TR/Q30321

160/1043
tim.rainbird@quod.com
10 January 2017

Head of Planning
Liverpool City Council
Municipal Building

Dale Street
Liverpool
L2 2DH
FAO: Jon Woodward
By Email
Dear Sir,

FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE, LIVERPOOL L24 9HZ
PLANNING REFERENCE 160/1043

We write on behalf of our client, T J Morris Limited (TJM) (the Applicant), in respect of the above planning
application, to provide a response to the points of clarification requested by Liverpool City Council (LCC)
(email dated 5™ December 2016).

In addition, a response is also provided to the comments made by Asda Stores Limited (letter dated 25
November 2016) and B&M Retail Limited in their most recent correspondence (email dated 22" November
2016).

Whilst there is some overlap in the points being made by all parties, we deal with each correspondence in
turn below.

a) Clarification requested by Liverpool City Council

LCC has requested clarification on five matters in respect of the retail assessment undertaken in support of
the application.

i) Trade Draw from Liverpool City Centre

LCC has questioned why the proposal will draw the largest proportion of its comparison trade from the City
Centre. In considering this matter our assessment assumes that approximately 37.5% of the proposal’s
comparison turnover will be derived from the City Centre, reducing to 24.8% after allowing for trade diversion
from commitments as part of the cumulative assessment undertaken. Such an assumption is considered
wholly realistic given existing shopping patterns, the popularity of the City Centre as a retail destination and
the fact that a number of comparable retailers, including existing representation from Home Bargains at Lord
Street, Hannover Street, St Johns Centre and Bold Street, are located within the City Centre.

Our analysis submitted in support of the application (Table 3) identified that within the defined catchment,
the City Centre is identified to achieve a comparison goods market share of 35% - the single most popular
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retail destination for residents within the catchment area. Furthermore, within Zone 4 of the defined
catchment (which represents the largest zone in terms of population and retail expenditure) this market
share increases to over 41%.

As such, the anticipated trade draw to the proposal from the City Centre is considered wholly realistic. To
put this into context, the level of diversion from the City Centre (up to £10.57 million) is very low in
comparison to the £172 million of comparison goods expenditure that is being generated in the catchment
area and directed to the City Centre by 2021.

In considering this matter, it is also important to highlight that our approach assumes that a higher proportion
(47%) of the proposal’s comparison turnover will be derived from local facilities within the defined catchment
area. This increases to more than 49% for the cumulative impact assessment, whereas the trade draw from
the City Centre reduces to 25%.

Against this background the level of diversion from the City Centre is considered realistic and importantly
reflective of existing shopping patterns within the local area.

ii) Table 11

It is suggested that there is an error at Table 11 of our revised analysis submitted in August 2016. This is not
the case. This table shows the trade diversion from the local centre after allowing for the new Tesco on Park
Road. Although now trading, the Tesco was considered as a commitment for the purposes of our assessment.
As a consequence of this development, the retail turnover post development of the local centre is identified
to be significantly higher.

Such an approach is considered reasonable and no adjustment is required to Table 11. The position for Park
Road local centre is that the turnover of the new Tesco far outweighs the trade diversion to the proposal.

iii)  Convenience Trade Draw

Clarification is requested on the trade diversion from convenience retail destinations, and why a higher trade
draw will be derived from facilities further away from the application site than destinations that are closer.

In considering this matter it is important to note that the application is intended to derive trade from
throughout the defined catchment (which has not been disputed by GL Hearn) and not just the immediate
area surrounding the application site. Using Speke district centre as a proxy (which is acknowledged to be in
close proximity to the application site) the table below shows where the district centre currently derives its
turnover generated in the catchment area.

24.9% 24.5% 42.0% 8.6%

Source: Table 3 and Table 4

Given existing shopping patterns, it is wholly reasonable to assume that the proposal will also draw trade
from throughout the catchment area and not just the area immediately adjacent to the application site as



being suggested. The proposal will also draw trade from throughout the catchment area, and therefore draw
some trade from a wide number of retail destinations.

It is therefore misleading to consider distances solely on their proximity to the application site — as being
suggested by B&M Retail Limited and Asda Stores Limited. There will be residents elsewhere within the
catchment where the application site will be located as close or closer to the destination they may currently
chose to undertake their food shopping.

On this basis, our approach has been to consider existing shopping patterns on a zone-by-zone basis in
understanding where the proposal will derive its trade from. Such an approach is advocated by the national
Planning Practice Guidance.

In undertaking this approach, it is worth highlighting that within the catchment area, the Tesco at Allerton
(which is located outside the agreed catchment) is identified to achieve a higher convenience market share
than Speke district centre. As such, there is substantial scope to clawback expenditure that is directed to
Tesco at Allerton and other similar destinations.

Despite the fact that the evidence indicates that substantial trade is likely to be derived from destinations
further afield, our approach® assumes that the greatest level of trade diversion from any individual
store/centre (22.5%) will be from the existing Asda at Hunts Cross. This store is located within the catchment
in very close proximity of the application site. Indeed, almost two-thirds (64%) of the convenience trade
draw is identified to be derived from facilities within the catchment area. This does not suggest that our
approach in assessing trade draw is unrealistic.

iv) Trade draw from Tesco, Park Road

LCC has requested further clarification on why an assumption that 15% of the convenience turnover of the
proposal will be derived from Park Road district centre compared to 7.8% from Speke district centre. Such
an assumption was based on the Tesco Park Road store achieving a much higher convenience turnover than
Speke district centre (£39 million against £29 million) and the realistic anticipation that a notable proportion
of trade will be derived from Zone 4 of the agreed catchment (where the Tesco Park Road store is located)
given that more than 48% of the catchment’s population falls within this zone.

Both these factors mean that it is reasonable to assume the level of trade identified from the new Tesco at
Park Road.

v) Trade diversion from Aldi, Cressington House / Asda, Garston

Clarification is also requested why a higher trade diversion will be derived from the new Aldi at Cressington
House when compared to the existing Asda at Garston.

Such an approach has been assumed due to the fact should one of the proposed units be occupied by a
foodstore operator this will most likely to be a discount operator, which will compete with comparable

! Table 7, Response to LCC (letter dated 18" August 2016)



facilities (e.g. Aldi at Cressington House). This is a very reasonable and realistic assumption given the size of
the unit and the demand that is likely to exist for a unit of this size.

b) B&M Retail Limited

B&M Retail Limited (B&M) raise a number of questions that they believe require a response in order for the
Council to robustly appraise the application. Whilst a number of these have been addressed in the response
above, we provide a further reply to the specific questions raised by B&M in their email dated 22" November
2016.

i) Why Liverpool should not be included for the Sequential Test

B&M questions our approach of only considering sites within the defined catchment area. Liverpool city
centre falls outside the defined catchment.

An approach that only considers sites within the defined catchment is well established and has been accepted
by GL Hearn in their advice to LCC. Indeed, the approach adopted is entirely consistent with that undertaken
in support of planning applications for retail development throughout the City. The intention of the proposal
is to improve choice and competition for local residents and encourage more sustainable shopping patterns
—in line with the objectives of Government planning policy. Locating the proposal in the City Centre will
simply fail to meet the same important objectives of the proposal.

As recognised by GL Hearn (and B&M), Liverpool city centre is located around 30 minute drive from the
application site. As such, an alternative location in the City Centre will largely not meet the same need to be
met by the proposal.

In addition, as previously highlighted, a number of Home Bargains stores are already located within the City
Centre. Locating the proposal in the City Centre will simply duplicate the existing offer. Furthermore, B&M
acknowledge that the nature of the proposal means that the proposal will ‘draw overwhelmingly from the
immediate local catchment’. Despite this, B&M are suggesting that the approach should be to assess an
alternative sites located approximately 30 minutes away from the application. Such an approach is clearly at
odds with the role and purpose of the application proposal.

Against this background, we strongly maintain that there is no requirement to consider the City Centre as
part of the sequential approach to site selection. Instead, the evidence supports the position that there is a
need to improve the retail offer in the local area to encourage more sustainable patterns of shopping. Within
the defined catchment, neither the Council (nor their advisors) or B&M indicate that a sequentially preferable
site exists.

More fundamentally, significant regenerative benefits will be brought about by developing retail floorspace
on part of the former Rayware site including demolition of the existing buildings, site-wide remediation and
the delivery of oven ready development plot for future employment (B Class) development. These catalytic
effects derived from the proposed retail floorspace are central to the planning case in favour of the proposed
development. In short, these benefits would not be realised if the retail floorspace was to be located in the
City Centre, or indeed in any other location other than the application site.



ii) Trade Draw from Liverpool City Centre

The level of trade diversion from the City Centre is from expenditure generated by residents in the catchment
area (i.e. local area) that are currently choosing to shop in the City Centre rather than from local facilities. It
is not expenditure drawn to the proposal from residents who live in the City Centre as B&M seem to suggest.

For a large proportion of residents within the defined catchment they are located significantly closer to the
application site than they are to the City Centre. This point is simply not acknowledged by B&M. Given the
distance between the City Centre and the application site and existing shopping patterns, this supports the
potential to reduce the need for local residents to continue to travel such distances by improving the retail
offer locally (as proposed). In this context, the likely trade draw from the City Centre, currently the most
popular comparison retail destination for residents in the catchment, is robust.

iii)  Impact on neighbouring centres has been understated

B&M believe that it is unrealistic to assume such a high level of trade diversion from the City Centre given
the distance between the two destinations and nature of retailing proposed. As a result, B&M consider that
the impact on neighbouring centres will increase. Such an approach misunderstands the assessment
undertaken.

B&M fail to acknowledge that the vast majority of trade drawn to the proposal will not be from the City
Centre, but in fact from the principal destinations within the Catchment Area. Indeed, our assessment
identifies that just 22% of the proposal’s turnover is identified to be derived from the City Centre compared
to 54% from existing destinations within the catchment area.

In terms of the trade draw from other centres, B& M make reference to the trade draw from Hunts Cross
shopping centre, in suggesting that the trade draw to the proposal has been underestimated. It is significant
to note that the proportion of trade draw from Hunts Cross shopping centre to the proposal (identified to be
over 14% for both convenience and comparison goods) reflects the current attraction of this destination for
local residents within the Catchment Area and its proximity to the application site. Within the catchment,
Hunts Cross shopping centre is identified to achieve a retail market share of 9%, this is less than half the
market share of Liverpool city centre (22%).

B&M also question the anticipated trade diversion from convenience retail destinations. Again, reference is
made to the distance from the application site to competing provision in justifying their position. As outlined
above, the proposal will not only draw trade from residents immediately adjacent to the application site but
from within the primary catchment. Therefore, it is incorrect to base the likely trade draw of the proposal
on the distance between the application site and competing provision. There will be residents within the
catchment that will be located as close as, or closer to the application site than they are to convenience retail
destinations they currently use.

For all the above reasons, we maintain that the trade diversion identified is robust.



iv)  Impact on Hunts Cross Shopping Centre

B&M question why neither the Council nor GL Hearn consider the impact on Hunts Cross shopping centre is
not a concern given Policy GENS5 of Liverpool UDP.

The Liverpool UDP was adopted in 2002 and therefore carries only limited weight, particularly where policies
are inconsistent with the NPPF. The UDP (including Policy GEN5) does not define Hunts Cross shopping centre
as a defined centre for the purposes of retail planning policy. Indeed, Policy GENS5 (ii) identifies that retail
development at established shopping parks (which will include Hunts Cross) will need to consider retail
impact and demonstrate that the proposal will not adversely impact on the vitality and viability of the City
Centre or district centres.

This position is reflected by Policy S10 of the UDP, which requires proposals for new retail development in
shopping parks to satisfy the sequential approach to site selection and the impact test. These policies do not
suggest that the shopping park is a protected centre which is consistent with the policy position in the NPPF.

Likewise, the Draft Liverpool Local Plan, which was published for consultation in September 2016, which
identifies the ‘direction of travel’ of local planning policy does not include Hunts Cross Shopping Centre, or
other shopping parks within the defined hierarchy (emerging Policy SP1). Instead, emerging Policy SP6 is
clear in defining Hunts Cross Shopping Park, along with New Mersey, Stonedale Crescent and Edge Lane
shopping parks as ‘out of centre Shopping Parks’.

Reflecting their out of centre location, emerging Policy SP6 goes on to state that proposals in such locations
will be required to demonstrate compliance with the sequential approach and that the proposal will need to
demonstrate that it will not lead to an adverse impact on defined centres.

In considering the existing shopping parks, the supporting text to this policy (para. 9.43) goes on to state that:

“Whilst their existing role and function is recognised, they are not considered to be
“town centres” for the purposes of NPPF. Therefore, given the City Council’s key priority
is to maximise investment opportunities within centres, any future development
proposals on these parks should comply with the criteria in this policy.” (our emphasis)

Against, this background it is clear that Hunts Cross shopping park, along with other shopping parks in the
City are not afforded any policy protection. Consequently, any impact on such retail destinations is not a
material planning consideration in the determination of this application, or any other similar proposals.
Hence the impact on Hunts Cross shopping park has not been assessed.

c) Asda Stores Limited

Correspondence from Asda Stores Limited (ASL) raises three principal concerns, which relate to: retail impact
on existing centres; conflict with established employment policies; and impact on the local highway network.
The latter two issues have been fully addressed as part of the application submission, and it is not necessary
to address the points in any further detail. Any outstanding issues raised on highways are being dealt with
separately.
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With regard to retail impact, we address the pertinent issues raised by ASL that have not already been
addressed above. For ease of reference, we use the same headings as set out in their correspondence.

i) Impact on Existing Centres / locations protected by the UDP

The impact figures on Garston district centre, Aigburth district centre and Aigburth local centre these are not
the impact of the proposal as being suggested by ASL. Instead, these are the identified cumulative impact
of the proposal and outstanding commitments. The approach of ASL is therefore misleading in stating that
the proposal will lead to a significant adverse impact. As illustrated below, the actual impact of the proposal
on these centres is significantly lower.

Cumulative Impact of
Impact of Proposal Proposal and
Commitments

Impact of

Commitments Only

Garston district centre -14.0% -0.6% -14.6%
Aigburth Road district centre -9.9% -1.9% -11.8%
Aigburth Vale local centre -13.3% 0.0% -13.3%

Source: Table 11

It is clear from the above analysis that the impact of the proposal on existing centres is not substantial and
does not suggest that the proposal will lead to a significant adverse impact and should be refused as being
suggested. The impact of the proposal is limited (1.9% or less). The vast majority of impact on these centres
referred to by ASL is as a direct consequence of outstanding commitments, which the local planning authority
has already deemed acceptable in granting consent for those development. This particular matter was
recognised by GL Hearn in their advice to the Council. It is therefore in this context that the impact of the
proposal must be based.

In addition, as indicated in our earlier correspondence (letter dated 18 August 2016), the above impact
figures are based on the impossible scenario that all the floorspace of the non-Home Bargains unit proposed
will comprise all convenience and comparison floorspace. Clearly, such a scenario is not possible and the
actual impacts of the proposal will in fact be lower. This matter is simply not acknowledged by ASL (or B&M).

With regard to the criticism of our approach failing to consider local circumstances, this is not the case. The
assessment undertaken in the submitted Planning and Retail Assessment considered the likely trading effects
on the key centres taking on board the local circumstances of each. This included site visits, a review of the
Council’s determination of recent planning applications and consideration of the Council’s own evidence
base. Based on this approach, it was concluded that the levels of impact identified will not lead to a significant
adverse impact. This reflects the conclusions of the Council’s own retail consultants (GL Hearn), who
themselves would have reached this position taking into account the anticipated trading effects of the
proposal and their longstanding extensive knowledge of the local area.

ii) Convenience Goods Impact

The concerns raised by ASL with regard to the trade draw of the proposal have been addressed in detail
above, and we believe clear justification has been provided to support our approach.



As we have demonstrated, it is incorrect to base any assessment of trade draw simply on the distance from
the application site. The proposal will draw trade from throughout the catchment area (as is currently the
case of nearby retail destinations), and a number of these residents currently choose to shop at destinations
that may be further away than the application site. Examining shopping patterns on a zone-by-zone basis
shows that the identified trade draw is reasonable.

ASL puts forward what they consider to be a more realistic assessment of the likely trade draw of the
proposal. Very little justification has been provided to support these assumptions and there is no reason
why there assessment should be relied upon. Nevertheless, despite criticising our approach, it is evident that
ASL’s suggestion of the likely convenience trade diversion from Hunts Cross shopping centre (20%) is less
than that assumed for our assessment (22.5%2). Furthermore, it seems wholly unrealistic, as being suggested
by ASL, to assume that the proposal will derive more trade from Speke district centre given that Hunts Cross
shopping park achieves a market share within the catchment area that is more than double that achieved by
Speke district centre3. These concerns would suggest that the alternative approach put forward by ASL is not
reflective of established shopping patterns. This is equally the case when considering the alternative
approach put forward by B&M. As such, the assessment undertaken by ASL does not provide a sound or
realistic alternative to our approach.

jii) Comparison Goods Impact

ASL are incorrect in their statement that our assessment assumes that the proposal will draw more of its
trade from Liverpool City Centre than surrounding retail locations. Our assessment assumes that less than a
quarter (24.8%%) of the proposal’s turnover will be derived from the City Centre, whereas almost half (c. 49%)
will be derived from facilitates within the catchment area. For the reasons outlined above such an
assumption is wholly realistic given that Liverpool city centre is clearly the most popular retail destination for
residents in the catchment area.

d) Further Sensitivity Analysis

Whilst we strongly believe that the approach undertaken provides a sound basis to understand the likely
trading effects of the proposal, in light of the comments received we have undertaken additional sensitivity
testing based on the following revised assumptions:

= |ncreasing the comparison goods trade diversion from Speke district centre from 7.5% to 20.0% and
from Hunts Cross shopping park from 7.5% to 10.0% and reducing the trade diversion from the City
Centre from 36.5% to 22.5% (revised Table 6);

= |ncreasing the convenience goods trade diversion from Speke district centre from 12.5% to 17.5%
and increasing the trade diversion from Hunts Cross shopping centre from 22.5% to 30.0%. As a

2 Table 7, letter dated 18" August 2016
3 Table 4, letter dated 18" August 2016
4Table 9, letter dated 18" August 2016
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result, the diversion from Allerton Road district centre is reduced from 12.5% to 5.0% and from Tesco
in Allerton, from 7.0% to 2.0% (revised Table 7); and

= Reducing the convenience trade diversion to the proposal from Aldi, Cressington House (from 12.5%
to 5.0%) and from Tesco, Park Road (from 15.0% to 7.5%) (revised Table 10).

This additional analysis has been undertaken for robustness and to further demonstrate that the impacts of
the proposal are not significant adverse.

In addition, to provide a more accurate assessment of the likely trading effects of the proposal further
analysis is provided based on the impact of the proposal on the overall retail turnover of existing centres
based on the development being occupied by Home Bargains and a food operator (Scenario A) and Home
Bargains and a non-food operator (Scenario B). As outlined above, the assessment provided to date is
extremely robust in that assumes the impossible scenario that all the floorspace of the second unit will be
occupied by both a foodstore operator and a non-food operator at the same time.

Details of this revised assessment are appended to this letter. However, the anticipated solus impacts of the
proposal are summarised as follows.

Table 1: Solus Impact of the Proposal

Baseline Sensitivity
Centre
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario B

Speke district centre -1.4% -1.4% -3.4% -2.9%
Woolton district centre -2.9% -0.7% -6.0% -1.7%
Belle Vale district centre -1.6% -1.0% -3.5% -2.1%
Garston district centre -0.5% -0.1% -1.1% -0.2%
Aigburth Road district centre -1.5% -0.4% -3.2% -1.0%
Hunts Cross local centre -1.3% -0.6% -2.9% -1.3%
Aigburth Vale local centre 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Even based on the very robust additional analysis, the identified impact of the proposal on existing centres
is not ‘significant adverse’ (the policy test). For example, the impact on Speke district centre (the nearest
centre to the application site) remains limited — up to 3.4%. This compares to our previous assessment of up
to 2.0%.

This conclusion is reached despite applying very robust sales densities for the proposal, including for the
proposed Home Bargains, which are not likely to be reflective of the trading characteristics of the proposal
in this location — this further demonstrates the robustness of the approach.

Table 2 repeats the exercise in terms of the likely cumulative impact on the retail turnover of neighbouring
centres of the proposal and commitments/recent developments.
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Table 2: Cumulative Impact of the Proposal/Commitments

Scenario A Scenario B Scenario A Scenario B
Speke district centre -2.9% -2.9% -4.3% -3.9%
Woolton district centre -6.5% -4.8% -8.9% -5.6%
Belle Vale district centre -4.9% -4.4% -6.3% -5.2%
Garston district centre -14.5% -14.1% -14.9% -14.2%
Aigburth Road district centre -11.1% -10.2% -12.4% -10.7%
Hunts Cross local centre -8.0% -7.4% -9.2% -7.9%
Aigburth Vale local centre -13.3% -13.3% -13.3% -13.3%

Whilst it remains the case that the cumulative impact increases, as acknowledged by GL Hearn in their retail
advice to LCC, these impacts are largely due to other proposals (commitments) that have already been
approved rather than the application proposal itself. Indeed, in the case of Garston district centre, whilst the
cumulative impact increases to up to 14.9%, the impact of the proposal is just 1.1%. Such an impact is not
deemed to be significant adverse.

Both the initial assessment and further analysis provided demonstrates that a robust assessment has been
undertaken and its findings in relation to retail impact can be relied upon.

e) Summary

Overall, for the reasons outlined above, together with the additional analysis that has been provided, we
maintain the view that the proposal is not likely to lead to a significant adverse impact on either town centre
vitality and viability, or in centre investment (the policy test). Consequently, the conclusion reached by GL
Hearn in their advice to LCC remains applicable.

It remains that there is no sequentially preferable sites that are available and suitable that can accommodate
the development — neither ASL nor B&M put forward an alternative site within the catchment — or that the
retail impact will not raise concern. More fundamentally if the retail floorspace proposed is not delivered on
the former Rayware site the catalytic regenerative effects of the development will not be realised.
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We trust this additional information and clarification provided is of assistance in the local authority’s
determination of the application. However, should you wish to discuss any matter further please do not
hesitate to contact us.

Yours faithfully,

Tim Rainbird
Director

Enc.
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UPDATED ASSESSMENT (BASELINE) — SCENARIO A



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

REVISED TABLE 5A: REALISTIC POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (COMPARISON) (SCENARIO A)

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (£Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 2,172 2,500

Unit 2 4,000

Notes:

1. Net floorspace based on 90% of the gross internal area for Home Bargains and 80% for the proposed non-food building

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and typical sales density for likely non-food operators of the development
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4b, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES
REVISED TABLE 5B: REALISTIC POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (CONVENIENCE) (SCENARIO A)

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016 2021

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 724 2,500

Unit 2 2,560 5,500

4,973

Notes:

1. Up to 30% of total floorspace of Home Bargains will be for the sale of food and drink

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and professional assumptions should the floorspace be occupied by convenience retailers
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4a, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

REVISED TABLE 6: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (COMPARISON GOODS) (SCENARIO A)

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres

| |
\ h
Speke District Centre 177.41 | 200.50 20.0% ! 1.20 199.30 -0.6%
Woolton District Centre 4.54 | 5.13 0.5% | 0.03 5.10 -0.6%
Belle Vale District Centre 28.62 i 3234 5.0% i 0.30 32.04 -0.9%
Garston District Centre 2.93 I 331 0.0% I 0.00 331 0.0%
Aigburth Road District Centre 1.68 i 1.90 0.3% i 0.01 1.89 -0.8%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 4.98 ' 5.63 0.3% ' 0.01 5.61 -0.3%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 0.30 ! 0.34 0.0% ! 0.00 0.34 0.0%
Lodge Lane Local Centre 0.62 | 0.70 0.0% ! 0.00 0.70 0.0%
Park Road Local Centre 0.21 | 0.23 0.0% | 0.00 0.23 0.0%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 10.16 i 11.48 0.5% i 0.03 11.45 -0.3%
| |
Out-of-centre i i
Hunts Cross Retail Park 14.51 ' 16.40 10.0% ' 0.60 15.80 -3.6%
New Mersey Shopping Park 154.78 ! 174.92 25.0% ! 1.50 173.42 -0.9%
Asda, Hunts Cross 2.55 | 2.88 0.5% | 0.03 2.85 -1.0%
| |
Other 1.30 i 1.47 0.0% i 0.00 1.47 0.0%
I I
Sub-total within Catchment Area 404.58 \ 457.21 62.0% H 3.71 459.49 0.5%

| |
Liverpool City Centre 762.19 ! 861.35 22.5% ! 1.35 860.01 -0.2%
Widnes Town Centre 24.36 | 27.53 1.0% | 0.06 27.47 -0.2%
Allerton Road District Centre 14.27 i 16.13 0.5% i 0.03 16.10 -0.2%
Smithdown Road North District Centre 8.32 I 9.40 0.0% I 0.00 9.40 0.0%
| |
Out-of-centre ' '
Edge Lane Retail Park 55.60 ! 62.84 0.0% ! 0.00 62.84 0.0%
London Road 21.97 | 24.82 1.0% | 0.06 24.76 0.2%
Gemini Retail Park, Warrington 34.59 | 39.09 3.0% | 0.18 38.91 -0.5%
| |
Other 134.64 i 152.15 10.0% i 0.60 151.55 -0.4%
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 1,055.94 ] 1,193.32 38.0% ] 2.27 1,191.04 -0.2%
T T
Total 1,460.52 1,650.53 100.0% 5.98 1,650.53 0.0%
Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 3
2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5A

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

REVISED TABLE 7: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (CONVENIENCE) (SCENARIO A)

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

Defined Centres

| |
' '
Speke District Centre 28.67 | 2872 17.5% ! 2.03 26.69 7.1%
Woolton District Centre 26.33 | 26.37 7.5% | 0.87 25.50 -3.3%
Belle Vale District Centre 60.76 i 60.87 10.0% i 116 59.70 1.9%
Garston District Centre 18.64 i 18.67 1.0% i 0.12 18.55 -0.6%
Aigburth Road District Centre 21.63 i 21.67 3.0% i 0.35 21.32 -1.6%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 4.13 ' 4.14 1.0% ' 0.12 4.02 -2.8%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 1.49 ! 1.50 0.0% ! 0.00 1.50 0.0%
Park Road Local Centre 10.24 | 10.26 1.0% ! 0.12 10.14 1.1%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 65.96 ! 66.07 5.0% ! 0.58 65.49 -0.9%
! !
Out-of-centre | |
Asda, Hunts Cross 64.25 i 64.37 30.0% i 3.48 60.88 -5.4%
M&S New Mersey Retail Park 6.48 i 6.49 0.5% i 0.06 6.43 -0.9%
Sub-total within Catchment Area 308.58 ! 309.13 76.5% ! 8.88 311.86 0.9%
I I

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Notes:
1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 4
2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5B

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES

100.0%

! !
| |
Allerton Road 53.62 I 53.72 5.0% I 0.58 53.14 -1.1%
Liverpool City Centre 71.26 ' 71.38 2.5% ' 0.29 71.09 -0.4%
Wavertree High Street 17.88 : 17.92 0.0% : 0.00 17.92 0.0%
Out-of-centre ! !
Asda, Widnes 7.00 | 7.01 3.0% | 0.35 6.66 -5.0%
Asda, Huyton 90.90 i 91.06 1.5% i 017 90.88 0.2%
Morrisons, Widnes 9.52 I 9.54 2.0% I 0.23 9.31 -2.4%
Tesco, Allerton 56.38 I 56.48 2.0% I 0.23 56.25 -0.4%
Other 187.26 | 187.59 7.5% | 0.87 186.72 -0.5%
| |
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 493.82 | 494.69 23.5% | 2.73 491.96 -0.6%
| |




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 8: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL - REALISTIC TURNOVER (COMPARISON AND CONVENIENCE GOODS) (SCENARIO A)

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

' .
| |

Speke District Centre 206.09 | 229.22 18.4% | 3.23 225.99 -1.4%

Woolton District Centre 30.87 I 31.51 5.1% I 0.90 30.61 -2.9%

Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ' 93.20 8.3% H 1.46 91.74 -1.6%

Garston District Centre 21.56 ! 21.98 0.7% ! 0.12 21.86 -0.5%

Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 I 23.57 2.1% | 0.36 2321 -1.5%

Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 | 9.77 0.7% | 0.13 9.64 -1.3%

Aigburth Vale Local Centre 179 i 184 0.0% | 0.00 184 0.0%

Lodge Lane Local Centre 0.62 I 0.70 0.0% I 0.00 0.70 0.0%

Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ' 10.49 0.7% H 0.12 10.37 -1.1%

Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 3.5% ! 0.61 76.94 -0.8%
! !

Out-of-centre | |

Hunts Cross Retail Park 14.51 i 16.40 3.4% i 0.60 15.80 -3.6%

New Mersey Shopping Park 154.78 i 174.92 8.5% i 1.50 173.42 -0.9%

Asda, Hunts Cross 66.80 ! 67.24 20.0% ! 3.51 63.73 -5.2%

M&S New Mersey Retail Park 6.48 ! 6.49 0.3% ! 0.06 6.43 -0.9%
! !

Other 1.30 I 1.47 0.0% I 0.00 1.47 0.0%
| |

Sub-total within Catchment Area 713.16 i 766.34 71.6% i 12.59 771.34 0.7%
0 )

Defined Centres

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

! !
Liverpool City Centre 833.45 ! 932.74 9.3% ! 1.64 931.10 -0.2%
Widnes Town Centre 24.36 | 27.53 0.3% | 0.06 27.47 -0.2%
Allerton Road District Centre 67.89 i 69.84 3.5% i 0.61 69.23 -0.9%
Smithdown Road North District Centre 8.32 i 9.40 0.0% i 0.00 9.40 0.0%
Wavertree High Street 17.88 i 17.92 0.0% i 0.00 17.92 0.0%
Out-of-centre ! !
Edge Lane Retail Park 55.60 | 62.84 0.0% | 0.00 62.84 0.0%
London Road 21.97 i 24.82 0.3% i 0.06 24.76 -0.2%
Gemini Retail Park, Warrington 34.59 i 39.09 1.0% i 0.18 38.91 -0.5%
Asda, Widnes 7.00 ' 7.01 2.0% ' 0.35 6.66 -5.0%
Asda, Huyton 90.90 ! 91.06 1.0% ! 0.17 90.88 -0.2%
Morrisons, Widnes 9.52 I 9.54 13% ! 023 931 -2.4%
Tesco, Allerton 56.38 | 56.48 1.3% | 0.23 56.25 -0.4%
' '
| |
Other 321.89 H 339.74 8.4% H 1.47 338.27 -0.4%
! !
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 1,549.76 : 1,688.01 28.4% I 5.00 1,683.01 -0.3%
! !
Total 2,262.92 2,454.35 17.59 2,454.35 0.0%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 6 and Table 7

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5A and Table 5B

3. Anticipated trade diversion taken from Table 6 and Table 7

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES




ek

REVISED TABLE 9: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL AND CAINS BREWERY (COMPARISON GOODS) (SCENARIO A)

Proposal
(Cns srewery

oge Lane Retail Park

New Mersey Retai Park
1, Cressington House
Tesco, Park Road
Taskers

[within Catchmen Area

Defined Centres

Smithdown Road South Ditrict Centre

Out-of centre:
[unts Cross Retai Park
New Mersey Shopping Park
(s, Hunts Cross

Alerton Road Distict Centre.
Smithdown Road North District Centre

out-of centre:
g Lane Retal Park

London Road

Gemini RetalPark, Warrington

other

1. Tumover Pre-development taken from Table 3

[ ——)

2016

151
15478
255

5560
297
3459

13864

2

Table 88

2021

1640
17892
288

86135
253
1613

240

284
usm
39,09

15215

165053

[ —

Trade Diversion to Edge Lane Retal Park
) (£m)

Trade Diversion to New Mersey Retall Park

Trade Diversion to Aldi, Cressington House
(%)

Trade Diversion to Tesco, Park Road

(%)

325%
0%

oo%

00%

5%

20%

17.5%

00% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
10% 050
o0% 000
oo% 000
10.0% 797
o0% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
788% 6284
o0% 000
00% 000
am 374

3
a
B

AT 2016 PRICES

factes

00% 000
00% 000
o0% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
15.0% 565
00% 000
oo% 000
a00% 1507
5% 132
00% 000
oo% 000
00% 000
oo% 000
20% 075
15.0% 565

17.5% 036
00% 000
30% 006
a0% 008
0s% s
00% 000
00% 000
00% 000
03% 001
10% 002
1o% 002
50% 010
75% 01s
03% 001
50% 010
00% 000
05% 001
0s% 001
00% 000
00% 000
00% 000
05% 001

Trade Diversion to Taskers

029
022
001

Turnover Post Commitments - 2021

‘Cumulative Impact -
Commitments Only

a2%
3%
409%

Trade Diversion to Proposal

(£m)

Tumover Post All Development - 2021

6%
165%
03%

100.0%

089

002
000

Cumulative Impact
(Proposal & Commitments)

206%
106%
a16%

28%




FORMER RA\ PEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE

REVISED TABLE 10: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL AND COMMITMENTS (CONVENIENCE GOODS) (SCENARIO A)

Proposal
Cains Brewery

Aldi, Cressington House
Tesco, Park Road
Edge Lane Retal Park

Within Catchment Area

Defined Centres
Speke District Centre

Woolton District Centre

Belle Vale District Centre

(Garston District Centre

 aigburth Road Ditrict Centre

Hunts Cross Local Centre

Aigburth Vale Local Centre

Park Road Local Centre

Smithdown Road South District Centre

Out-of-centre
Asda, Hunts Cross

New Mersey Retail Park

Outside Catchment Area (M:

Defined Centres.
[Allerton Road
Liverpool City Centre
[ wavertree High street

Out-of-centre
Asda, Widnes
Asda, Huyton
Morrisons, Widnes.
Tesco, Allerton

Other

Notes:
1. Tunover Pre-development taken from Table 4

Turnover - Pre Development (£m)
2016

021

2867 872
2633 2637
6076 6087
1864 1867
2163 2167
a13 a14
149 150
1024 1026
65.96 66.07
6425 6437
648 649
5362 5372
7126 7138
1788 1792
7.00 7.01
2030 9106
EE 054
5638 56.48
187.26 187.59

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 58 and commitments from Table 8A
3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional formed

4. Resultant turnover

Trade Diversion to Cains Brewery
(%) (m)

0.0% 0.00
05% 011
L0% 023
L0% 023
08% 017
0.0% 0.00
00% 0.00
00% 0.00
7.5% 170
a5% 102
03% 0.06
3.0% 058
17.5% 398
0s% o1
00% 0.00
00% 0.00
L0% 023
a.0% 051
35.0% 7.9

Trade Diversion to Edge Lane Retail Park
(%) (m)

7.5% 0.6
a.0% 051
65% 083
03% 003
05% 0.06
0.0% 0.00
0.0% 0.00
0.0% 0.00
5.0% 054
35.0% a8
20% 026
20% 026
35% 045
10% 013
0.0% 0.00
10% 013
03% 003
0% 006
15.0% 192

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the

AT 2014 PRICES

. as dentified by d

proportion of turnover

1), the type of

‘Trade Diversion to Tesco, Park Road
() (£m)

‘Trade Diversion to Aldi, Cressington House.
(6) (£m)

Turnover Post Commitments - 2021
(Em)

and distribution of faclties

10% 039
10% 039
5.0% 195
3.0% 117
5.0% 195
10% 039
0% 020
0% 020
3.0% 117
200% 7.80
20% 078
a0% 156
100% 350
0.0% 000
0% 020
10% 039
10% 039
20% 078
25.0% 975

05% 005
05% 005
20% 020
15.0% 148
10% 010
10% 010
0% 005
20% 020
as% 044
40.0% 393
20% 020
0% 005
05% 005
0.0% 000
0.0% 000
0.0% 000
0.0% 000
0.0% 000
5.0% 04

232
2531
5766
1576
1939
365
125
s
6212

4713
520

5117
63.01
1767

Cumulative Impact -
Commitments Only

a0%
4.0%
5.3%
15.6%
105%
118%
16.3%
307.8%
6.0%

26.8%
19.9%

a7%
a17%
13%

28%
0.6%
6.8%
3%

‘Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Al Development - 2021

13.6%
8%
7.8%
8%
23%
08%
0.0%
08%
39%

233%
0.4%

39%
19%
0.0%

23%
12%
16%
16%

157
087
050
008
027
008
000

045

270
004

045
022
000

027
013
018
018

44.43
516

s0.72
6278
1767

Cumulative Impact
(Proposal & Commitments)

104%
6.6%
67%
16.0%
118%
14.0%
163%
208.4%
67%

310%
206%

5.6%
121%
13%

5.6%
07%
87%
3a%

a11%




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)
TABLE 11: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (REALISTIC TURNOVER) AND COMMITMENTS (CONVENIENCE & COMPARISON GOODS) - MAIN CENTRES (SCENARIO A)

Destination Turnover - Pre Development (£m) Trade Diversion to Commitments Turnover Post Commitments - 2021 Cumulative Impact - Trade Diversion to Proposal Impact of Proposal Turnover Post All Development - 2021 Cumulative Impact
2016 2021 (Em) (Em) Commitments Only (Em) Only (Em) (Proposal & Commitments)

Within Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres :
Speke District Centre 206.09 i 229.22 4.39 224.83 -1.9% 2.36 -1.0% 222.46 -2.9%
Woolton District Centre 30.87 ! 3151 1.36 30.14 -4.3% 0.69 -2.2% 29.45 -6.5%
Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ! 93.20 3.47 89.74 -3.7% 1.10 -1.2% 88.64 -4.9%
Garston District Centre 21.56 | 21.98 3.09 18.89 -14.0% 0.09 -0.4% 18.80 -14.5%
Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 i 23.57 2.34 21.23 -9.9% 0.28 -1.2% 20.95 -11.1%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 i 9.77 0.69 9.08 -7.0% 0.10 -1.0% 8.98 -8.0%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 1.79 H 1.84 0.24 1.59 -13.3% 0.00 0.0% 1.59 -13.3%
Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ! 10.49 0.40 58.74 459.9% 171 543.7% 57.03 443.6%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 4.07 73.48 -5.3% 0.47 -0.6% 73.01 -5.9%
|

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres

Liverpool City Centre 833.45 932.74 38.17 894.56 -4.1% 111 -0.1% 893.45 -4.2%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 9 and Table 10

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5A and Table 5B and commitments from Table 8A and Table 8B

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.
4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal and commitments

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development and commitments expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES
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APPENDIX 2

UPDATED ASSESSMENT (SENSITIVITY) — SCENARIO A



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 5A: POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (COMPARISON) (SCENARIO A) - SENSITIVITY

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (£Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016 2021

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 2,172 7,326

Unit 2 5,061

Notes:

1. Net floorspace based on 90% of the gross internal area for Home Bargains and 80% for the proposed non-food building

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and typical sales density for likely non-food operators of the development
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4b, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES
TABLE 5B: POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (CONVENIENCE) (SCENARIO A) - SENSITIVITY

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016 2021

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 724 7,326

Unit 2 2,560 10,500

4,973

Notes:

1. Up to 30% of total floorspace of Home Bargains will be for the sale of food and drink

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and professional assumptions should the floorspace be occupied by convenience retailers
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4a, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 8: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL - REALISTIC TURNOVER (COMPARISON AND CONVENIENCE GOODS) - SENSITIVITY

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

' .
| |

Speke District Centre 206.09 | 229.22 18.6% | 7.71 221.51 -3.4%

Woolton District Centre 30.87 I 31.51 4.5% I 1.89 29.62 -6.0%

Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ' 93.20 7.9% H 3.28 89.93 -3.5%

Garston District Centre 21.56 ! 21.98 0.6% ! 0.24 21.74 -1.1%

Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 I 23.57 1.8% | 0.76 2281 -3.2%

Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 | 9.77 0.7% | 0.28 9.49 -2.9%

Aigburth Vale Local Centre 179 i 184 0.0% | 0.00 184 0.0%

Lodge Lane Local Centre 0.62 I 0.70 0.0% I 0.00 0.70 0.0%

Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ' 10.49 0.6% H 0.24 10.25 -2.3%

Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 3.1% ! 1.29 76.26 -1.7%
! !

Out-of-centre | |

Hunts Cross Retail Park 1451 i 16.40 4.2% | 175 14.64 -10.7%

New Mersey Shopping Park 154.78 i 174.92 10.6% i 4.38 170.54 -2.5%

Asda, Hunts Cross 66.80 ! 67.24 17.5% ! 7.29 59.96 -10.8%

M&S New Mersey Retail Park 6.48 ! 6.49 0.3% ! 0.12 6.37 -1.8%
! !

Other 1.30 I 1.47 0.0% I 0.00 1.47 0.0%
| |

Sub-total within Catchment Area 713.16 i 766.34 70.4% i 29.23 778.64 1.6%
0 )

Defined Centres

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

! !
Liverpool City Centre 833.45 ! 932.74 10.9% ! 4.54 928.19 -0.5%
Widnes Town Centre 24.36 | 27.53 0.4% | 0.18 27.35 -0.6%
Allerton Road District Centre 67.89 i 69.84 3.1% i 1.29 68.56 -1.8%
Smithdown Road North District Centre 8.32 i 9.40 0.0% i 0.00 9.40 0.0%
Wavertree High Street 17.88 i 17.92 0.0% i 0.00 17.92 0.0%
Out-of-centre ! !
Edge Lane Retail Park 55.60 | 62.84 0.0% | 0.00 62.84 0.0%
London Road 21.97 i 24.82 0.4% i 0.18 24.65 -0.7%
Gemini Retail Park, Warrington 34.59 i 39.09 1.3% i 0.53 38.57 -1.3%
Asda, Widnes 7.00 ' 7.01 1.7% ' 0.72 6.29 -10.3%
Asda, Huyton 90.90 ! 91.06 0.9% ! 0.36 90.70 -0.4%
Morrisons, Widnes 9.52 I 9.54 12% ! 048 9.06 -5.0%
Tesco, Allerton 56.38 | 56.48 1.2% | 0.48 56.00 -0.8%
' '
| |
Other 321.89 i 339.74 8.6% i 3.55 336.19 -1.0%
' !
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 1,549.76 : 1,688.01 29.6% I 12.30 1,675.71 -0.7%
! !
Total 2,262.92 2,454.35 41.53 2,454.35 0.0%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 6 and Table 7

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5A and Table 5B

3. Anticipated trade diversion taken from Table 6 and Table 7

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)
TABLE 11: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (REALISTIC TURNOVER) AND COMMITMENTS (CONVENIENCE & COMPARISON GOODS) - MAIN CENTRES (SENSITIVITY)

Destination Turnover - Pre Development (£m) Trade Diversion to Commitments Turnover Post Commitments - 2021 Cumulative Impact - Trade Diversion to Proposal Impact of Proposal Turnover Post All Development - 2021 Cumulative Impact
2016 2021 (Em) (Em) Commitments Only (Em) Only (Em) (Proposal & Commitments)

Within Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres :
Speke District Centre 206.09 i 229.22 4.39 224.83 -1.9% 5.57 -2.4% 219.26 -4.3%
Woolton District Centre 30.87 ! 3151 1.36 30.14 -4.3% 1.45 -4.6% 28.69 -8.9%
Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ! 93.20 3.47 89.74 -3.7% 2.44 -2.6% 87.30 -6.3%
Garston District Centre 21.56 | 21.98 3.09 18.89 -14.0% 0.19 -0.8% 18.71 -14.9%
Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 i 23.57 2.34 21.23 -9.9% 0.59 -2.5% 20.64 -12.4%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 i 9.77 0.69 9.08 -7.0% 0.21 -2.2% 8.87 -9.2%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 1.79 H 1.84 0.24 1.59 -13.3% 0.00 0.0% 1.59 -13.3%
Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ! 10.49 0.40 58.74 459.9% 4.18 520.2% 54.56 420.1%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 4.07 73.48 -5.3% 0.99 -1.3% 72.49 -6.5%
|

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres

Liverpool City Centre 833.45 932.74 38.17 894.56 -4.1% 3.07 -0.3% 891.49 -4.4%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 9 and Table 10

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 5A and Table 5B and commitments from Table 8A and Table 8B

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.
4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal and commitments

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development and commitments expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES
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APPENDIX 3

UPDATED ASSESSMENT (BASELINE) — SCENARIO B



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 15A: POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (COMPARISON) - SCENARIO B

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (£Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016 2021

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 2,172 2,500

Unit 2 2,560 2,048 4,000

4,973 4,220

Notes:

1. Net floorspace based on 90% of the gross internal area for Home Bargains and 80% for the proposed non-food building

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and typical sales density for likely non-food operators of the development
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4b, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES
TABLE 15B: POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (CONVENIENCE) - SCENARIO B

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m) 2016 2021

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 724 2,500

Unit 2 5,500

Notes:

1. Up to 30% of total floorspace of Home Bargains will be for the sale of food and drink

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and professional assumptions should the floorspace be occupied by convenience retailers
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4a, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 16: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (COMPARISON AND CONVENIENCE GOODS) - SCENARIO B

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

' .
| |

Speke District Centre 206.09 | 229.22 19.7% | 3.32 225.90 -1.4%

Woolton District Centre 30.87 I 31.51 1.2% I 0.21 31.30 -0.7%

Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ' 93.20 5.5% H 0.93 92.27 -1.0%

Garston District Centre 21.56 ! 21.98 0.1% ! 0.02 21.96 -0.1%

Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 I 23.57 0.5% | 0.09 23.48 -0.4%

Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 | 9.77 0.3% | 0.06 9.71 -0.6%

Aigburth Vale Local Centre 179 i 184 0.0% | 0.00 184 0.0%

Lodge Lane Local Centre 0.62 I 0.70 0.0% I 0.00 0.70 0.0%

Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ' 10.49 0.1% H 0.02 10.47 -0.2%

Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 1.0% ! 0.17 77.39 -0.2%
! !

Out-of-centre | |

Hunts Cross Retail Park 14.51 i 16.40 8.9% i 1.50 14.90 -9.2%

New Mersey Shopping Park 154.78 i 174.92 22.3% i 3.75 171.17 -2.1%

Asda, Hunts Cross 66.80 ! 67.24 3.7% ! 0.62 66.63 -0.9%

M&S New Mersey Retail Park 6.48 ! 6.49 0.1% ! 0.01 6.48 -0.1%
! !

Other 1.30 I 1.47 0.0% I 0.00 1.47 0.0%
| |

Sub-total within Catchment Area 713.16 i 766.34 63.6% i 10.68 772.47 0.8%
0 )

Defined Centres

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

! !
Liverpool City Centre 833.45 ! 932.74 20.4% ! 3.42 929.31 -0.4%
Widnes Town Centre 24.36 | 27.53 0.9% | 0.15 27.38 -0.5%
Allerton Road District Centre 67.89 i 69.84 1.0% i 0.17 69.68 -0.2%
Smithdown Road North District Centre 8.32 i 9.40 0.0% i 0.00 9.40 0.0%
Wavertree High Street 17.88 i 17.92 0.0% i 0.00 17.92 0.0%
Out-of-centre ! !
Edge Lane Retail Park 55.60 | 62.84 0.0% | 0.00 62.84 0.0%
London Road 21.97 i 24.82 0.9% | 015 24.67 -0.6%
Gemini Retail Park, Warrington 34.59 i 39.09 2.7% i 0.45 38.64 -1.2%
Asda, Widnes 7.00 ' 7.01 0.3% ' 0.05 6.96 -0.8%
Asda, Huyton 90.90 ! 91.06 0.2% ! 0.03 91.03 0.0%
Morrisons, Widnes 9.52 I 9.54 0.2% ! 0.04 9.50 -0.4%
Tesco, Allerton 56.38 | 56.48 0.2% | 0.04 56.44 -0.1%
' '
| |
Other 321.89 i 339.74 9.7% i 1.64 338.10 -0.5%
' !
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 1,549.76 : 1,688.01 36.4% I 6.13 1,681.88 -0.4%
! !
Total 2,262.92 2,454.35 16.81 2,454.35 0.0%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 6 and Table 7

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 15A and Table 15B

3. Anticipated trade diversion taken from Table 6 and Table 7

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)
TABLE 17: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (REALISTIC TURNOVER) AND COMMITMENTS (CONVENIENCE & COMPARISON GOODS) - MAIN CENTRES (SCENARIO B)

Destination Turnover - Pre Development (£m) Trade Diversion to Commitments Turnover Post Commitments - 2021 Cumulative Impact - Trade Diversion to Proposal Impact of Proposal Turnover Post All Development - 2021 Cumulative Impact
2016 2021 (Em) (Em) Commitments Only (Em) Only (Em) (Proposal & Commitments)

Within Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres :
Speke District Centre 206.09 i 229.22 4.39 224.83 -1.9% 2.23 -1.0% 222.60 -2.9%
Woolton District Centre 30.87 ! 3151 1.36 30.14 -4.3% 0.15 -0.5% 29.99 -4.8%
Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ! 93.20 3.47 89.74 -3.7% 0.63 -0.7% 89.10 -4.4%
Garston District Centre 21.56 | 21.98 3.09 18.89 -14.0% 0.01 -0.1% 18.88 -14.1%
Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 i 23.57 2.34 21.23 -9.9% 0.07 -0.3% 21.16 -10.2%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 i 9.77 0.69 9.08 -7.0% 0.04 -0.4% 9.04 -7.4%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 1.79 H 1.84 0.24 1.59 -13.3% 0.00 0.0% 1.59 -13.3%
Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ! 10.49 0.40 58.74 459.9% 2.03 540.7% 56.71 440.6%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 4.07 73.48 -5.3% 0.12 -0.2% 73.36 -5.4%
|

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres

Liverpool City Centre 833.45 932.74 38.17 894.56 -4.1% 2.26 -0.2% 892.30 -4.3%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 9 and Table 10

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 15A and Table 158 and commitments from Table 8A and Table 8B

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.
4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal and commitments

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development and commitments expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES
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UPDATED ASSESSMENT (SENSITIVITY) — SCENARIO B



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 15A: REALISTIC POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (COMPARISON) - SCENARIO B (SENSITIVITY)

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (£Em)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m)

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 2,172 7,326

Unit 2 2,560 2,048 5,061

4,973 4,220

Notes:

1. Net floorspace based on 90% of the gross internal area for Home Bargains and 80% for the proposed non-food building

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and typical sales density for likely non-food operators of the development
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4b, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES
TABLE 15B: REALISITC POTENTIAL TURNOVER OF PROPOSAL (CONVENIENCE) - SCENARIO B (SENSITIVITY)

Floorspace (sq m) Sales Density Expected Turnover (£m)
Gross Internal Area Net Sales (£ per sq m)

Unit 1 (Home Bargains) 2,413 724 7,326

Unit 2 10,500

Notes:

1. Up to 30% of total floorspace of Home Bargains will be for the sale of food and drink

2. Sales density for Home Bargains based on information provided by TIM and professional assumptions should the floorspace be occupied by convenience retailers
3. Turnover post 2016 increased by an annual sales density identified by Experian (Figure 4a, Retail Planner Briefing Note 13, October 2015)

AT 2014 PRICES



FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 16: ANTICIPATED TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (COMPARISON AND CONVENIENCE GOODS) - SCENARIO B (SENSITIVITY)

Destination

Within Catchment Area

Proposal

Defined Centres

Turnover - Pre Development (£Em)

Trade Diversion to Proposal

Turnover Post Development - 2021

Impact

' .
| |

Speke District Centre 206.09 | 229.22 19.6% | 6.71 222.51 -2.9%

Woolton District Centre 30.87 I 31.51 1.6% I 0.54 30.97 -1.7%

Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ' 93.20 5.8% H 1.98 91.23 -2.1%

Garston District Centre 21.56 ! 21.98 0.2% ! 0.05 21.93 -0.2%

Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 I 23.57 0.7% | 0.23 23.34 -1.0%

Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 | 9.77 0.4% | 0.13 9.64 -1.3%

Aigburth Vale Local Centre 179 i 184 0.0% | 0.00 184 0.0%

Lodge Lane Local Centre 0.62 I 0.70 0.0% I 0.00 0.70 0.0%

Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ' 10.49 0.2% H 0.05 10.44 -0.5%

Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 1.2% ! 0.41 77.14 -0.5%
! !

Out-of-centre | |

Hunts Cross Retail Park 14.51 i 16.40 8.5% i 2.90 13.50 -17.7%

New Mersey Shopping Park 154.78 i 174.92 21.1% i 7.24 167.68 -4.1%

Asda, Hunts Cross 66.80 ' 67.24 5.0% ! 173 65.52 -2.6%

M&S New Mersey Retail Park 6.48 ! 6.49 0.1% ! 0.03 6.47 -0.4%
! !

Other 1.30 I 1.47 0.0% I 0.00 1.47 0.0%
| |

Sub-total within Catchment Area 713.16 i 766.34 64.2% i 21.99 778.58 1.6%
0 )

Defined Centres

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

! !
Liverpool City Centre 833.45 | 932.74 19.4% | 6.65 926.09 0.7%
Widnes Town Centre 24.36 | 27.53 0.8% | 0.29 27.24 -1.1%
Allerton Road District Centre 67.89 i 69.84 1.2% | 0.41 69.44 0.6%
Smithdown Road North District Centre 8.32 i 9.40 0.0% i 0.00 9.40 0.0%
Wavertree High Street 17.88 i 17.92 0.0% i 0.00 17.92 0.0%
Out-of-centre ! !
Edge Lane Retail Park 55.60 | 62.84 0.0% | 0.00 62.84 0.0%
London Road 21.97 i 24.82 0.8% i 0.29 24.53 -1.2%
Gemini Retail Park, Warrington 34.59 i 39.09 2.5% i 0.87 38.23 -2.2%
Asda, Widnes 7.00 . 7.01 0.5% ' 0.16 6.85 2.3%
Asda, Huyton 90.90 ! 91.06 0.2% | 0.08 90.98 0.1%
Morrisons, Widnes 9.52 I 9.54 0.3% ! 0.11 9.43 -1.1%
Tesco, Allerton 56.38 | 56.48 0.3% | 0.11 56.37 -0.2%
. .
| |
Other 321.89 i 339.74 9.6% i 3.29 336.45 -1.0%
. .
Sub-total outside Catchment Area 1,549.76 j 1,688.01 35.8% . 12.24 1,675.77 -0.7%
; !
Total 2,262.92 2,454.35 34.23 2,454.35 0.0%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 6 and Table 7

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 15A and Table 15B

3. Anticipated trade diversion taken from Table 6 and Table 7

4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES




FORMER RAYWARE SITE, SPEKE BOULEVARD, SPEKE (REVISED ASSESSMENT)

TABLE 17: ANTICIPATED CUMULATIVE TRADING EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSAL (REALISTIC TURNOVER) AND COMMITMENTS (CONVENIENCE & COMPARISON GOODS) - MAIN CENTRES (SCENARIO B) (SENSITIVITY)

Destination Turnover - Pre Development (£m) Trade Diversion to Commitments Turnover Post Commitments - 2021 Cumulative Impact - Trade Diversion to Proposal Impact of Proposal Turnover Post All Development - 2021 Cumulative Impact
2016 2021 (Em) (Em) Commitments Only (Em) Only (Em) (Proposal & Commitments)
]

Within Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

|
Defined Centres i
Speke District Centre 206.09 i 229.22 4.39 224.83 -1.9% 4.54 -2.0% 220.29 -3.9%
Woolton District Centre 30.87 ! 3151 1.36 30.14 -4.3% 0.40 -1.3% 29.74 -5.6%
Belle Vale District Centre 89.37 ! 93.20 3.47 89.74 -3.7% 1.36 -1.5% 88.37 -5.2%
Garston District Centre 21.56 | 21.98 3.09 18.89 -14.0% 0.04 -0.2% 18.85 -14.2%
Aigburth Road District Centre 2331 i 23.57 2.34 21.23 -9.9% 0.17 -0.7% 21.06 -10.7%
Hunts Cross Local Centre 9.11 i 9.77 0.69 9.08 -7.0% 0.09 -0.9% 8.99 -7.9%
Aigburth Vale Local Centre 1.79 H 1.84 0.24 1.59 -13.3% 0.00 0.0% 1.59 -13.3%
Park Road Local Centre 10.45 ! 10.49 0.40 58.74 459.9% 4.06 521.3% 54.68 421.2%
Smithdown Road South District Centre 76.11 ! 77.55 4.07 73.48 -5.3% 0.30 -0.4% 73.18 -5.6%

|

Outside Catchment Area (Main Destinations)

Defined Centres

Liverpool City Centre 833.45 932.74 38.17 894.56 -4.1% 4.40 -0.5% 890.16 -4.6%

Notes:

1. Turnover Pre-development taken from Table 9 and Table 10

2. Turnover of Proposal taken from Table 15A and Table 158 and commitments from Table 8A and Table 8B

3. Anticipated trade diversion to proposal based on professional assumptions informed by existing shopping patterns, as identified by the Liverpool Retail and Commercial Study (2011), the type of development proposed and distribution of facilities.
4. Resultant turnover = existing turnover minus trade diversion to proposal and commitments

5. Impact = reduction in turnover after allowing for the proposed development and commitments expressed as a proportion of pre-development turnover

AT 2014 PRICES
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