year

Yields broadly stabilised in Q3 2010

Recent significant investment deals

Shopping centre Size (sq ft) Purchaser Vendor Price IY

The Mall Portfolio Rockspring The Mall Fund £137m 7.68%

N1, London 142,000 Henderson Delancey/Metro £112m 5.22%

Stratford SC, London 330,000 Catalyst Capital Land Securities £91.55m 7.25%

High street Tenant Purchaser Term unexpired Price IY

Montague Centre, Worthing Various Ignis AM Various £8.48m 7.98%

48 Coney St, York TK Maxx Redevco 14.75 years £8.73m 5.15% 

160 New Bond St, London Luis Vuitton Louis Vuitton 14 years £47m 3.12%

For further information please contact

Charlie Neil
Investment
020 7409 8163
cneil@savills.com

Nick Hart
Investment
020 7409 8837
nhart@savills.com

Jeremy Lovell
Investment
020 7409 8745
jlovell@savills.com

Mark Garmon-Jones
Investment
020 7409 8950
mgarmon-jones@savills.com

Mat Oakley
Research
020 7409 8781
moakley@savills.com

Chris Blair
Leasing
020 7409 8152
cblair@savills.com

Jonathan Stott
Professional
020 7409 8167
jstott@savills.com

Dan Peake
Leasing
020 7409 9967
dpeake@savills.com
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1. Background & Objectives

• Tesco (Spenhill) has asked Javelin Group (*) to assess the relative merits of a range of 

development options it is considering in relation to its proposed retail-led development 

in Kirkby, Merseyside.

– In each development option, Tesco is assumed to anchor the development in a 150k 

gross sqft store alongside varying amounts of (and different sites for) supporting 

additional retail.

• The report also assesses how well each development option will respond to Knowsley 

Council‟s and Tesco‟s (Spenhill‟s) shared aspiration for a scheme that will transform 

and regenerate the town centre through an improvement in the quality and range in the 

town centre‟s retail offer.

– See following page for more details

• By way of background, current Kirkby characteristics include:

– Using Javelin Group‟s VENUESCORE (**) ranking, Kirkby currently ranks 68th in the 

North-West hierarchy of shopping venues (683rd nationally):

> The retail offer achieves a Market Position Index of 60 (where 100=UK average 

and mid-market) indicating that it has a very strong Downmarket orientation

– Using Javelin Group‟s SHOPSCORE research, retailer performance levels are slightly 

below chain average

Javelin Group assesses relative merits of proposed Kirkby development options

3

• (*) Javelin Group is Europe‟s 

leading specialist retail 

consulting firm. Our Locations 

practice has advised over 100 

leading retailers on their 

location planning, and more 

than 80 developers/investors 

on over 170 shopping centre 

schemes across Europe – see 

Appendix for more 

background.

• (**) VENUESCORE and 

SHOPSCORE are proprietary 

research tools developed by 

Javelin Group to inform our 

understanding of UK retail 

venues and shopping patterns 

– see Appendix for more 

background.



1. Background & Objectives

• In assessing how well each development option will respond to Knowsley Council‟s 

and Tesco‟s (Spenhill‟s) shared aspiration for a scheme that will transform and 

regenerate the town centre through an improvement in the quality and range in the 

town centre‟s retail offer, Javelin Group has focused on the following:

– Commentary on appropriateness of scale of development at each Phase of each 

development option and location of proposed development (north vs south site and 

adjacent to or not adjacent to Tesco store) (*)

– VENUESCORE – Javelin Group‟s ranking of UK shopping venues based on the 

presence of multiple retailers in each shopping location

> Including likelihood of existing retailers wishing to relocate

– Market Positioning Index – sub-set of VENUESCORE which assesses how down or up-

market a retail offer is based on the profile of retailers trading in that location 

– „Deliverability‟ – how likely it is that certain retailers currently missing from Kirkby will be 

attracted to the town as a result of each development

> For this, Javelin Group has selected 26 national retailers missing from Kirkby and 

which would be realistic target tenants for the scheme depending on how attractive 

the development is to them

> Retailers have been sub-divided into 3 Tiers with Kirkby’s ability to capture retailers 

from each Tier representing a different level of potential transformation for Kirkby

Javelin Group assesses relative merits of proposed Kirkby development options

4

• (*) Javelin Group does not 

comment on appropriate 

phasing triggers or possible 

calendar dates for phasing.



1. Background & Objectives

Illustrative masterplan showing proposed development plots

5

North

South

Tesco

• Masterplan opposite shows 

illustrative plan for 

redevelopment of Kirkby under 

Option 1 (i.e. Tesco on north 

site alongside 72k gross sqft 

supporting retail and 249k 

gross sqft supporting retail on 

south site). 

add Option 1 image

North

South

Tesco



1. Background & Objectives

Illustrative masterplan showing proposed development plots

6

North

South

Tesco

• Masterplan opposite shows 

illustrative plan for 

redevelopment of Kirkby under 

Options 2,3 and 4 (i.e. Tesco 

on south site alongside 176k 

gross sqft supporting retail and 

133k gross sqft supporting 

retail on north site). 
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2. Executive Summary

Development option 4 is clearly the strongest  and most deliverable of the 4 options 

* Tier 1 retailers – such as 

Boots, ELC, H&M, HMV, 

Next, Primark, River Island, 

WHSmith

** Tier 2 retailers – such as 

Burton, Dorothy Perkins, 

Evans, JD, Miss Selfridge, 

Sports Direct, Top Man, 

Stop Shop, Wallis

*** Tier 3 retailers – such as 

Bon Marche, Halfords, 

Instore, M&Co, Matalan, 

Poundstretcher, QS, Store 

21, Wilkinson

• Javelin Group‟s assessment of all four development options indicates that only Option 

4 will allow the development to deliver Knowsley Council‟s aspiration of a scheme that 

will successfully transform Kirkby in terms of shift in market positioning of the Kirkby 

retail offer from its current „Downmarket‟ status‟

• Option 4 (south development in Phase 1) is the only option which allows for a 

sufficiently large enough quantum of space to be developed alongside a new Tesco 

store in Phase 1:

– This is critical if the development is to attract a sufficient number of new, Tier 1 or 

Tier 2 retailers that would represent a transformation of Kirkby‟s retail offer

– These retailers will prefer the comfort and security of trading alongside a high-

footfall generating anchor such as Tesco

• All other options will fail to deliver on Knowsley Council‟s and Tesco‟s (Spenhill‟s) 

shared aspiration for a scheme that will transform and regenerate the town centre 

through an improvement in the quality and range in the town centre‟s retail offer:

– Option 1 (Tesco in north) fails to deliver sufficient quantum of space at Phase 1 

so few, if any, Tier 1 or Tier 2 retailers will be attracted to Kirkby

> In turn, this will have a knock-on effect on Phase 2 which will not then have the 

base of a successful Phase 1 to build on and may lead to a high proportion of 

relocations rather than new retailers

8



2. Executive Summary

Development option 4 is clearly the strongest  and most deliverable of the 4 options 

* Tier 1 retailers – such as 

Boots, ELC, H&M, HMV, 

Next, Primark, River Island, 

WHSmith

** Tier 2 retailers – such as 

Burton, Dorothy Perkins, 

Evans, JD, Miss Selfridge, 

Sports Direct, Top Man, 

Stop Shop, Wallis

*** Tier 3 retailers – such as 

Bon Marche, Halfords, 

Instore, M&Co, Matalan, 

Poundstretcher, QS, Store 

21, Wilkinson

• Option 2 (Tesco in south with north developed Phase 1) fails to deliver a scheme that 

will attract Tier 1 and Tier 2 retailers as they would much prefer to trade alongside a 

high-footfall generating anchor like Tesco:

– This is critical as retailers will not currently have a positive view of Kirkby as a 

retail venue and will only then be prepared to take space here if they can trade 

alongside a major anchor

– Consequently, Option 2 only likely to attract Tier 3 retailers or relocations thereby 

failing to bring anything new or different to Kirkby

• Option 3 (single phase development) fails to deliver a scheme that will attract a 

sufficient number of Tier 2 retailers (or any Tier 1 retailers) to fill all lettable space:

– Requirement to let a large quantum of space in one single phase will result in a 

higher number of relocations as fewer Tier 2 and Tier 1 retailers will be prepared 

to take space in Kirkby given that their current perception of Kirkby will not be 

particularly positive

– Consequently, Option 3 more likely to attract Tier 3 retailers thereby also failing to 

bring the level of change or the range in the retail offer that is targeted

9
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4 development options assessed in this report relating to phasing and siting

• 4 development options assessed in this report with different assumptions relating to:

– Phasing: Two-Phase development vs Single-Phase development

– Siting: North vs South plots

> Including variations on which plot the proposed Tesco store occupies

> Including variations on quantum of space developed on each site

• NB: Phase 1 assumed to 

complete in 2013 and Phase 2 

in 2015.

Kirkby  •  Development Options & Phasing  •  Proposed Retail Space Provision

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total

North South Total North South Total North South Total

(Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft) (Gross sqft)

Option 1

- Comparison 72,171 - 72,171 - 249,182 249,182 72,171 249,182 321,353

- Tesco 150,468 - 150,468 - - - 150,468 - 150,468

Total 222,639 - 222,639 - 249,182 249,182 222,639 249,182 471,821

Option 2

- Comparison 133,251 - 133,251 - 175,548 175,548 133,251 175,548 308,799

- Tesco - 150,468 150,468 - - - - 150,468 150,468

Total 133,251 150,468 283,719 - 175,548 175,548 133,251 326,016 459,267

Option 3

- Comparison 133,251 175,548 308,799 - - - 133,251 175,548 308,799

- Tesco - 150,468 150,468 - - - - 150,468 150,468

Total 133,251 326,016 459,267 - - - 133,251 326,016 459,267

Option 4

- Comparison - 175,548 175,548 133,251 - 133,251 133,251 175,548 308,799

- Tesco - 150,468 150,468 - - - - 150,468 150,468

Total - 326,016 326,016 133,251 - 133,251 133,251 326,016 459,267
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Kirkby achieves varying VENUESCORE status at each phase of each development option

• For each development option, Javelin Group has estimated the VENUESCORE (*) and 

Market Position Index (**) uplift for Kirkby based on assumptions about:

– Scale of development at each Phase

– Proportion of space likely to be occupied by key clothing, footwear & accessories 

tenants (the key drivers of non-food shopping patterns)

– Average store size

– Implied number of units

– Quality and attractiveness of retail tenant that occupies space

– Likelihood of occupier being new-to-Kirkby or relocations

– Increase in Market Position Index of Kirkby as a result of new retailers

• See following page for more detailed description of these assumptions and how they fit 

into the process of establishing Kirkby’s future VENUESCORE under each 

development option.

• (*) VENUESCORE is Javelin 

Group’s ranking of UK 

shopping venues (town 

centres, standalone malls, 

retail parks and factory outlets) 

based on a weighted score 

reflecting the presence of 

multiple retailers in each 

shopping venue (see Appendix 

for more background).

• (**) Market Position Index 

and Classification gives an 

indication of how down-

market/mid-market or up-

market a retail offer is based 

on the average positioning of 

retailers in each shopping 

venue.

• See Appendix for more details.
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Various stages involved in reaching VENUESCORE and Market Position Index

• (a) Net trading space estimated 

at 75% of gross.

• (b) Estimated share of space 

occupied by clothing operators 

based on likely appeal of 

development option (and phase) 

to operators in this sector.

• (c) Based on indicative schedule 

of areas which provides realistic 

assumptions about likely range 

of store sizes.

• (d) Estimated proportion of units 

occupied by national multiples 

(earning a VENUESCORE) 

based on likely appeal to these 

retailers of occupying space in 

Kirkby and proximity toTesco.

• (e) Estimated quality of  national 

multiples (i.e. destination 

multiples – Next, H&M etc – vs 

standard unit stores) – partly 

reflecting perceived quality of 

pitch (i.e. proximity to Tesco). 

• (f) Estimated proportion of 

retailers that will be new-to-

Kirkby vs relocations.

• (g) Estimated uplift in market 

positioning (i.e. measure of shift 

away from Kirkby’s current 

‘Downmarket’ orientation).

Kirkby  •  Assumptions for VENUESCORE Projections

Gross Sqft

a Estimated Net Sqft

b Clothing Space %

Implied Clothing Space (Net Sqft)

c Average Store Size (Net sqft)

Implied No. of Units

Implied No. of Clothing Units

d % VENUESCORE-Scoring Units

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Units

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Clothing Units

e Quality of Scoring Units Weighting (1=Average Unit Store Score)

Implied VENUESCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting)

Implied FASHIONSCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting)

f % New-to-Kirkby

VENUESCORE Uplift

FASHIONSCORE Uplift

g Market Positioning Uplift (1=Same as Current)

Market Positioning Index



Kirkby  •  VENUESCORE and Ranking  •  Summary by Option & Phase

Phase 1 Phase 2

VENUE-

SCORE
Ranking

Location 

Grade

Market 

Positioning 

Index (100=UK 

Avge)

Market Position 

Classification

VENUE-

SCORE
Ranking

Location 

Grade

Market 

Positioning 

Index (100=UK 

Avge)

Market Position 

Classification

Current 35 682 Minor District 60 Down 35 682 Minor District 60 Down

Option 1 49 520 District 60 Down 69 362 Major District 63 Down

Option 2 57 432 District 63 Down 75 327 Major District 70 Down

Option 3 79 298 Major District 69 Down n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Option 4 70 345 Major District 84 Lower Middle 98 228 Major District 89 Lower Middle

3. Evaluation of Development Options  •  Introduction

14

Kirkby achieves varying VENUESCORE status at each phase of each development option

• Summary of these assumptions and the resulting VENUESCORE and Market Position 

Index/Classification for Kirkby is shown below:

– Details about assumptions for each development option shown later in report

• Kirkby‟s estimated VENUESCORE (and its Market Position Index) then acts as an 

indicator for how successfully each development option transforms and regenerates 

the town centre‟s retail offer.

• See following page for details 

on where Kirkby sits within the 

regional VENUESCORE 

hierarchy.

• NB: VENUESCORE is Javelin 

Group‟s ranking of UK 

shopping venues (town 

centres, standalone malls, 

retail parks and factory outlets) 

based on a weighted score 

reflecting the presence of 

multiple retailers in each 

shopping venue (see Appendix 

for more background).

• Market Position Index and 

Classification gives an 

indication of how down-

market/mid-market or up-

market a retail offer is based 

on the average positioning of 

retailers in each shopping 

venue.
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Post-development, Kirkby would move alongside Widnes but remain behind St Helens

• Kirkby currently ranks 68th

within the North-West 

hierarchy of shopping venues 

(683rd nationally).

• In terms of the local retail 

hierarchy, St Helens ranks 

135th with a VENUESCORE of 

145.

• Widnes achieves a 

VENUESCORE of 64 ranking it 

34th in the North-West 

hierarchy (384th nationally).

• Base data used to compile 

VENUESCORE pre-dates the 

opening of Widnes Shopping 

Park.

• If included within overall 

Widnes, this would move 

Widnes‟ VENUESCORE up to 

86, ranking it 25th in the North-

West hierarchy.

• Its Market Positioning Index 

would move up to 82 – still 

classifying it as „Downmarket‟.

Kirkby VENUESCORE

Option 1 - Phase 1: 49 / Phase 2: 69

Option 2 – Phase 1: 57 / Phase 2: 75

Option 3 – 79

Option 4 – Phase 1: 70 / Phase 2: 98

Kirkby Market Positioning Index & 

Classification

Option 1 - Phase 1: 60 DOWN / 

Phase 2: 63 DOWN

Option 2 – Phase 1: 63 DOWN / 

Phase 2: 70 DOWN

Option 3 – 69 DOWN

Option 4 – Phase 1: 84 LOWER 

MIDDLE / Phase 2: 89 LOWER 

MIDDLE

Kirkby  •  Status in VENUESCORE Hierarchy

North-West

VS Rank

UK

VS Rank
Shopping Venue

Location 

Grade
VENUESCORE

Market Positioning 

Index (100=UK 

Avge)

Market 

Positioning 

Classification

1 2 Manchester Major City 604 124 Upscale

2 4 Liverpool Major City 502 116 Upper Middle

3 30 Chester Major Regional 262 120 Upper Middle

4 37 The Trafford Centre Major Regional 247 124 Upscale

5 41 Preston Major Regional 240 93 Lower Middle

6 65 Bolton Regional 196 95 Lower Middle

7 69 Blackpool Regional 193 93 Lower Middle

8 81 Warrington Regional 183 97 Middle

9 91 Wigan Regional 173 92 Lower Middle

10 102 Southport Regional 163 97 Middle

11 110 Stockport Regional 157 96 Middle

12 121 Birkenhead Regional 152 86 Lower Middle

13 128 Lancaster Regional 150 95 Middle

14 133 Burnley Regional 146 87 Lower Middle

15= 135= Bury Regional 145 92 Lower Middle

15= 135= St Helens Regional 145 85 Lower Middle

17 169 Oldham Sub-Regional 124 88 Lower Middle

18 176 Crewe Sub-Regional 122 91 Lower Middle

19= 178= Blackburn Sub-Regional 121 88 Lower Middle

19= 178= Cheshire Oaks Sub-Regional 121 141 Upscale

21 187 Ashton Under Lyne Sub-Regional 119 82 Down

22 208 Macclesfield Sub-Regional 110 97 Middle

23 212 Rochdale Sub-Regional 108 84 Down

24 229 Altrincham Major District 97 105 Middle

25= 281= Bootle Major District 83 73 Down

25= 281= Northwich Major District 83 90 Lower Middle

27 287 Wilmslow Major District 81 135 Upscale

28 290 Chorley Major District 80 82 Down

29 298 Leigh Major District 78 72 Down

30 327 Accrington Major District 73 74 Down

31= 362= Lytham St Annes Major District 67 94 Lower Middle

31= 362= Salford Major District 67 70 Down

33 374 Stretford Major District 65 80 Down

34 384 Widnes District 64 82 Down

35= 398= Aintree District 62 83 Down

35= 398= Cheetham Hill District 62 97 Middle

35= 398= Cleveleys District 62 80 Down

38 412 Ormskirk District 60 81 Down

39 416 Sale District 59 93 Lower Middle

40= 424= Denton District 58 93 Lower Middle

40= 424= Manchester Airport District 58 117 Upper Middle
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Post-development, Kirkby would move alongside Widnes but remain behind St Helens

Kirkby VENUESCORE

Option 1 - Phase 1: 49 / Phase 2: 69

Option 2 – Phase 1: 57 / Phase 2: 75

Option 3 – 79

Option 4 – Phase 1: 70 / Phase 2: 98

Kirkby Market Positioning Index & 

Classification

Option 1 - Phase 1: 60 DOWN / 

Phase 2: 63 DOWN

Option 2 – Phase 1: 63 DOWN / 

Phase 2: 70 DOWN

Option 3 – 69 DOWN

Option 4 – Phase 1: 84 LOWER 

MIDDLE / Phase 2: 89 LOWER 

MIDDLE

Kirkby  •  Status in VENUESCORE Hierarchy

North-West

VS Rank

UK

VS Rank
Shopping Venue

Location 

Grade
VENUESCORE

Market Positioning 

Index (100=UK 

Avge)

Market 

Positioning 

Classification

42= 432= Ellesmere Port District 57 66 Down

42= 432= Middleton District 57 79 Down

42= 432= Runcorn District 57 73 Down

45= 458= Douglas (Iom) District 54 98 Middle

45= 458= Walton District 54 66 Down

47= 489= Lowry Galleria Outlet Cn District 51 127 Upscale

47= 489= Skelmersdale District 51 72 Down

49= 499= Middlebrook R P District 50 101 Middle

49= 499= New Mersey R P District 50 111 Upper Middle

51= 512= Congleton District 49 82 Down

51= 512= Hyde District 49 73 Down

51= 512= Prescot District 49 69 Down

54 537 Huyton District 46 62 Down

55 559 Marton / Whitehills District 44 78 Down

56= 580= Chadderton District 42 66 Down

56= 580= Morecambe District 42 78 Down

58= 592= Broadheath District 41 82 Down

58= 592= Eccles District 41 60 Down

58= 592= Urmston District 41 67 Down

61 603 Broughton S P District 40 105 Middle

62 616 Wallasey Minor District 39 73 Down

63= 630= Swinton Minor District 38 73 Down

63= 630= Winsford Minor District 38 66 Down

65 651 Didsbury Minor District 37 112 Upper Middle

66= 668= Freeport Village F O Minor District 36 111 Upper Middle

66= 668= Nantwich Minor District 36 100 Middle

68= 683= Formby Minor District 35 91 Lower Middle

68= 683= Kirkby Minor District 35 60 Down

68= 683= Mossley Hill Minor District 35 86 Lower Middle

68= 683= Wythenshawe Minor District 35 57 Down

72= 707= Birchwood Minor District 34 67 Down

72= 707= Deepdale R P Minor District 34 102 Middle

72= 707= Peel Centre R P Minor District 34 104 Middle

75= 726= Belle Vale Minor District 33 63 Down

75= 726= Centre R P Minor District 33 99 Middle

77 748 Chorlton Cum Hardy Minor District 32 73 Down

78 770 Maghull Minor District 31 62 Down

79= 795= Heswall Minor District 30 91 Lower Middle

79= 795= Knutsford Minor District 30 137 Upscale
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Kirkby will be most similar to the following NW locations at each phase of development

• Option 1:

– Phase 1: VENUESCORE 49 / Market Position Index 60 / Downmarket

> Similar to Huyton

– Phase 2: VENUESCORE 69 / Market Position Index 63 / Downmarket

> Similar to Salford (excluding Lowry Designer Outlet)

• Option 2:

– Phase 1: VENUESCORE 57 / Market Position Index 63 / Downmarket

> Similar to Ellesmere Port (excluding Cheshire Oaks)

– Phase 2: VENUESCORE 75 / Market Position Index 70 / Downmarket

> Similar to Accrington

• Option 3:

– Phase 1: VENUESCORE 79 / Market Position Index 69 / Downmarket

> Similar to Leigh

• Option 4:

– Phase 1: VENUESCORE 70 / Market Position Index 84 / Lower Middle

> No directly similar venues on both measures

> Similar VENUESCORE – Accrington

> Similar Market Positioning - Rochdale

– Phase 2: VENUESCORE 98 / Market Position Index 89 / Lower Middle

> No directly similar venues on both measures

> Similar VENUESCORE – Altrincham

> Similar Market Positioning - Blackburn
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Deliverability of each phase of each development option also assessed

• For each development option, the likelihood of a selection of 26 national multiple 

retailers (*) taking a store in Kirkby is assessed (listed below):

– These retailers are currently not present in Kirkby but potentially represent realistic 

targets although the likelihood of them taking a store in Kirkby will vary according 

to the status (measured by VENUESCORE) that Kirkby achieves and the market 

position (how downmarket/midmarket/upmarket) of the offer

– Retailers have been grouped into 3 tiers (**)

> Tier 1: Boots, ELC, H&M, HMV, Next, Primark, River Island, WHSmith

> Tier 2: Burton, Dorothy Perkins, Evans, JD, Miss Selfridge, Sports Direct, Top 

Man, Top Shop, Wallis

> Tier 3: Bon Marche, Halfords, Instore, M&Co, Matalan, Poundstretcher, QS, Store 

21, Wilkinson

• Tier 3 retailers are primarily discount operators and their arrival in Kirkby would 

represent more of what is already there (i.e. maintaining Kirkby‟s „Downmarket‟ 

orientation).

• In contrast, attracting Tier 1 and Tier 2 retailers would be a sign of the scheme 

successfully responding to Knowsley Council‟s wish to transform and regenerate the 

town centre through an improvement in the quality and range in the town centre‟s retail 

offer.

• (*) Selection does not 

represent the entire list of 

target retailers and therefore 

does not amount to a complete 

list of retailers that would fill the 

scheme under any of the 

development options.

• (**) See following slide for 

reasons for grouping into these 

Tiers.
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Retailers tiered based on 3 key criteria

• Retailers have been assigned to Tiers based on 3 criteria:

– VENUESCORE

> Reflects their relative destination status and influence on shopping patterns

> Therefore reflects how much their additional presence might contribute towards 

the transformation of Kirkby

– Market Position Score

> Reflects how their presence might contribute towards transforming Kirkby from a 

‘Downmarket’ status venue

– Average Market Position Index of venues in which they are currently present

> Reflects the type of shopping venues that each retailer is typically found in and 

the market position of other retailers that trade alongside it

• For example, Next is considered a mid-market destination specialist clothing retailer 

and therefore scores 2 in VENUESCORE and 3 for its Market Position:

– Next trades in venues with an average Market Position Index of 97

• In contrast, although Sports Direct is a destination specialist sports clothing retailer 

(and therefore also scores 2 in VENUESCORE), because it is of a lower market 

positioning, it scores only 2 for its Market Position:

– Sports Direct trades in venues with an average Market Position Index of 91

• The combination of these characteristics is why Next is classified as a Tier 1 retailer 

while Sports Direct is classified as a Tier 2 retailer.

• In short, the more Tier 3 

retailers there are in Kirkby as 

a result of the proposed 

development, the less likely it 

is that Knowsley Council and 

Tesco (Spenhill) will achieve 

their shared goal of 

transforming Kirkby.

• In contrast, the more Tier 2 or 

Tier 1 retailers there are, the 

more likely it is that they will 

succeed.
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Tiering based on impact presence would have on Kirkby’s status and market position

• Tier 1 retailers achieve an 

average VENUESCORE of 2 

(reflecting their destination 

status) and an average Market 

Position Score of 3 (Mid-

market).

• Average Market Position Index 

of venues in which they trade 

is 97, reflecting a mid-market 

status venue.

• Tier 2 retailers achieve an 

average VENUESCORE of 1, 

reflecting the slightly lesser 

influence these retailers have 

on shopping patterns though 

they also have an average 

Market Position Score of 3.

• Average Market Position Index 

of venues in which they trade 

is lower than for Tier 1 

retailers.

• Tier 3 retailers also achieve an 

average VENUESCORE of 1 

but are lower on both Market 

Position factors.

Benchmark Retailers  •  Tier 1, 2 & 3 Retailers

Retailer Tier VENUESCORE (*)
Market Position 

Score (**)

Average Market 

Positioning Index of 

Venues in which Retailer 

is present (***)

Boots Tier 1 2 3 93

Early Learning Centre Tier 1 1 4 98

H&M Tier 1 2 2 100

HMV Tier 1 2 3 110

Next Tier 1 2 3 97

Primark Tier 1 4 2 84

River Island Tier 1 2 3 97

WHSmith Tier 1 2 3 98

Burton Tier 2 1 3 90

Dorothy Perkins Tier 2 1 3 90

Evans Tier 2 1 3 93

JD Tier 2 1 3 93

Miss Selfridge Tier 2 1 3 100

Sports Direct Tier 2 2 2 91

Top Man Tier 2 1 3 96

Top Shop Tier 2 1 3 97

Wallis Tier 2 1 3 100

Bon Marche Tier 3 1 2 82

Halfords Tier 3 1 2 90

Instore Tier 3 1 1 83

M&Co Tier 3 1 2 91

Matalan Tier 3 3 2 81

Poundstretcher Tier 3 1 1 82

QS Tier 3 1 1 83

Store 21 Tier 3 1 1 85

Wilkinson Tier 3 3 1 79

Average Tier 1 2 3 97

Average Tier 2 1 3 94

Average Tier 3 1 1 84

* 1=Standard unit store muliple, 2=Sector specialist, 3=Large store semi-anchor, 4=Sector specialist anchor)

** 1= Discount/Value; 2=Lower Middle; 3=Mid-market; 4=Upper Middle; 5=Upscale; 6=Luxury)

*** 1=Downmarket; 5=Upmarket (Based on venues within VENUESCORE range of 30-99)
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Greater possibility of attracting Tier 1 retailers if Kirkby achieves Lower Middle status 

• Tier 1 retailers are much more 

likely to be attracted by Kirkby 

if it can move out of 

Downmarket status to Lower 

Middle status irrespective of its 

actual VENUESCORE.

• Option 4 Phase 1 is estimated 

to allow Kirkby to achieve a 

VENUESCORE of 70-79.

• If Kirkby also manages to 

move up to Lower Middle 

status, evidence suggests 

there is a 35% probability of 

Tier 1 retailers being present.

• In short, Option 4 (even just at 

Phase 1) is significantly more 

likely to deliver Tier 1 retailers 

than Options 1 & 2

• Option 4 (at Phase 1) also 

more likely 32% more likely: 

35.2% vs 26.6%) to deliver Tier 

1 retailers than Option 3.

• This is because these other 

options are unlikely to allow 

Kirkby to move out of 

Downmarket status or achieve 

a sufficiently high enough 

VENUESCORE.

Kirkby  •  Tier 1 Retailers  •  Deliverability Analysis

VENUESCORE

Scenario/Options 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 50-59 40-49 30-39

Current

Option 1 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 2 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 3

Option 4 Phase 2 Phase 1

(% Presence in Venues within VENUESCORE range)

Lower Middle Status Venues

Boots 85.7 100.0 100.0 89.5 94.7 36.4 93.5

Early Learning Centre 57.1 38.5 9.1 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0

H&M 14.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

HMV 42.9 0.0 18.2 5.3 5.3 9.1 0.0

Next 57.1 23.1 45.5 15.8 26.3 18.2 16.1

Primark 14.3 7.7 18.2 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

River Island 28.6 30.8 18.2 5.3 5.3 0.0 0.0

WHSmith 85.7 92.3 72.7 73.7 63.2 45.5 35.5

Average 48.2 36.5 35.2 25.0 24.3 14.8 18.1

Downmarket Status Venues

Boots 100.0 100.0 95.7 96.0 88.9 83.9 37.7

Early Learning Centre 0.0 10.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

H&M 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

HMV 16.7 5.3 4.3 0.0 2.8 1.8 0.0

Next 33.3 31.6 26.1 16.0 11.1 3.6 6.5

Primark 33.3 31.6 4.3 4.0 8.3 1.8 0.0

River Island 33.3 10.5 8.7 0.0 5.6 0.0 0.0

WHSmith 83.3 84.2 73.9 60.0 50.0 26.8 14.3

Average 37.5 34.2 26.6 22.0 20.8 14.7 7.3
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Tier 2 retailers similarly generally more likely to be present in Kirkby under Option 4

• Similar story for Tier 2 retailers 

who are generally more likely 

to be attracted to Kirkby if it 

can move out of Downmarket 

status.

• Only Option 4 is likely to allow 

Kirkby to achieve this.

• As with Tier 1 retailers, Option 

4 (even just at Phase 1) is 

more likely to deliver Tier 2 

retailers than Options 1, 2 or 3 

as they are unlikely to allow 

Kirkby to move out of 

Downmarket status or achieve 

a sufficiently high enough 

VENUESCORE.

• The difference in likelihood of 

attracting Tier 2 retailers is less 

extreme but Option 4 is 

nonetheless the strongest 

option.

Kirkby  •  Tier 2 Retailers  •  Deliverability Analysis

VENUESCORE

Scenario/Options 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 50-59 40-49 30-39

Current

Option 1 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 2 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 3

Option 4 Phase 2 Phase 1

(% Presence in Venues within VENUESCORE range)

Lower Middle Status Venues

Burton 85.7 69.2 54.5 57.9 42.1 36.4 6.5

Dorothy Perkins 100.0 100.0 63.6 68.4 57.9 36.4 25.8

Evans 85.7 76.9 45.5 42.1 26.3 9.1 3.2

JD 57.1 46.2 27.3 36.8 5.3 18.2 3.2

Miss Selfridge 14.3 7.7 0.0 5.3 5.3 9.1 0.0

Sports Direct 57.1 15.4 18.2 21.1 26.3 27.3 12.9

Top Man 14.3 0.0 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Top Shop 14.3 23.1 9.1 10.5 10.5 9.1 0.0

Wallis 14.3 23.1 27.3 10.5 15.8 9.1 0.0

Average 49.2 40.2 27.3 28.7 21.1 17.2 5.7

Downmarket Status Venues

Burton 100.0 36.8 56.5 68.0 33.3 19.6 2.6

Dorothy Perkins 100.0 68.4 69.6 76.0 52.8 26.8 10.4

Evans 83.3 26.3 30.4 20.0 8.3 5.4 1.3

JD 83.3 57.9 30.4 8.0 16.7 5.4 1.3

Miss Selfridge 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sports Direct 16.7 26.3 21.7 24.0 8.3 8.9 5.2

Top Man 0.0 5.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Top Shop 16.7 5.3 17.4 4.0 0.0 1.8 0.0

Wallis 16.7 0.0 8.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Average 48.1 25.1 26.1 22.2 13.3 7.5 2.3
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In contrast, Tier 3 retailers more likely to be attracted by Options 1, 2 and 3

• Options 1, 2 and 3, because 

they will keep Kirkby as a  

Downmarket status venue and 

not achieve a particularly high 

VENUESCORE, are much 

more likely to deliver Tier 3 

retailers.

• In other words, Options 1, 2 

and 3 will not allow the 

development to deliver the 

required change in the profile 

and quality of retailers desired 

by Knowsley Council and 

Tesco (Spenhill).

Kirkby  •  Tier 3 Retailers  •  Deliverability Analysis

VENUESCORE

Scenario/Options 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 50-59 40-49 30-39

Current

Option 1 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 2 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 3

Option 4 Phase 2 Phase 1

(% Presence in Venues within VENUESCORE range)

Tier 3 Retailers

Bon Marche 85.7 84.6 54.5 47.4 36.8 9.1 9.7

Halfords 14.3 15.4 27.3 36.8 36.8 36.4 12.9

Instore 14.3 7.7 27.3 5.3 5.3 0.0 6.5

M&Co 0.0 30.8 36.4 52.6 26.3 27.3 25.8

Matalan 14.3 7.7 9.1 15.8 5.3 0.0 0.0

Poundstretcher 42.9 38.5 18.2 15.8 5.3 0.0 3.2

QS 57.1 15.4 27.3 47.4 26.3 9.1 12.9

Store 21 0.0 7.7 9.1 10.5 0.0 0.0 3.2

Wilkinson 28.6 38.5 27.3 26.3 26.3 0.0 6.5

Average 28.6 27.4 26.3 28.7 18.7 9.1 9.0

Tier 3 Retailers

Bon Marche 100.0 89.5 82.6 84.0 63.9 35.7 3.9

Halfords 0.0 31.6 26.1 28.0 13.9 21.4 5.2

Instore 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.0 13.9 8.9 2.6

M&Co 16.7 5.3 21.7 40.0 27.8 23.2 10.4

Matalan 16.7 15.8 8.7 8.0 13.9 14.3 0.0

Poundstretcher 16.7 26.3 34.8 20.0 22.2 16.1 1.3

QS 16.7 0.0 39.1 28.0 16.7 26.8 5.2

Store 21 0.0 0.0 26.1 0.0 0.0 5.4 1.3

Wilkinson 66.7 52.6 73.9 68.0 63.9 32.1 2.6

Average 25.9 24.6 34.8 31.6 26.2 20.4 3.6
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Tier 1 and Tier 2 retailers more deliverable if Kirkby can move out of Downmarket status 

• Limitations of scale of 

development (Option 1 –

Phase 1), lack of perceived 

change in status of initial 

earlier phase of development 

(Option 1 – Phase 2), inability 

to locate next to Tesco (Option 

2) and overwhelming scale of 

development to let in one 

single phase (Option 3) each 

mean that Kirkby is unlikely to 

move out of Downmarket 

status under any of these 

options.

• Only Option 4, because it 

allows retailers to locate next 

to Tesco, and Phase 1 

development is substantial 

enough to create a critical 

mass offer that will appeal to 

consumers and prospective 

tenants but not so big that it 

becomes too challenging for 

agents to fully let the scheme, 

is likely to see Kirkby move up 

to Lower Middle status.   

Kirkby  •  Target Retailers  •  Deliverability Analysis

VENUESCORE

Scenario/Options 90-99 80-89 70-79 60-69 50-59 40-49 30-39

Current

Option 1 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 2 Phase 2 Phase 1

Option 3

Option 4 Phase 2 Phase 1

(% Presence in Venues within VENUESCORE range)

Tier 1 Retailers

Lower Middle Venues 48.2 36.5 35.2 25.0 24.3 14.8 18.1

Downmarket Venues 37.5 34.2 26.6 22.0 20.8 14.7 7.3

Lower Middle vs Downmarket Index 129 107 132 114 117 100 248

Tier 2 Retailers

Lower Middle Venues 49.2 40.2 27.3 28.7 21.1 17.2 5.7

Downmarket Venues 48.1 25.1 26.1 22.2 13.3 7.5 2.3

Lower Middle vs Downmarket Index 102 160 105 129 159 228 248

Tier 3 Retailers

Lower Middle Venues 28.6 27.4 26.3 28.7 18.7 9.1 9.0

Downmarket Venues 25.9 24.6 34.8 31.6 26.2 20.4 3.6

Lower Middle vs Downmarket Index 110 111 76 91 71 44 248
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Limitations on scale of Phase 1 supporting retail will prevent Kirkby from evolving

• Phase 1 Development of proposed Tesco store on north site results in an ability to 

develop only 72k gross sqft of retail on the north site.

• This effectively equates to only approximately 10 units:

– Units are not massed together and will not significantly alter perceptions of town centre

– Kirkby would not make the required step-change to attract high-calibre national retailers:

> Realistic tenants will be retailers of the same calibre as currently in Kirkby (e.g. Tier 

3 retailers such as Bon Marche, M&Co, QS, Wilkinson, Halfords)

• Subsequent Phase 2 development of 249k gross sqft on south site will be harder to 

deliver as Kirkby will still be of relatively low status and the challenge of attracting high 

calibre national multiples of an order different and superior to what is currently in Kirkby 

will be significant:

– Realistic tenants remain the Tier 3 retailers with some Tier 2 retailers (e.g. Burton, 

Dorothy Perkins) also becoming quite likely

– Ultimately, very little change in the overall market positioning of Kirkby – remaining 

„Downmarket‟

– Scheme will potentially struggle to let to new retailers leading to high possibility of 

existing Kirkby retailers wishing to take opportunity to relocate

• Phase 1:

– 223k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of Kirkby 

in VENUESCORE: 520th 

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 60

– Estimated market position 

classification: Down

• Phase 2:

– 249k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of Kirkby 

in VENUESCORE: 362nd 

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 63

– Estimated market position 

classification: Down
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Option 1 delivers limited uplift in VENUESCORE and negligible change in Market Position

• Limited appeal to retailers of 

occupying space in Phase 1 

due to the small scale of 

development and inability to 

create critical mass around 

new Tesco store results in low 

increase in VENUESCORE,

• Failure of Phase 1 to create 

any dramatic change to Kirkby 

will result in Phase 2 struggling 

to attract high proportion of key 

clothing tenants or fill all units 

with national multiples.  Also 

likely to mean more 

relocations.

• Combination of the above 

limits the ability to attract Tier 1 

(or even Tier 2) retailers and 

therefore leads to little change 

in Kirkby‟s market position 

index and it remains 

Downmarket. 

• NB: Current Kirkby retail offer 

achieves VENUESCORE of 35 

and Market Position Index of 60.

Kirkby  •  Assumptions for VENUESCORE Projections

Option 1 Option 2

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total Phase 1

Comparison

(North)

Tesco

(North)

Comparison

(South)

Comparison

(Combined)

Tesco

(North)

Gross Sqft 72,171 150,468 249,182 321,353 150,468

Estimated Net Sqft 54,128 112,851 186,886 241,015 112,851

Clothing Space % 25 10 40 37 10

Implied Clothing Space (Net Sqft) 13,532 11,285 74,755 88,287 11,285

Average Store Size (Net sqft) 5,413 n/a 6,444 6,180 n/a

Implied No. of Units 10 n/a 29 39 n/a

Implied No. of Clothing Units 3 n/a 12 14 n/a

% VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 70 n/a 75 74 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 7 n/a 22 29 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Clothing Units 2 n/a 9 10 n/a

Quality of Scoring Units Weighting (1=Average Unit Store Score) 1.10 n/a 1.10 1.10 n/a

Implied VENUESCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 8 n/a 24 32 n/a

Implied FASHIONSCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 2 n/a 10 11 n/a

% New-to-Kirkby 75 n/a 85 83 n/a

VENUESCORE Uplift 6 8 20 26 8

FASHIONSCORE Uplift 2 2 9 11 2

Market Positioning Uplift (1=Same as Current) 1.00 n/a 1.05 1.05 n/a

Market Positioning Index 60 63 63

Market Positioning Classification Down Down Down
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Quality of tenant mix of Phase 1 will suffer from not being adjacent to Tesco

• Phase 1 development of proposed Tesco store on south site but additional 

development of 133k gross sqft of retail on north site will be challenging to deliver as 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 retailers not currently present in Kirkby and with a negative perception 

of Kirkby will prefer to trade next to the Tesco store, a generator of high footfall, not on 

north site next to existing low-quality offer:

– Will limit Kirkby‟s ability to make the required step-change to attract higher-calibre (Tier 

2 and Tier 1) national retailers:

> As with Option 1, realistic targets will be retailers of the same calibre as currently 

seen in Kirkby (e.g. Bon Marche, M&Co, Poundstretcher, Wilkinson)

• Subsequent development of 176k gross sqft on southern lands will benefit from being 

adjacent to Tesco store but deliverability likely to be negatively impacted if Phase 1 

tenant line-up and performance levels not strong:

– Given the likely projected increase in VENUESCORE ranking for Kirkby, there is 

expected to be greater appeal to some Tier 2 retailers (e.g. Burton, Dorothy Perkins) but 

not to Tier 1 retailers (except Boots and WHSmith)

– Inability to attract significant number of Tier 2 and Tier 1 retailers will mean that the 

scheme will struggle to fully let and existing Kirkby retailers will then try and take 

opportunity to relocate leaving vacancies within current town centre offer

• Phase 1:

– 284k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of Kirkby 

in VENUESCORE: 432

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 63

– Estimated market position 

classification: Down

• Phase 2:

– 176k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of Kirkby 

in VENUESCORE: 327

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 70

– Estimated market position 

classification: Down
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Option 2 delivers limited uplift in VENUESCORE and limited change in Market Position

• Limited appeal to retailers of 

occupying space in Phase 1 

due to new space being 

developed away from new 

Tesco store results in low 

increase in VENUESCORE,

• Failure of Phase 1 to create 

any dramatic change to Kirkby 

will result in Phase 2 struggling 

to attract high proportion of key 

clothing tenants or fill all units 

with national multiples.

• Combination of the above 

limits the ability to attract Tier 1 

(or even many Tier 2) retailers 

and therefore leads to limited 

change in Kirkby‟s market 

position index. 

• NB: Current Kirkby retail offer 

achieves VENUESCORE of 35 

and Market Position Index of 60.

Kirkby  •  Assumptions for VENUESCORE Projections

Option 2 Option 3

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total Phase 1

Comparison

(North)

Tesco

(South)

Comparison

(South)

Comparison

(Combined)

Tesco

(South)

Gross Sqft 133,251 150,468 175,548 308,799 150,468

Estimated Net Sqft 99,938 112,851 131,661 231,599 112,851

Clothing Space % 35 10 45 38 10

Implied Clothing Space (Net Sqft) 13,532 11,285 74,755 88,287 11,285

Average Store Size (Net sqft) 3,701 n/a 5,724 4,632 n/a

Implied No. of Units 27 n/a 23 50 n/a

Implied No. of Clothing Units 4 n/a 13 17 n/a

% VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 75 n/a 80 77 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 20 n/a 18 39 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Clothing Units 3 n/a 10 13 n/a

Quality of Scoring Units Weighting (1=Average Unit Store Score) 1.10 n/a 1.10 1.10 n/a

Implied VENUESCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 22 n/a 20 43 n/a

Implied FASHIONSCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 3 n/a 11 15 n/a

% New-to-Kirkby 80 n/a 90 85 n/a

VENUESCORE Uplift 18 8 18 36 8

FASHIONSCORE Uplift 7 2 9 16 2

Market Positioning Uplift (1=Same as Current) 1.05 n/a 1.10 1.16 n/a

Market Positioning Index 63 70 70

Market Positioning Classification Down Down Down
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Option 3 represents a huge single step-change difficult for target retailers to envisage

• Single phase development of proposed Tesco store on south site alongside 176k gross 

sqft of retail on adjacent south site as well as 133k gross sqft on north site will be very 

difficult to deliver :

– Current negative perception of Kirkby is such that to tell the story about Kirkby‟s 

transformation from what it is currently to what the developer and its agents will be 

trying to communicate will be a huge challenge:

> Whilst the scheme is likely to appeal to Tier 3 and some Tier 2 retailers, it is very 

unlikely that Tier 1 retailers will be attracted to the scheme (except Boots and 

WHSmith)

> Tenants likely to include Bon Marche, Instore, Poundstretcher, QS, Wilkinson, 

Burton, Dorothy Perkins

• Many target retailers will see taking a store in Kirkby as a risk and would prefer to see 

evidence of Kirkby‟s successful gradual change before committing to a store there.

• Given this, the letting agents will struggle to let all of the space (unless heavily 

incentivised), especially to new-to-Kirkby retailers:

– A prudent developer is therefore unlikely to proceed with this development

– Experience at West Bromwich, where Tesco (Spenhill) are trying to let a Tesco-

anchored scheme in one single phase shows that this option is indeed a challenge.

• Critically, the inability of the scheme to attract Tier 1 retailers (and even many Tier 2), 

and therefore fail to fully let, will mean that the development will fail to deliver a change 

in the profile of Kirkby‟s retail offer.

• Single Phase:

– 459k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of Kirkby 

in VENUESCORE: 298

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 69

– Estimated market position 

classification: Down
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V’SCORE and Market Position uplift limited in Opt. 3 by need to let all space in one phase

• The requirement to let all of the 

space in one single phase will 

result in a lower proportion of 

space occupied by key clothing 

operators, lower quality 

retailers (i.e. not destination 

specialists) having to be 

targeted and more relocations.

• Likelihood is that the scheme 

may well not fully let.

• Combination of the above will 

most likely mean a limited uplift 

in Kirkby‟s market position 

profile and a failure of the 

scheme to deliver a change to 

Kirkby.

• NB: Current Kirkby retail offer 

achieves VENUESCORE of 35 

and Market Position Index of 60.

Kirkby  •  Assumptions for VENUESCORE Projections

Option 3 Option 4

Phase 1 Phase 1

Comparison

(North)

Comparison

(South)

Comparison

(Combined)

Tesco

(South)

Gross Sqft 133,251 175,548 308,799 150,468

Estimated Net Sqft 99,938 131,661 231,599 112,851

Clothing Space % 35 40 38 10

Implied Clothing Space (Net Sqft) 34,978 52,664 87,643 11,285

Average Store Size (Net sqft) 3,701 5,724 4,632 n/a

Implied No. of Units 27 23 50 n/a

Implied No. of Clothing Units 9 9 19 n/a

% VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 75 85 80 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 20 20 40 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Clothing Units 7 8 15 n/a

Quality of Scoring Units Weighting (1=Average Unit Store Score) 1.10 1.10 1.10 n/a

Implied VENUESCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 22 22 44 n/a

Implied FASHIONSCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 8 9 16 n/a

% New-to-Kirkby 80 85 82 n/a

VENUESCORE Uplift 18 18 36 8

FASHIONSCORE Uplift 7 8 15 2

Market Positioning Uplift (1=Same as Current) 1.15 1.15 1.15

Market Positioning Index 69

Market Positioning Classification Down
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Option 4 gives Kirkby best chance to deliver genuinely differentiated/strong tenant mix 

• Phase 1 development of proposed Tesco store on south site alongside 176k gross sqft 

of retail on adjacent south site is likely to be optimal as scale of development is 

sufficient to allow Kirkby to make a genuine and realistic step-change:

– Ability to shift to Lower Middle status and appeal of trading alongside Tesco is likely to 

encourage Tier 2 (and even Tier 1) retailers to take stores in Kirkby at Phase 1:

> Tier 2 tenants likely to include Burton, Dorothy Perkins, JD, Miss Selfridge, Wallis

> Although Tier 1 retailers will remain a challenge, there is a much greater chance 

(32% more likely) of attracting Tier 1 retailers to Kirkby at Phase 1 of this 

development option than any other option

– „Story‟ about gradual change in Kirkby will be easier for target retailers currently with a 

negative perception of Kirkby to imagine

• Subsequent development of 133k gross sqft on north site stands to benefit from 

perceived successful letting of Phase 1 and anticipated further increase of Kirkby‟s 

ranking in UK retail venue hierarchy and retailer performance levels:

– Quality and location of Phase 2 space more likely to attract non-clothing operators due 

to lack of proximity to Tesco

• Phase 1:

– 326k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of 

Kirkby in VENUESCORE: 

345

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 84

– Estimated market position 

classification: Lower 

Middle

• Phase 2:

– 133k gross sqft

– Estimated ranking of 

Kirkby in VENUESCORE: 

228

– Estimated market 

positioning index: 89

– Estimated market position 

classification: Lower 

Middle
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VENUESCORE and Market Position uplift greatest under Option 4

• The appeal of trading 

alongside Tesco and the ability 

to develop a significant 

quantum of space at Phase 1 

allows Kirkby to make the 

required step-change both in 

terms of VENUESCORE and 

Market Position Index.

• Kirkby would lift itself out of its 

Downmarket status up to 

Lower Middle status,

• NB: Current Kirkby retail offer 

achieves VENUESCORE of 35 

and Market Position Index of 60.

Kirkby  •  Assumptions for VENUESCORE Projections

Option 4

Phase 1 Phase 2 Total

Comparison

(South)

Tesco

(South)

Comparison

(North)

Comparison

(Combined)

Tesco

(South)

Gross Sqft 175,548 150,468 133,251 308,799 150,468

Estimated Net Sqft 131,661 112,851 99,938 231,599 112,851

Clothing Space % 55 10 35 46 10

Implied Clothing Space (Net Sqft) 72,413 11,285 34,978 107,392 11,285

Average Store Size (Net sqft) 5,724 n/a 3,701 4,632 n/a

Implied No. of Units 23 n/a 27 50 n/a

Implied No. of Clothing Units 13 n/a 9 22 n/a

% VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 95 n/a 95 95 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Units 22 n/a 26 48 n/a

Implied No. of VENUESCORE-Scoring Clothing Units 12 n/a 9 21 n/a

Quality of Scoring Units Weighting (1=Average Unit Store Score) 1.30 n/a 1.15 1.22 n/a

Implied VENUESCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 28 n/a 29 58 n/a

Implied FASHIONSCORE Uplift (Pre New-to-Kirkby Weighting) 16 n/a 10 26 n/a

% New-to-Kirkby 95 n/a 95 95 n/a

VENUESCORE Uplift 27 8 28 55 8

FASHIONSCORE Uplift 19 2 11 31 2

Market Positioning Uplift (1=Same as Current) 1.40 n/a 1.05 1.47 n/a

Market Positioning Index 84 89 89

Market Positioning Classification
Lower 

Middle

Lower 

Middle

Lower 

Middle
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Library site should be developed as part of Phase 2

• The Library site is potentially strategically located linking the existing Kirkby retail offer 

to the proposed south site.

• This site offers the potential for provision of an LSU-type unit (i.e. large space unit 

typically occupied by retailers such as Next, H&M, Primark, New Look etc.) with 

retailers most likely to occupy this type of space becoming realistic targets after Phase 

1 of Options 2 & 4.

– Development of the Library Site would obviously only be logical under Option 1 as part 

of Phase 2 (as all Phase 1 development would be focused on the north site). 

– Under Option 3 (single phase development), there would obviously be no need to 

decide when to carry out this redevelopment as everything would be happening at once

• As such, for a prudent developer, given the potential value of this space and 

importance of it, in terms of the scale and status of the potential tenant, it would make 

most sense for this space to be developed only after Phase 1, effectively as part of 

Phase 2.
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Option 4 clearly delivers the strongest development option

• In summary, Option 4 is clearly the strongest development option on several fronts:

1. Allows for a sufficiently significant amount of additional new retail space to be 

developed to allow Kirkby to make a step-change at Phase 1

2. Allows high calibre national multiple retailers not currently in Kirkby the comfort and 

security of trading alongside Tesco

3. Does not stretch too far the retailers’ ability to imagine a ‘new’, rejuvenated Kirkby

4. Allows the developer to assess the success of Phase 1 before committing to Phase 2

5. Significantly increases the likelihood of Kirkby attracting Tier 2 and Tier 1 retailers not 

currently seen in Kirkby (e.g. Primark, H&M, River Island, Next, Arcadia)

6. Reduces the likelihood of existing Kirkby retailers relocating and gives the existing 

town centre offer a chance to rejuvenate alongside the new development

7. Gives the development the best chance to deliver the council’s aim of transforming 

and regenerating the town centre and significantly improving the quality and quantity 

of Kirkby’s retail offer 

• Library site is strategically 

located, linking the existing 

retail offer to the proposed 

south site.

• This plot is most likely to let to 

a high calibre retailer only after 

Phase 1, effectively as part of 

Phase 2.
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Options 1 & 2 fail to allow development to deliver transformation or regeneration of town

• Option 1 is considered weak primarily because:

1. Insufficient space developed at Phase 1 of development to create critical mass:

> Only Tier 3 and small handful of Tier 2 retailers likely to be attracted

2. If Phase 1 fails to deliver real change in Kirkby, Phase 2 will not have successful base 

upon which to build:

> Likely to encourage relocations rather than new retailers

> Prudent developer therefore unlikely to proceed with development as scheme will 

struggle to let to required number of Tier 2 and Tier 1 retailers

• Option 2 is considered weak primarily because:

1. Phase 1 development of comparison goods space on north site, away from Tesco:

> Only Tier 3 and small handful of Tier 2 retailers likely to be attracted

2. Phase 2 will not succeed because Phase 1 will not have delivered required change to 

Kirkby that would encourage Tier 2 or Tier 1 retailers to take space in Kirkby:

> Likely to encourage relocations rather than new retailers

> Prudent developer therefore unlikely to proceed with development
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• Option 3 is considered weak primarily because:

1. Agents will struggle to let all space to national multiples needed to increase Kirkby’s 

status in the retail hierarchy:

> Likely to increase possibility of relocations within Kirkby

2. Tier 1 and Tier 2 retailers will prefer to see evidence of Kirkby’s successful 

transformation before committing to a store there:

> Agents will have to incentivise heavily to persuade retailers to take space

> Prudent developer therefore unlikely to proceed with development 

Option 3 also fails to allow development to deliver transformation or regeneration of town
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4. Appendix  •  About Javelin Group

Javelin Group is Europe’s leading specialist retail consultancy

• Led by Sir Geoffrey Mulcahy, 

80 retail specialists with a 

mix of retail and consulting 

backgrounds.

• Strong blue-chip client list –

store retailers, direct 

retailers, investors, 

owners/developers.

• 6 core practice areas:-

– Strategy:  proposition 

development, formats & 

channels, economics

– Retail execution:  range 

planning, merchandise/stock 

management, price/markdown

– Retail technology:  enterprise 

technology strategy, systems 

selection, implementation

– Multi-channel:  ecommerce/mail 

order strategy, marketing, contact 

centres, fulfilment

– Locations:  store locations, 

format strategy, benchmarking, 

shopping centre evaluation

– Commercial due diligence

38

Retailers Brands

Private Equity & Venture Capital

Shopping Centre Owners/Developers
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1. New Scheme Feasibility & Strategy

– Catchment analysis

– Competitive venue SWOT analysis

– Modelling of shopping patterns

– Tenant strategy

– Scheme sales & rent forecasting

– Marketing support

– Branding

2. Proactive Asset Management

– Optimised tenant strategy

– Visitor research and customer insight

– Pedestrian flow modelling

– Commercialisation

– Catchment tracking

– Direct marketing

3. Acquisition Appraisals

− Estimated target scheme sales 

performance

− Sustainable rent (and latent 

growth) potential

− Competitive threats

− Future development potential

− Proactive asset management 

priorities

4. Strategic Market Studies

− Impact of multi-channel on 

shopping centres

− Geographic investment 

prioritisation

Bullring, Birmingham, UK

The Mall, Athens, Greece

Bluewater, UK

4. Appendix  •  About Javelin Group

Example Experience:

Optimised shopping centre research…
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Aareal Property Services GEKA SA Norges Gruppen

Aena Grupo Lar Grosvenor Orst Enterprises

Aeroports De Paris Hamilton Osborne King Parkridge Holdings

APG Hammerson Pillar Properties

Arlington Property Investors Hark Retail Prudential

BAA Henderson Global Investors Quinlan Private

Balmain Heron International Quintain Estates

Ballymore Properties ING Real Estate Realis

Bayfordbury Estates Insight Investment R.E.D.S.

Birmingham Alliance Kenney Group Rockspring

BP Pension Fund Lamda Development Sapphire Retail Fund

Bristol Alliance Land Securities Savills

British Land Legal & General Ségécé 

Broxbourne Council Lend Lease Shell Pension Fund

Capital Shopping Centres Madison Soho Shipton Group

Centros Miller Mayland Sistema

CGI McArthurGlen Sonae Imobiliaria

Chartwell Land Meyer Bergman St Modwen

Chelstone MGPA Standard Life

Clancourt Mills Corporation TDIC

CPP Minerva Tesco (Spenhill) 

Crest Nicholson Modus Properties Threadneedle

CSC Morley Fund Management (now Aviva) Tishman Speyer

David McLean Developments Motcomb Estates TriGranit

Deka Imobilien Investment Mountbrook Homes Westfield

Development Securities Multiplex Wilson Bowden

Edward Holdings Network Rail Yorkshire Forward

Enterprise Ireland

4. Appendix •  About Javelin Group
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Over 80 ‘shopping centre’ clients…

Example Experience:

Buchanan Galleries, Glasgow, UK

Silverburn, Glasgow, UK

Whitewater, Newbridge, Ireland
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Involvement in over 170 schemes…

Aberdeen, Union Square Chelmsford, Meadows SC Glasgow, Braehead London, Stratford City Ruesselsheim, New Centre

Altrincham, Altair Cheltenham, Regent Arcade Glasgow, Buchanan Galleries London, Wembley Saadiyat Island (Abu Dhabi)

Ashton-under-Lyne, Arcades Cheshunt, Greater Brookfield Glasgow, Silverburn London, Westfield London Sheffield, Sevenstone

Athens, Academy Gardens Chester, Northgate Hamar, Hamar Stadion Luton, Power Court Slough, Observatory

Athens, Athens Mall Copenhagen, Langelinie Harlow, Harvey Centre Madrid Airport Slough, Queensmere

Athens, Cambas Park Cork, Blackpool Park Hatfield, Galleria Madrid, Tres Aguas Slupsk, Jantar

Athens, Chropei Cork, Mahon Point Heathrow Airport Manchester University Solihull, Mell Square

Athens, Votanikos Cramlington, Manor Walks Hemel Hempstead, Riverside Manchester, Print Works Solihull, Touchwood 

Athlone, Town Centre Crete, New Centre High Wycombe, Eden Manchester, Royal Exchange Southampton, Bargate

Barcelona, Diagonal Mar Croydon, Centrale Hull, Quay West Manchester, Trafford Centre Southampton, WestQuay 

Barcelona, La Maquinista Croydon, Park Place Hull, St Andrews Quay Retail Park Milan, Assago & Segrate St Quentin en Yvelines, SQY Ouest

Barnsley, New Development Croydon, Whitgift Ilford, The Mall Milton Keynes, New Development Stansted Airport

Bath, Southgate Centre Dabrowa Gornicza, Pogoria Katowice, Mickiewiczka St Site Moscow, Detsky Mir Site Stockholm, Gallerian

Bedford, Town Centre West Darlington, Cornmill Katowice, Silesia City Center Moscow, Manezhnaya Square Stockport, Bridgefield Site

Beirut, ABC Centre Drogheda, Scotch Hall Kildare, New Development Mullingar, Town Centre Stoke, East & West Precinct

Belfast, Victoria Square Dublin, Adamstown Kirkby, The Arena Murcia, CC Condominia Strasbourg, Place Etoile 

Bergen Airport Dublin, Ballsbridge Konin, CH Ferio Naas, Osberstown Stratford City

Birmingham, Bullring Dublin, Bray Krakow, CH Bonarka Newbridge, Whitewater Swanley, New Centre

Birmingham, Martineau Galleries Dublin, Carrickmines Krakow, Galeria Krakowska Newcastle, Eldon Square Swansea, Castle Quays

Birmingham, Pallasades Dublin, Charlestown Lancaster, Castle View Nottingham, Broadmarsh Telford, The Round

Bluewater Dublin, Kilcock Leeds, Eastgate/Harewood Quarter Oberhausen, Centro Thatcham, New Centre

Bologna, Airport Dublin, Liffey Valley Leeds, White Rose Oldham, The Spindles Thessaloniki, Factory Outlet

Bradford, Broadway Dundee, Overgate Leicester, Fosse Park Opole, Karolinka I & II Thessaloniki, Monastiriou

Bratislava, South City East Midlands Airport Leicester, Highcross Quarter Paris, Charles de Gaulle Airport Tralee, Austin Stacks Site

Brentford, Town Centre Eastbourne, Arndale Centre Leicester, The Shires Paris, Franconville Trieste, Old Port

Bridgewater, The Outlet Edinburgh Airport Lille, Roubaix FO Paris, Parly II Wantage, New Centre

Brighton, Churchill Square Edinburgh, St James Quarter Limerick, The Crescent Peterborough, North Westgate Warrington, Golden Square

Bristol, Cabot Circus Elche, L'Aljub Lisbon, Heron City Portsmouth, Northern Quarter Waterford, First City

Bristol, Cribbs Causeway Fermoy, New Development Liverpool, Liverpool One Poznan, CH Glowny West Bromwich, Tesco Scheme

Brookfield, Brookfield Riverside Florence, Italy Ljubijana, CC Emonika Prague, Letnany Wigan, Grand Arcade

Bury, The Rock Galway, Ceannt Quarter Lodz, CH Manufaktura Preston, Tithebarn Wrexham, Eagles Meadow

Bury St Edmunds, Arc Galway, Kingston Lands London, Borough Market Radom, New Scheme Yardley, Swan Centre

Canterbury, Whitefriars Gatwick Airport London, Brent Cross Reading, The Oracle 

Cardiff, Cardiff Bay Genova, Fiumara London, Knightsbridge Estate Ringwood, Furlong Shopping Centre

Cardiff, Queens Arcade Glasgow Airport London, St Pancras Roskilde, Ro's Torv
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Location strategy work for over 150 retailers…

Accessorize Costa Coffee Hobbs Nike Superdrug

Adams Debenhams Homebase O2 Tchibo

Adidas Deliverance Homeform (Sharps, Moben, Dolphin)Oakley Tesco

Alain Manoukian Disney House of Fraser Office Texaco

Allders Doc Martens Ihr Platz Original Factory Stores TGI Friday

André (Groupe) Dockers Index P.P.R. The Entertainer

Ann Summers Dollond & Aitchison JD Sport PAM Supermarkets The Pier

Argos Early Learning Centre John Lewis Peacocks Thiele

Arnotts EAT Kaufhof Perfume Shop Thorntons

Aurora Ecco Kurt Geiger Petit Bateau Timberland

Autobacs Edinburgh Woollen Mill Lego Wear Pets At Home TK Maxx

Bally El Arbol Leon Phase Eight Tommy Hilfiger

Bath & Body Works Elvi Levi‟s Pizza Hut Tower Records

Bathstore.com Evans Cycles Littlewoods Pret A Manger Trucco

Bay Trading Fat Face Magnet Pumpkin Patch TUI

Bella Pasta Fenwick Maplin Rigby & Peller Unigro

Bentalls First Quench Marc Orian Rosebys USC

Boden Floors 2 Go Marks & Spencer Sainsbury's Virgin Megastores (Zavvi)

Body Shop Foot Locker McDonalds Salvatore Ferragamo Vivarte

Bookworld Forbuoys MFI Schuh Vodafone

Boots French Connection Monsoon Screwfix Warner Cinemas

Boutique Or Fresh Connections Morrisons Sia Wedgwood

Burger King Gant Mothercare Signet West Cornwall Pasty Co.

Café Giardino Gap Motivi Sony Centres WH Smith

Carphone Warehouse Girl Heaven Moto Specsavers Whittards

Carrefour Goldsmiths Mountain Warehouse Sports Connection Woolwich

Claire‟s Accessories Habitat Muji Stroili Oro Woolworths

Clarks Heals New Look Suits You Wyevale Garden Centres

Converse HMV Next Sunglass Hut

Example Experience:
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Project team led by highly experienced property research professionals 

43

• Robin Bevan is Director of Javelin Group‟s Store Locations practice:

− 22 years‟ consulting experience working with retailers, brands, private equity & shopping centre 

communities and all issues of location planning & shopping centre research

− Client companies across Europe including: Hammerson, BAA, Nike, Sainsbury, Carrefour, M&S, 

Timberland, Network Rail, Morrisons, Republic, Cat Kidston, Dreams, Carpetright, Poundland, 

Sony, Henderson Global Investors

− Developed many thought leadership research tools: VENUESCORE, SHOPSCORE, 

CONSUMERSCORE, BRANDSCORE, RETAILNATION

− With Javelin Group since 2004, Robin is a PPE graduate from Oxford University and a member of 

BCSC Education & Research Committee

• With 13 years‟ experience, Andrew Leung is Associate Director and manages all of Javelin 

Group‟s shopping centre work:

− Recent clients include: Lend Lease, Hammerson, Henderson GI, Morley FM, St Modwen

− Recent scheme engagements include: Croydon, Bedford, St Quentin, Hereford, Telford, Dublin, 

Ashton, Leeds, Milton Keynes, Bristol, Birmingham, Southampton, Murcia, Galway, Manchester

− Projects are typically: feasibility studies for new retail-led developments, acquisition appraisals of 

existing or new shopping centre schemes, proactive asset management of existing schemes and 

strategic market studies for investors

− Previously in the shopping centre division at Management Horizons Europe and, before that, at 

WH Smith. Graduated 1996 from Durham University
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• VENUESCORE™ is Javelin Group‟s proprietary annual survey ranking the UK's top 

2,000+ retail venues including town centres, stand-alone malls, retail warehouse parks 

and factory outlet centres.

• VENUESCORE provides retailers, developers, owners and brands with a 

straightforward tool for understanding some of the key differences between shopping 

venues, such as scale of offer, market positioning, fashionability and age positioning.

• For retailers trading nationally, and in a range of different location types, the 

development of an effective location strategy requires the segmentation of the chain so 

that the performance of stores trading in venues of similar retail status can be better 

understood. 

• For investors in retail property, an understanding of the retail hierarchy in an area, 

overlaid with consumer spending dynamics, helps to highlight opportunities for new 

development and/or tenant strategy development in existing schemes. 

• VENUESCORE charts the rapidly changing face of the UK‟s retail geography: 

understanding the impact of the economic downturn on retail venues is vital for 

retailers and landlords as they navigate their course through turbulent waters. 
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• VENUESCORE enables retailers, trading nationally and in a range of location types, to 

cluster outlets in venues of similar retail status and thereby compare trading 

performance on LfL basis by providing a consistent measure of the retail strength of 

shopping venues based on a weighted count of multiple retailer presence by location:

– Towns, shopping malls, factory outlet centres and fashion parks are rated using a 

weighted scoring system which takes account of each location's provision of multiple 

retailers and anchor store strength

• Anchor outlets, such as John Lewis, Marks & Spencer and Debenhams (in UK) are 

given a higher score than other multiple operators in order to reflect their greater 

influence on shopping patterns.

• The analysis provides:-

– National ranking of venues (based on scale of offer): current and projected to 2017

– Market position score (discount through to upscale): using a scale of 1 to 6

– Age position score (young retail mix through to older): using a scale of 1 to 3

– Fashionability score (traditional through to progressive offer): scale of 1 to 5

• Available in 14 European countries (including UK, France, Germany, Spain, Italy, 

Ireland, Poland, Greece, Portugal, Sweden)
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Methodology:

• The retail offer of each shopping venue in the UK is evaluated using a straightforward 

scoring system which takes account of the presence in each location of multiple 

retailers – including anchor stores, fashion operators, non-fashion multiples.

• Following their inclusion for the first time in 2009, our 2010 rankings similarly 

incorporate foodservice operators – a sector that in recent years has become 

increasingly integrated in helping to define and differentiate successful retail offers. 

• The score attached to each operator is weighted to reflect their overall impact on 

shopping patterns.  For example, anchor stores such as John Lewis, Marks & Spencer 

and Debenhams receive a higher score than other unit stores.  The resulting aggregate 

score for each venue is called its VENUESCORE.

46

Score Classification Example Retailers

20 Premier Department Stores Harrods, Selfridges

10 Major Department Stores Harvey Nichols, John Lewis 

8 Premier Variety Stores Marks & Spencer, Fortnum & Mason

8 Hypermarkets Tesco Extra

5/6 Department Store Chains Fenwick, House of Fraser

5 Supermarkets Asda, Sainsbury‟s, Tesco, Morrisons

4 Variety Stores Bhs, Boots

3 Local Anchors Argos, W H Smith

2/3 Destination Speciality Homebase, B&Q 

2 Clothing Destination Gap, Next 

2 Leisure Destination HMV, Waterstone‟s

1 Other Multiple Retailers Monsoon, Ernest Jones

• This Methodology gives 

greater emphasis to Anchor 

and Tier 1 retailers (e.g. 

Boots, WH Smith) over 

smaller unit store retailers.

• This reflects the importance 

of these retailers in informing 

consumer decisions about 

where to shop.

• This is confirmed time and 

again in the detailed 

consumer research 

undertaken by Javelin Group 

to understand and evaluate 

shopping patterns across the 

UK: for example, our 

RETAILNATION survey 

gives us access to over 5 

million consumer records 

across the UK detailing 

preferred destinations for 

clothing, food and bulky 

goods shopping.
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Location Grades:

• VENUESCORE establishes eight grades of retail venue in the United Kingdom, 

ranging from the 14 “Major City” locations such as Glasgow city centre through to over 

1,000 “Local” shopping venues such as Bridgnorth and Hoylake.

• The leading 148 shopping venues (i.e. Major City, Major Regional and Regional 

grades) represent almost one-third of the nation‟s total multiple retail offer.  This 

increases to just over a half when the Sub-Regional and Major District grades are 

included.  These larger venues capture an even greater share of consumer spending.
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 Location Grade
VENUESCORE

Range

No. of

Locations

Cumulative

No.

Major City 350+ 14 14

Glasgow to Southampton

Major Regional 230-349 30 44

Reading to Brierley Hill

Regional 140-229 104 148

Doncaster to Truro

Sub-Regional 100-139 78 226

Scarborough to Newcastle Under Lyme

Major District 65-99 157 383

Hartlepool to Yate

District 40-64 231 614

Barnet to Reigate

Minor District 25-39 361 975

Airdrie to Wednesfield

Local 10-24 1,131 2,106

Bridgnorth to Hoylake

• Within the 2,106 venues 

included in these location 

grades, there exist 379 retail 

park venues, 25 stand-alone 

shopping malls and over 30 

factory outlet centres.



Downmarket The Fashion Spectrum Upscale
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Market Position Index:

• As the largest and most differentiated non-food spending sector, the fashion offer is 

often key for consumers choosing a particular shopping venue.  It is vital for 

developers to match the retail offer of a shopping centre asset to the demographic and 

lifestyle profile of its target catchment.

• The Market Position Index provides a useful tool for this, by distinguishing shopping 

venues based upon their relative positioning along a spectrum running from Discount 

to Luxury. The fashion offer (together with some easily classifiable operators from 

other categories) is used to profile each venue.
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• To produce the Market 

Position Index we classify 

retail formats across a 

spectrum of upscale to 

discount (as illustrated 

below).  In each venue, we 

then estimate the average 

market position of the 

retailers present.  The 

Market Position Index for 

each venue is then 

calculated by comparing the 

venue‟s market position 

score against the average for 

all venues (down to Major 

District grade).
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• SHOPSCORE provides sales productivity benchmarks by shopping venue in the UK 

and Ireland:

– Participants include M&S, Boots, JD, Superdrug, WH Smith, John Lewis etc.

• Participants benchmark their own sales productivity performance against prevailing 

performance levels in the venue for existing outlets and evaluate the strength of new 

venues in which they do not currently trade:-

– “Which are the strongest performing retail venues?”

– “Are my best outlets out-performing the local market? Or are they just riding the wave?”

– “Are my poorest performing outlets just in tough locations? Or are they under-performing 

the local market opportunity?” 

– “Which locations are growing? and which are declining?”

– “Is our growth outpacing the local market where we have invested in the store?”

– “Which venues represent strong opportunities for new outlets?”

– “In Glasgow, how much better is Argyle Street than Sauciehall Street?”

– “Are prevailing rental levels in-line with actual retailer performance by venue?”
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4. Appendix  •  Disclaimer

• No part of this report may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, or stored in any 

retrieval system of any nature without the prior written permission of Javelin Group.

• Javelin Group warrants that reasonable skill and care has been used in preparing this report.  

Notwithstanding this warranty Javelin Group shall not be under liability for any loss of profit, business, 

revenues or any special indirect or consequential damage of any nature whatsoever or loss of 

anticipated saving or for any increased costs sustained by the client or his or her servants or agents 

arising in any way whether directly or indirectly  as a result of reliance on this publication or of any 

error or defect in this publication.  

• Javelin Group makes no warranty, either express or implied, as to the accuracy of any data used by 

Javelin Group in preparing this report nor as to any projections contained in this report which are 

necessarily of a subjective nature and subject to uncertainty and which constitute only Javelin 

Group's opinion as to likely future trends or events based on information known to Javelin Group at 

the date of this publication.

• This publication is intended for use only by the client for whom it was prepared and shall not be 

quoted or made public in any way without Javelin Group's written consent.  Javelin Group shall not in 

any circumstances be under any liability whatsoever to any other person for any loss or damage 

arising in any way as a result of reliance on this publication. 

• This publication is made available to you subject to Javelin Group's terms of engagement to which 

your attention is hereby drawn.

© Javelin Group 2010
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Javelin Group

1 New Fetter Lane, London, EC4A 1AN, United Kingdom

Telephone +44 (0)20 7961 3200 Fax +44 (0)20 7961 3299 
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