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1.0 Introduction 
Outline Application submission 

1.1 Fairoaks Garden Village Limited has submitted a hybrid planning application (ref:18/0642). 
The relevant part of the description of development is: 

“phased development of the site for up to 1,000 residential units (C3) and elderly care (C2); 
and, a total of 62,675 sqm of non-residential floorspace, comprising employment (B1, B2, B8), 
education (D1), retail (A1-A5), leisure and community (D1/D2) and a hotel (C1)…” 

1.2 CBRE has prepared a Planning Statement (OPA9) and a Town Centre Uses Statement dated July 
2018 (OPA20). Quod has prepared a Social and Economic Benefits Statement which is 
appended to the Environmental Statement (6.1).  These documents set out the economic and 
retail case for the commercial elements of the application proposal.   

Report objectives 

1.3 Lichfields has been commissioned by Surrey Heath Borough Council and Runnymede Borough 
Council to undertake an independent review of the economic and retail planning elements of the 
planning application submission, as set out in the supporting OPA9 and OPA20 documents. 

1.4 This Stage One report sets out Lichfields' initial appraisal of these elements of the application 
submission. It reviews the content and methodology adopted, highlighting any instances where 
further information  is required from the applicant. 

1.5 Section 2.0 of this report reviews the approach that CBRE has adopted to demonstrate the 
development is compliant with national and local policy.   

1.6 Section 3.0 sets out an appraisal of the economic and employment issues raised and Section 4.0 
addresses retail/town centre issues.  

1.7 Overall conclusions are set out in Section 5.0. 
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2.0 Planning Policy Compliance 
CBRE’s approach  

2.1 The proposed development includes main town centre uses, as defined in Annex 2: Glossary of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (‘NPPF’), i.e. retail, leisure, hotels and offices. It also 
includes a significant element of B class employment uses, but only Class B1 offices are defined 
as main town centre uses.    

2.2 CBRE confirms (OPA9 paragraphs 7.173 to 7.178 and OPA20 paragraphs 3.14 to 3.19) that the 
NPPF indicates the sequential and impact tests should be applied to development proposals for 
main town centre uses that are not in an existing centre and not in accordance with an up-to-
date Local Plan. 

2.3 CBRE states at paragraph 3.27 of the OPA20:  

“The proposed town centre uses would be classified as out-of-centre in national and local 
policy terms and therefore would be subject to the sequential test to demonstrate that no 
sequentially preferable sites are available in or on the edge of centres.” 

2.4 CBRE also confirms that the retail element of the scheme exceeds the NPPF retail impact 
threshold of 2,500 sq.m. However, CBRE goes on to compare the NPPF impact threshold with 
the individual amounts of Class A1 comparison, Class A1 convenience, other non-A1 services and 
leisure uses proposed. CBRE approach implies an impact assessment for the retail and leisure 
uses is only required where each type of use individually exceeds the NPPF impact threshold, 
but not collectively. This approach is not consistent with the wording of the NPPF or PPG. 

2.5 The revised NPPF paragraph 89 clearly indicates that when assessing applications for retail and 
leisure development an impact assessment is required “if the development is over a 
proportionate, locally set floorspace threshold” [Lichfields’ underlining]. The PPG paragraph 
016 Reference ID: 2b-016-20140306 indicates the impact test only “applies to proposals 
exceeding 2,500 square metres gross of floorspace..” There is no suggestion the threshold 
applies to individual elements of the retail and leisure uses proposed within the development 
and not collectively. Where retail and leisure floorspace within a proposed development 
collectively exceeds the impact threshold then the cumulative impacts these uses as a whole 
should be considered. CBRE’s OPA20 does not include this cumulative impact analysis of all 
retail and leisure uses proposed.  

2.6 The description of development (Table 4b of OPA9) proposes 3,664 sq.m GEA of Class A1 to A5 
use. The amount of Class D2 leisure use is unclear, because it is included in a global figure of 
5,145 sq.m GEA for D1 and D2 use. A gym is mentioned but no floorspace is specified. The total 
amount of retail and leisure floorspace clearly exceeds the NPPF impact threshold and all 
elements of the Class A1 to A5 and D2 leisure uses should be included within the application’s 
impact assessment.  

2.7 In terms of office development, CBRE indicates (paragraph 3.31 OPA20) that the net increase in 
B1a and B1b floorspace is 2,350 sq.m, which is below the impact threshold. The hotel is 2,100 
sq.m. The impact of these main town centre uses is no longer a relevant consideration because 
the revised NPPF no longer refers to impact assessments for office or hotel uses. 

2.8 The sequential approach applies to all new main town centre uses not located within designated 
town centres and not in accordance with an up-to-date development plan.  

2.9 This NPPF approach is consistent with emerging Policy IE5 of the Runnymede Submission 
Local Plan.  This policy requires applications for main town centre uses to satisfy the sequential 
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test as set out in the NPPF, and the impact thresholds for retail proposals is 500 sq.m and 2,500 
sq.m for other town centre uses.   

2.10 The adopted Surrey Heath Local Plan 2000 Policy S2 relating to new retail development was 
deleted because it duplicates national policy and guidance. The NPPF tests need to be applied. 

2.11 CBRE’s OPA9 correctly identifies the Surrey Heath Core Strategy and Development 
Management Policy DM13 relates to employment development outside Core Employment Areas 
and Camberley Town Centre, where B class uses will generally be restricted to redevelopment, 
extensions, alteration or addition to an existing building or operation in employment use or 
specific allocated employment sites. Policy DM13 also seeks to prevent the loss of existing 
employment sites outside Core Employment Areas and Camberley Town Centre. 

2.12 CBRE indicates (OPA 20 paragraph 1.3) the development will include 51,766 sq.m (GEA) of 
Class B floorspace including offices, R&D, light industrial, general industry and warehousing. 
CBRE goes on to argue that the, “redevelopment and intensification of employment buildings 
and operations on an existing employment site to provide modern, high quality 
accommodation for a range of employment needs is consistent with national and local 
policies.”   

2.13 Table 4b suggests the uplift in employment floorspace (existing to proposed) is as follows: 

 Business and R&D (B1)   11,320 sqm (GEA) to 27,396 sq.m (GEA); 

 General industry and aviation   5,333 sq.m (GEA) to 20,485 sq.m (GEA); and 

 Warehouse/distribution  0 to 3,885 sq.m (GEA).   

2.14 Overall Class B employment floorspace will more than treble, increasing from 16,653 sq/m 
(GEA) to 51,766 sq.m (GEA). 

2.15 Any proposed B1 office uses are main town centre uses in an out-of-centre location, and the 
sequential approach is relevant. CBRE’s OPA20 report provides no sequential analysis for the 
proposed office or hotel use. 

2.16 CBRE argues (paragraph 7.6 OPA20) that “the need for the flexible town centre uses is site-
specific, and it is not reasonable to disaggregate any proposed floorspace.” However, this 
relates only to the proposed shops and services, and does not refer to the office and hotel uses 
proposed.  

2.17 The PPG confirms (paragraph 010 Reference ID:2b-010-20140306) that certain main town 
centre uses have a particular market and locational requirement that means they can only be 
accommodated in specific locations, i.e. other locations are unsuitable for the proposed 
development because they would serve a different market. The PPG indicates robust 
justification must be provided where this is the case. 

2.18 In this case the applicant must provide robust justification, and it is not sufficient to state the 
application of the sequential approach is inappropriate because new town centre uses, including 
offices and hotel are required to serve a new settlement or proposed employment development. 
CBRE’s Section 2 in the OPA20 focuses on reducing the need to travel by providing local shops 
and services and creating a successful place. In our view this is not in itself robust justification.   

2.19 These benefits and requirements may be valid justifications, but robust evidence must be 
provided to demonstrate the scale, mix of uses and nature of development is cognisant with the 
needs of the proposed residential development. This issue is explored further in Section 4 of this 
report. 
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2.20 The proposed hotel (up to 2,100 sq.m and 120 rooms) is located adjacent to the employment/ 
business area rather than the proposed new retail/service centre. Relevant to the sequential test 
and the site-specific need, the OPA9 paragraph 7.170 suggests the hotel has “clear synergies 
with the broader visions for the site, particularly in terms if green infrastructure.” Paragraph 
7.171 also suggests the provision of the hotel use supports the tourism sector (e.g. green tourism 
initiatives) as part of the creation of a new settlement. 

2.21 In our view, the location specific need for the purposed hotel has not been adequately or clearly 
demonstrated. The need for the hotel to be co-located with the proposed employment uses, or 
alternatively the proposed retail/service centre has not been demonstrated. There is no clear 
explanation why more central sites within and on the edge-of-town centres e.g. Woking, 
Camberley, Chertsey, Chobham, Ottershaw, Windleshaw etc would not be suitable or available 
for the proposed hotel to service business or tourist related demand.  

2.22 As indicated above, the level of Class A1 to A5 floorspace proposed (up to 3,664 sq.m sq.m 
gross) exceeds the NPPF threshold, which endorses the need for a thorough and robust impact 
assessment.        

2.23 The NPPF states that planning applications for town centre uses should be assessed against: 

 the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private 
investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal; and 

 the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer 
choice and trade in the town centre and the wider retail catchment (as applicable to the 
scale and nature of the scheme). 

2.24 If a proposal is likely to lead to a significant adverse impact then this material consideration may 
still warrant refusal (in accordance with the NPPF, paragraph 90). 
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3.0 Economic Case and Impacts  
3.1 The ‘Social & Economic Benefits’ report prepared by Quod (ES Appendix 6.1) seeks to quantify 

the socio-economic benefits of the proposed development arising at both construction and 
operational stages. This covers benefits such as jobs, GVA, expenditure, business rates and 
Council Tax receipts, as well as a range of wider, less tangible impacts. These metrics are also set 
out within the Socio-Economics Environmental Statement which has been prepared by Quod 
and accompanies the planning application, alongside consideration of mitigation measures 
which might be required to address adverse effects arising from the proposed development. 

3.2 The key findings and outputs from the Social & Economic Benefits report forms the basis of the 
principal scheme benefits set out in the ‘Green Belt Assessment and Very Special Circumstances’ 
report (OPA10). Based on an initial review, Lichfields does not consider that the Quod analysis 
demonstrates why the expected socio-economic benefits represent Very Special Circumstances 
(‘VSC’) in the context of national planning policy and guidance, and in particular, why the 
benefits cannot be replicated or delivered elsewhere (i.e. in a non Green Belt location). It 
appears to fail to demonstrate the wider context in terms of site development opportunities and 
options to meet economic development and growth needs identified for the local area, and to 
provide quantifiable, tangible information to evidence the claims being made (beyond a small 
number of core socio-economic metrics).  

3.3 Our review has focused on a technical critique of the economic benefits proposed and 
consideration of the overall coherence of economic claims being made by the applicant as part of 
the VSC case, as summarised below. 

A)  Technical Critique of Economic Impact Evidence 

3.4 The Social & Economic Benefits report (dated July 2018) prepared by Quod sets out a range of 
anticipated benefits supported by the proposed Fairoaks Garden Village, many of which are 
quantified in numerical and/or monetary terms. We would expect to see this type of quantified 
impact assessment to be carried out for a proposed development of this scale and nature. 

3.5 Based on our review of the evidence provided, the approach taken to assessing economic 
impacts associated with the development proposals in general appears to be reasonable and 
follows a logical methodology to calculate employment, output, revenue and spending impacts.  

3.6 However, given the scale and complexity of development proposed, we consider that the report 
lacks sufficient detail and evidence in terms of specific assumptions applied to calculate 
expected impacts. Whilst individual sources of information are generally provided in footnotes 
for the various metrics included within the report, the commentary does not explain what 
judgements have been made and which specific components of the source data have been 
applied to most appropriately reflect the nature of development. This makes it impossible to 
verify the accuracy of resulting impacts presented by Quod, and subsequently cited within the 
Green Belt Assessment and Very Special Circumstances report.  

3.7 Notable examples include: 

 Construction employment – this uses the CITB Labour Forecasting Tool to estimate 
how many person-days would be generated as a result of the construction cost and projected 
duration (equivalent to a monthly average of 400 FTE jobs). However the report does not 
specify the anticipated construction cost that is used to calculate construction employment 
so it is not possible to verify the calculation that has been made. 
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 Operational (end use) employment – this is estimated by applying typical employment 
density ratios from the HCA 2015 employment densities guide to the proposed floorspace 
quantum split by use class (commercial, retail, community, leisure and retail uses). Table 
4.1 of the Quod report summarises resulting employment estimates by use class, but does 
not specify what ratio has been used (or potentially blended from more than one ratio) for 
each type of floorspace. Again, this makes it impossible to verify the accuracy associated 
with resulting employment figures. 

 Employment multiplier effects – the report cites indirect/induced employment 
expected to be supported by the direct operational employment at Fairoaks (equivalent to 
an additional 700 net jobs), and sources this calculation to ONS Input-Output Tables. It 
fails to then specify which employment multiplier is used or attempt to justify why this 
represents the most appropriate benchmark to apply. 

 Gross Value Added and employee wages – the Quod report provides total estimates 
for expected GVA contribution and wages associated with operational employment on site, 
but again fails to provide any detail or explanation of the steps that have been taken in 
methodological terms to arrive at these total figures. 

3.8 The Social & Economic Benefits report also sets out a range of more qualitative expected 
impacts including retention of existing business and aviation uses, fostering innovation and 
enterprise, skills and training, and community benefits such as provision of accessible open 
space, social and leisure infrastructure, and delivery of new homes. At face value, these impacts 
appear to be quite generic and would be expected to occur within a proposed development of 
this scale and type, regardless of specific location. The report fails to place these wider benefits 
into local context to demonstrate what makes them significant in this particular case, and it is 
unclear what value they add to the overall case for the development.  

3.9 We therefore suggest that further detail and evidence is requested from the applicant in order to 
substantiate the various economic benefits that have been presented and to help the Councils 
verify the accuracy of the limited evidence currently put forward. 

B)  Coherence of Economic Claims and Arguments 

3.10 We have considered the extent of the logic chain which has been established to translate key 
findings from the Quod technical report into the ‘Benefits and Other Considerations’ as set out 
in the CBRE VSC report. These are to be weighed against potential harm, in order to determine 
whether VSC exist in the case of the proposed Fairoaks Airport development.  

3.11 Our review has focused in particular upon three principal scheme benefits identified by the 
applicant in the VSC report, considered in turn below. 

i) Enabling and enhancing the continued economic role of the Site 

3.12 The role of the proposed development in enabling and enhancing the continued economic 
function of the Site is considered by the applicant to be sufficiently beneficial to represent a VSC 
for development in the Green Belt. Our initial review of the evidence provided points to the lack 
of a compelling narrative and analysis that demonstrates that the potential economic benefits do 
indeed constitute VSC, for a number of different reasons: 
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Dependency on Garden Village 

3.13 The applicant has failed to demonstrate why the development of a Garden Village 
on the Fairoaks site is required to enable the existing employment role and 
function to continue and to be enhanced. There is no reason to suggest why the 
existing employment site cannot be redeveloped and/or upgraded to better meet 
the needs of business occupiers through a standalone scheme, and within the 
confines of the existing site allocation/boundary. 

3.14 The Quod report states that the existing commercial buildings on the Fairoaks Airport site, 
“have come to the end of their life and require significant investment. These buildings are no 
longer fit for purpose and redevelopment is needed to support continued employment use at 
this Site” (para 2.11). This view is supported by SHBC’s 2016 Employment Land Review (ELR) 
which states that the building stock at Fairoaks is in need of redevelopment or upgrading. This 
underlines the general consensus that existing premises will require redevelopment at some 
point in the near future. 

3.15 The built form of the industrial area of the site already benefits from designation as a ‘Major 
Developed Site (MDS) in the Green Belt’ and the emerging SHBC Local plan proposes to allocate 
the employment land as a Locally Important Employment site, with flexibility to provide 
redevelopment for employment and alternative uses. In planning terms, existing policy supports 
“the infill and redevelopment of the MDS at the site, subject to this not having a greater height 
or area than the existing development, or a greater impact on openness” (para 2.17 of VSC 
report). Scope therefore already exists for investment to be made to enhance the site’s economic 
role, and it is reasonable to assume that the site will continue to play some form of economic 
role even under a ‘do nothing’ scenario (i.e. in absence of the Garden Village coming forward). 

3.16 Indeed, the Quod report notes that “despite the condition of the existing buildings, the 
commercial space at Fairoaks is popular and well occupied. Vacancy rates are very low 
(0.3%) and the space received continued interest from businesses looking to locate here; 
indicating the demand for space within this area and the success of the Site as an employment 
location” (para 2.12). The applicant’s own evidence implies that the site would continue to 
remain in employment use and continue to support the local business base in absence of the 
wider Garden Village development, and without the need to amend the existing Green Belt 
boundary. Indeed, it directly contradicts the assertion that, “there is a threat to the continued 
economic role of the Site and challenges to bringing about the required investment by 
conventional means” (para 6.17 VSC report). 

Demonstrating the need for business floorspace 

3.17 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that there is a quantitative need for the 
amount of proposed B class floorspace in this location. 

3.18 The proposed development seeks to provide up to 62,675 sqm (GEA) of non-residential 
floorspace including business, retail, education, leisure, community and hotel uses. A significant 
proportion (approx. 83%) of this floorspace is likely to comprise B use class space and 
represents a significant uplift over and above the existing quantum of floorspace on site. 

3.19 The Quod report states that, “the 51,766 sqm (GEA) of business floorspace to be delivered as 
part of the Development would allow for many of the existing businesses to be retained, grow 
and expand, whilst also creating opportunities to foster new business and generate new jobs” 
(para 6.2) but fails to evidence that there is a quantitative need for this amount of floorspace 
within this particular location. 
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3.20 From an objective, technical evidence point of view, the report cites SHBC’s most recent 
employment land evidence (the 2016 ELR, which considered the functional economic area of 
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath) which outlines a need for between 210,640 sqm and 
229,029 sqm of B-class floorspace, but also that this level of demand can be met through the 
existing supply of land allocations and extant permissions. Reflecting this position, SHBC’s Core 
Strategy states that there is sufficient land in employment use to meet foreseeable future needs 
through the redevelopment and intensification of existing employment sites, including the 
Fairoaks Airport site (which includes the built form of the industrial area). As such, the 
Council’s own evidence implies that additional employment land supply (over and above the 
existing allocations portfolio) is not required to meet identified business growth needs, and does 
therefore not support the quantitative case for the scale of B class space implied by the proposed 
development. The applicant has not provided any evidence to challenge the Council’s position in 
this regard. 

3.21 From a market demand perspective, the applicant also fails to provide any substantive evidence 
to justify the scale and mix of B class uses proposed. The Quod report notes that, “there is 
significant demand at Fairoaks Airport for the upgrading, expansion and diversification of the 
existing building stock, to accommodate local business needs” (para 6.2) but does not provide 
any detail on up-to-date market intelligence to support these claims. This is a significant 
omission given the scale and nature of employment uses being proposed. At para 2.12 the report 
states that the existing commercial space has “received continued interest from businesses 
looking to locate here; indicating the demand for space within this area and the success of the 
Site as an employment location”. As a minimum we would expect to see evidence and further 
details of enquiries received to understand the nature of this interest (what for, how much etc) 
and the extent to which enquiries relate to the site itself, as opposed to availability of business 
space more generally across the local area. This point also applies to other ‘facilities that support 
business’ including the proposed hotel and Village Pub, for which interest has reportedly been 
received from potential operators, although no hotel needs assessment has been carried out to 
demonstrate the rationale for including these supporting facilities within the overall masterplan, 
and specifically any synergy with the proposed employment uses. 

3.22 Related to this, and reflecting the time that has lapsed since SHBC’s ELR was undertaken in 
2016, an up-to-date appraisal of alternative employment sites across Surrey Heath and the 
wider FEMA should be provided. This appraisal should have regard to the availability and 
suitability of other sites to accommodate business growth (including expansion of existing 
firms) from both a quantitative and qualitative perspective, in order to set in context of need for 
the proposed employment space at Fairoaks Airport. In absence of this, the applicant is not able 
to put forward a compelling case for why this site is an essential source of supply for 
accommodating the proposed quantum and mix of employment uses in the demonstrable 
absence of alternatives within the FEMA. 

Unique characteristics of the site 

3.23 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the range of expected benefits 
supported by the proposed redevelopment are exclusive to the Fairoaks Airport 
site and cannot be realised elsewhere. 

3.24 In overall terms, the scope of economic benefits expected to be delivered by the proposed 
development is fairly broad and typical for the type of mixed-use Garden Village concept being 
put forward. This includes a range of employment opportunities across different skills levels, a 
mix of housing sizes and tenures and a suite of supporting community facilities that will help to 
promote economic well-being and community cohesion. 
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3.25 The VSC case fails to demonstrate why the anticipated economic benefits associated with the 
proposed Garden Village can only be realised in this location (as opposed to an alternative 
location or site elsewhere), and what unique attributes the site possesses over other potential 
candidates for large scale, mixed use development.  

3.26 Reflecting the existing use of part of the site as an operational airport, one aspect of these 
unique attributes could relate to the presence of the runway and the critical mass of aviation 
related businesses that are currently based on site, as this represents a differentiator from other 
business locations in the local area. However, it does not appear that many of the existing 
businesses based on site are specifically aviation-related or require access to a runway for their 
day-to-day operations. Furthermore, the Quod report cross refers to the Aviation Report carried 
out by York Aviation which notes that whilst a number of aviation companies will be lost to the 
site as a result of the closure of the airport (under a scenario whereby the Garden Village 
development proceeds), most of the operations of these companies could relocate to alternative 
aerodromes (with the report identifying 11 other aerodromes which serve a similar type of 
operation within an hour’s drive from Fairoaks). 

3.27 The applicant is therefore not able to demonstrate that the presence of the operational airport 
forms an essential prerequisite for expected economic benefits to occur, and in doing so forms 
an important consideration in VSC terms. The site does not appear to have any uniquely 
distinguishing features that might support a VSC narrative. 

3.28 It is not clearly established that the anticipated benefits could not be realised in an alternative, 
non Green-belt location. It is also the case that a greater proportion of the existing business 
community could be retained on site under a ‘do nothing’ scenario compared with a Garden 
Village scenario, reflecting the displacement that will be caused by the proposed Garden Village 
scheme. 

ii) Creation of a mixed residential community with no affordability gaps 

3.29 The CBRE VSC report sets out how the proposed development will support a diverse residential 
community through the provision of a range of homes, which vary in their typology, tenure, size 
and character. In particular, the report explains how the application proposals will ensure there 
are no affordability gaps by matching the price point of housing with local income levels and 
providing a wide range of housing products to ensure financially accessible housing for a 
complete spectrum of financial positions, with proposed tenure to include social rent, Starter 
Homes, Shared Ownership and Private Rent. 

3.30 In principle, this approach appears to be beneficial in responding to existing local issues around 
housing affordability and gaps in provision (such as small dwellings and starter homes). 

3.31 The applicant notes that an ‘affordability matrix’ is appended to the Planning Statement which 
sets out the proposed pricing and achievability of ownership of the various products against 
assumptions of average housing values in this part of Surrey. However, this matrix does not 
appear to be included within the application documents, and we recommend this is requested 
from the applicant in order to verify the above claims. 

3.32 As part of this VSC ‘principle benefit’, the applicant also refers to the contribution that the 
proposed development could make towards meeting local housing need, although it is not 
within the scope of our advice to comment on housing need and land supply evidence submitted 
as part of the application. 
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iii) The creation of a sustainable new community enshrining Garden 
Village principles 

3.33 Within the VSC report, the applicant describes how a mix of a comprehensive land uses, services 
and facilities will be integrated into the landscape, supported by community facilities, 
sustainable transport energy efficiency and generation technologies in order to create a new 
sustainable community where people will aspire to live and work, bringing social, economic and 
environmental benefits to the new and wider community.  

3.34 A range of Garden Village principles are outlined, which broadly align with the key qualities 
which government expect garden communities to address, as set out in MHCLG’s Garden 
Communities Prospectus (August 2018).  

3.35 Although the Prospectus does not impose a particular set of development principles for garden 
community proposals, government is clear that proposals are expected to demonstrate how they 
will meet and embed a number of key qualities. Based on our initial review of the evidence 
submitted, it is not clear that the proposed Fairoaks Garden Village fully responds to these 
qualities: 

 Scale – new garden communities should make a significant contribution to closing the 
housing supply gap, with proposals for Garden Villages typically comprising between 1,500 
and 10,000 homes. The proposed Fairoaks Garden Village falls significantly 
short of this minimum quantum of new homes. 

 Locally-led - proposals should have the backing of the local authorities in which they are 
situated, and demonstrate collaboration across local authority boundaries where relevant. It 
is also desirable for proposals to have the support of the Local Enterprise Partnership, 
where the area has one. The applicant does not appear to have provided any 
evidence of specific engagement with and support that has been received from 
the local authority and/or the Enterprise M3 LEP. 

 Clear identity – a distinctive local identity as a new garden community, including at its 
heart an attractive and functioning centre and public realm. The proposed Fairoaks 
Garden Village is anticipated to create a wide range of employment and 
business growth opportunities, but beyond the potential to retain existing 
aviation and automotive uses on site, the applicant has not provided any 
clarity about the specific economic role that the Garden Village could play, 
and how this complements the site’s unique characteristics. There is no 
specific consideration of the role the Garden Village would perform within the 
wider settlement hierarchy of Surrey Heath and Runnymede. 
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4.0 Retail Assessment  
Overview 

4.1 Lichfields' initial analysis of CBRE's OPA9 and OP20 has raised concerns regarding the scope 
and detail of the sequential and impact assessments provided. Limited quantitative information 
has been provided to demonstrate the scale and type of retail and leisure facilities are needed to 
adequately serve the residents of the new housing development. This issue is relevant to the 
justification of the location specific approach adopted for the sequential test. 

4.2 Whilst CBRE has provided some information regarding the mix of uses within nearby centres at 
Chobham and Ottershaw, the amount of trade diversion and impact has not been adequately 
quantified. CBRE seeks to demonstrate 1,000 new residential units will generate enough retail 
expenditure to support a relatively small convenience store of 280 sq.m net. The maximum 
amount of floorspace for Class A1 retail is 2,635 sq.m, which has not been fully justified. The 
amount of Class A3 to A5 (food and beverage) and leisure uses (gym) has also not been 
adequately justified. 

Population and impact design year  

4.3 CBRE’s OPA20 (paragraph 2.3) indicates that the development will increase population of the 
area by about 2,400 people (assuming 1,000 homes at 2.4 people per home), which will 
generate a need for local shops, services and other facilities. This assumption does not appear 
unreasonable, but no indication has been provided in relating to the delivery of new homes and 
how this will match the phasing of retail and other facilities. 

4.4 CBRE refers to a design year of 2030. The appropriate design year for the impact assessment 
should be up to two years after the bulk of the retail and other facilities floorspace has been 
completed.   

Catchment area 

4.5 CBRE adopts a 10-minute drive time catchment area to identify designated centres likely to be 
most affected by the proposed development, i.e. Chobham and Ottershaw.  Whilst the proposed 
retail and service uses are likely to attract most of their trade from the new residential 
development and indigenous residents living within the 10-minute drive time area, it should be 
noted that the catchment areas of centres overlap to a significant extent. In our view the scale of 
Class A1 to A5 floorspace (up to 3,664 sq.m sq.m gross) proposed has the potential to divert 
trade from centres outside the 10-minute drive time area, e.g. Chertsey and Woking, depending 
on the mix and nature of development, which will be critical as well as scale.  

4.6 To fully assess how the proposed new town centre could affect the turnover of all affected 
designated centres, a more extensive study area should be adopted. The study area zones and 
base data within the Runnymede Retail Town and Local Centres Study 2015 could readily be 
adopted within the RIA and would provide a more thorough and robust assessment than the 10-
minute drive time area. 

4.7 Notwithstanding the need to assess shopping patterns across a wider area, CBRE’s assessment 
does not provide information relating to population or total expenditure available within the 10-
minute drive time area. CBRE adopts Experian’s national average expenditure per person to 
estimate convenience goods expenditure generated by the new homes proposed at Fairoaks 
Airport, but this information is not used to assess trade diversion or impact.    
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Impact assessment 

4.8 CBRE’s OPA20 (paragraph 6.3) indicates that the assessment of impact on town centres is 
“largely qualitative” because the new floorspace will primarily serve new residents, so trade 
diversion will be widely dispersed. Furthermore, CBRE claims much of the floorspace is 
expected to be A1 service and A2 -A5 uses that do not lend themselves to quantitative analysis. 

4.9 CBRE’s impact analysis only provides a board brush quantitative analysis of A1 convenience 
goods floorspace. CBRE indicates the development is likely to include a top-up convenience 
goods store of up to 280 sq.m net (the Sunday trading maximum threshold), with a convenience 
goods turnover of £3.24 million. CBRE concludes (paragraph 6.32, OPA20) that the increase in 
population in the development itself will generate enough expenditure to support the proposed 
retail uses, but this has not been clearly demonstrated.    

4.10 This small convenience goods store, say up to 400 sq.m gross, accounts for up to 15% of the 
maximum amount of Class A1 floorspace (2,635 sq.m) or less than 11% of the maximum amount 
of Class A1 to A5 (3,664 sq.m). Excluding the top-up convenience store, the impact of the 
potential remaining 2,235 sq.m of A1 use, or 3,264 sq.m of A1 to A5 uses has not been assessed 
in quantitative terms. 

4.11 The potential impact of comparison goods floorspace is not addressed. CBRE’s brief qualitative 
statements relating to the impact of other service (A1 to A5) at paragraphs 6.29 and 6.30 of the 
OPA20 is inadequate.      

4.12 CBRE lists uses likely to be included at paragraph 6.18 of OP20. This includes the small 
convenience store plus 7 other Class A1 to A5 uses i.e. hairdresser, barber, dry cleaner, estate 
agent, café/restaurant, pub and hot foo takeaway. Based on an average of 100 sq.m gross per 
unit the convenience store (400 sq.m gross) and 7 supporting uses could occupy around 1,100 
sq.m gross, much lower than the total 3,664 sq.m gross proposed. A clearer indication how the 
3,664 sq.m gross will be occupied is required, including proposed parameters for A1 
convenience, comparison, A2, A3 to A5.  The impact assessment should adopt these parameters. 

4.13 In our view, it is quite reasonable to require the applicant to prepare a quantitative impact 
assessment for proposed: 

 Class A1 convenience goods (food and grocery) floorspace; 

 Class A1 comparison goods (durable) floorspace; 

 Class A3 to A5 (food and beverage) floorspace; and 

 Class D2 (commercial leisure e.g. gym or cinema uses).    

4.14 If the applicant seeks to exclude these elements from the quantitative impact assessment, on the 
basis that they are small scale, then further details of the mix of uses and parameters need to be 
provided as indicated above. An indication that restrictive planning conditions will be 
acceptable to control the mix and scale of uses also needs to be provided. 

Centre health checks 

4.15 CBRE’s OPA20 Section 5 provides health checks for the two centres most likely to be affected by 
the proposed development, i.e. Chobham and Ottershaw. An analysis of other centres may be 
necessary if the scale and nature of development is likely to draw from a wider catchment area 
as indicated above. 
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5.0 Conclusions 
5.1 This section sets our initial conclusions based on a review of the evidence submitted to date on 

economic and retail matters as part of the Fairoaks Airport planning application, and 
specifically where further information is required in order to fully assess the case put forward by 
the applicant.  

Economic Case and Impacts 

5.2 Our initial review has focused on a technical critique of the economic benefits proposed for the 
Fairoaks Garden Village development and consideration of the overall coherence of economic 
claims being made by the applicant as part of the VSC case. 

5.3 The approach to assessing economic impacts associated with the development proposals 
appears to be reasonable and follows a logical methodology to calculate employment, output, 
revenue and spending impacts, but lacks sufficient detail and evidence in terms of specific 
assumptions applied to calculate expected impacts. This makes it impossible to verify the 
accuracy of resulting impacts presented by Quod, and subsequently cited within the Green Belt 
Assessment and Very Special Circumstances report. We therefore suggest that further detail and 
evidence is requested from the applicant in order to substantiate the various economic benefits 
that have been presented and to help the Councils verify the accuracy of the claims being made. 

5.4 Analysis and commentary presented within the Social & Economic Benefits report prepared by 
Quod and Green Belt Assessment and Very Special Circumstances report prepared by CBRE 
does little to demonstrate why the expected socio-economic benefits represent VSC in the 
context of national planning policy and guidance, and in particular, why the benefits cannot be 
replicated or delivered elsewhere (i.e. in a non Green Belt location). It appears to fail to 
demonstrate the wider context in terms of site development opportunities and options to meet 
economic development and growth needs identified for the local area, and to provide 
quantifiable, tangible information to evidence the claims being made, notably with regard to up-
to-date market intelligence to justify the scale and mix of B class uses proposed. 

5.5 Further deficiencies have been identified in respect of the extent to which the proposed 
development can demonstrate it will provide for a range of housing that responds to local 
affordability gaps, or the extent to which it can be regarded as genuinely meeting the qualities 
expected of a ‘garden village’ (as defined by government). Additional information should be 
requested in respect of both of these matters. 

Retail Assessment  

5.6 The total amount of retail and leisure use exceeds the NPPF impact threshold and all elements 
of the Class A1 to A5 and D2 leisure uses should be included within the application’s impact 
assessment. CBRE’s quantitative retail assessment is broad brush and no analysis of comparison 
good retail, food/beverage or leisure provision has been provided. CBRE’s assessment fails to 
comply with NPPF paragraph 89 (b), and the step-by-step approach set out in the PPG has not 
been followed.  

5.7 The Runnymede Retail Town and Local Centres Study 2015 provides an appropriate basis for 
assessing expenditure patterns and likely levels of trade diversion for comparison and 
convenience good retail and food/beverage uses. The impact assessment should be based on 
realistic assumptions regarding expenditure retention and trade draw from within and beyond 
the new development, which should underpin estimates of trade diversion from the main 
affected centres.  
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5.8 The assessment should provide commentary on the likely implications of trade diversion for 
each centre’s vitality and viability, drawing on the findings of the centre health checks. The 
assessment should adopt an appropriate design year based on population and expenditure 
projections and the likely phasing of development.  

5.9 The sequential approach applies to all new main town centre uses, which includes retail, leisure, 
entertainment, arts culture and office uses. CBRE’s OPA20 report provides no sequential 
analysis for the proposed office uses or the hotel. Whilst the PPG confirms that certain main 
town centre uses have a particular market and locational requirement, robust justification must 
be provided where this is the case. CBRE’s brief description of the need to reduce, creating a 
successful place and other benefits and requirements may be valid justifications, but robust 
evidence must be provided to demonstrate the scale, mix of uses and nature of development is 
cognisant with the needs of the proposed residential development.  

5.10 The location specific need for the purposed hotel has not been adequately or clearly 
demonstrated. There is no clear explanation why more central sites within and on the edge of 
town centres would not be suitable or available for the proposed hotel.  

   

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


