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Issues 8a: Development of Retail and Other Main Town Centre Uses (Policies 

TC1-3) 

1. Is Policy TC1 consistent with national policy on requiring good design? 

1.1 Policy TC1 is considered to be consistent with section 7 of the NPPF (requiring 

good design) and in particular the criteria defined by NPPF paragraph 58. 

1.2 The purpose of policy TC1 is to ensure that new development proposals within the 

town centre respond appropriately to the existing environment through 

complementing and enhancing the town centre. This will be achieved by the policy 

ensuring development proposals are of high quality design in order to retain or 

enhance the town centres important characteristics 

1.3 Policy TC1 emphasises that development must “contribute to local distinctiveness 

and a sense of place.” This is considered to directly reflect NPPF Paragraph 58, 

bullet point 2, as it provides a policy basis which ensure that new development will 

reinforce the role of the existing environment.  

1.4 The important characteristics TC1 seeks to protect are identified through the 

supporting text to the policy. The key emphasis is on the historic nature of the town 

centre, and how this historical context requires the appropriate integration of 

development into the existing urban fabric.   

1.5 There are three Conservation Areas within the Town Centre boundary (Rugby 

School, Bilton Road and Rugby Town Conservation Areas), as identified on the 

Town Centre Proposals Maps (LP02.1). Chapter 5 of the 2015 Retail and Town 

Centre Uses Study (LP 29) provides an overview of the function and performance 

of key town centre streets, demonstrating an understanding of the centres defining 

characteristics, as per NPPF paragraph 58. Furthermore, Policy TC1s emphasis 

on townscape is reflective of Paragraph 61 of the NPPF by requiring high quality 

development that is fully integrated into its wider setting. However, NPPF 

Paragraph 60 emphasises that policy should not “stifle innovation” (NPPF, P15). 

The wording of the policy requirements is considered consistent with this and is 

thus not considered overly prescriptive.   

1.6 This policy will be applied to proposals alongside wider relevant policies in the 

Local Plan, in particular in respect of design, SDC1. This policy will be supported 

by the Sustainable Design and Construction SPD which will provide specific 
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design guidance and be updated after the adoption of the Local Plan. Where 

relevant this policy will also be applied in conjunction with the existing 

Conservation Area Appraisals to assist the development management process.  

2. Are Policies TC2 and TC3 justified, effective and consistent with national 

policy, with particular regard to the following:  

a. Is there a need to identify a range of suitable sites to meet the scale of retail 

floorspace for which Policy TC2 states provision will be made? 

2.1 Policies TC2 and TC3 are justified as they are considered to be based on 

proportionate evidence, effective as the policies are considered to be deliverable 

and are considered consistent with NPPF Paragraphs 23-27. 

2.2 The purpose of Policy TC2 is to detail new retail floorspace requirements for the 

town centre; Policy TC3 seeks to direct town centre uses to the town centre to 

safeguard the town centres vitality and viability.  

2.3 LP29, the Retail and Town Centre Uses Study 2015, assessed the qualitative and 

quantitative need for convenience and comparison retail floorspace across the 

Borough up to 2030. LP29 concluded that there is demand for up to 732 square 

metres of convenience retail floorspace and 7,850 of comparison retail floorspace 

by 2030 in the town centre itself.  

2.4 In line with the requirements of the NPPF (paragraph 23) the Council is keen to 

recognise and promote the importance of Rugby town centre and to effectively 

enable the provision of town centre floorspace requirements as identified in LP29 

and TC2. The Council has chosen not to identify sites within the town centre to 

meet the identified floorspace need based on range of locally specific factors that 

are set out in this statement. 

2.5 As noted in the supporting text to TC2 retail provision in Rugby has changed 

significantly in recent years. The redevelopment and expansion of Elliot’s Field 

retail park combined with the expansion of Junction 1 retail park and the 

development of Technology retail park has fundamentally affected retail patterns 

within the town.  

2.6 The retail study identifies that Borough-wide demand is likely to be met in the short 

to medium term at the Elliot’s Field retail park. The first phase of Elliot’s Field 

provided 29,675 square metres of comparison retail floorspace and the second 

phase provided 11,794 square metres of comparison retail floorspace. Therefore 
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7,850 square metres of comparison retail floorspace and 732 square metres of 

convenience retail floorspace up to 2030 is considered comparatively low.  

2.7 The Council has worked with a variety of partners during the last 15 years to 

enable town centre retail development that has not been delivered. Industry 

feedback has consistently established that Rugby town centre does not provide 

an attractive investment opportunity for national retail developers and the Council 

is therefore reluctant to potentially sterilise a town centre site for this purpose. 

2.8 LP29 p101-103 does provide an assessment of 8 town centre sites previously 

identified in the 2008 retail study as having development potential. These sites 

have either been subject to redevelopment or have significant constraints affecting 

deliverability. The assessment of town centre sites does not identify any additional 

sites beyond those previously identified.  

2.9 Previously Policy CS8 of the adopted Core Strategy allocated two town centre 

sites for up to 20,000 square metres of comparison retail space at North Street 

and Evreux Way- although both sites remain undeveloped. LP29 has updated the 

floorspace requirements up to 2030 and has identified a demand for 7,850 of 

comparison retail floorspace. Given that forecast demand is now significantly 

lower, it is not considered that there is justification to re-allocate both sites.  

2.10 In consideration of whether only one site could be allocated, no market interest 

has been shown in the North Street site and LP29 identifies the site as having 

significant land ownership constraints. Therefore the site is no longer considered 

to be deliverable.  

2.11 Several Planning Applications have been approved for the Evreux Way site, 

although the entire extent of the site is no longer considered available and 

therefore the whole site cannot be re-allocated.  

2.12 Several Planning Applications for the Evreux Way site have been mixed use, 

which reflects a broader national shift away from retail-led town centre schemes 

towards more leisure-led schemes. Therefore seeking to allocate 7,850 square 

metres of comparison retail on specific sites is considered to be overly prescriptive 

given the changes the retail market has undergone. Owing to this, it is unlikely any 

site allocation would therefore be able to meet forecasted floorspace on a single 

site.  

2.13 In the context of the above, site allocation is not considered a proportionate or 

a sound delivery mechanism for a comparatively low floorspace forecast as any 
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policy response would have to be restrictive in relation to the acceptable uses of 

the site (namely comparison retail), which may prevent other uses coming forward 

for sites e.g. leisure and mixed use schemes. When this is considered in the 

context of an absence of deliverable sites, site allocation is not considered a sound 

approach. 

2.14 Allocating sites is also not considered conducive to the wider strategy to 

reduce the extent of the town centre boundary to support the development of a 

wider mix of uses, such as for example increasing residential units. This is 

because contracting the town centre boundary places a further restriction on the 

location of sites that could be allocated for development. 

2.15 Policy TC2s sequential approach to meeting floorspace in the town centre is 

considered to be the most appropriate mechanism to fully meet demand. This 

approach is considered in accordance with the NPPF Paragraph 23.  

2.16 LP02.1 Town Centre Proposals Map now includes the formerly allocated North 

Street and Evreux Way sites within the Primary Shopping Area. The purpose of 

including the sites within the primary shopping area is to make them sequentially 

preferable compared to other sites in order to encourage their redevelopment. This 

is considered a proportionate response as even though the evidence no longer 

supports the allocation of the sites, the council is still taking a positive approach to 

encourage their redevelopment.  

2.17 In addition to the above Council has worked with the local BID (Business 

Improvement District) Company and other local partners to establish a Town 

Centre Vision and Action Plan (2016-2020). This Vision is clear that, in qualitative 

terms, the Town Centre may need to reduce in size in order to remain competitive.  

b. Are Policies TC2 and TC3 consistent with the sequential test for retail and 

other main town centre uses set out in the NPPF? 

2.18 Policies TC2 and TC3 are considered to be consistent with NPPF Paragraphs 

23-27. 

2.19 National guidance requires local planning authorities to apply the sequential 

approach to planning applications for main town centre uses that are not in existing 

centre and not in accordance with an up to date Local Plan.  

2.20 Policy TC2 seeks to permit new retail floorspace on a sequential basis whilst 

Policy TC3 seeks to direct development of new town centre uses on a sequential 
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basis. TC2 and TC3 are consistent with NPPF Paragraph 23 in that they place the 

town centre at the core of the retail hierarchy whilst both policies fully reflect the 

sequential approach defined in Paragraph 24. 

2.21 Policy TC3 accurately reflects the sequential approach identified in NPPF 

Paragraph 24 for main town centre uses not in centre or accordance with local 

plan. For edge of centre and out of centre, preference is given to accessible sites 

that are well connected to the town centre.  

2.22 The supporting text of Policy TC2 contains a review mechanism when it states 

“The Council will therefore update regularly update its retail and town centre 

evidence base” so the Council will be responsive to changing market needs. 

c. How are ‘Edge-of-Centre’ and ‘Out-of-Centre’ locations defined with respect 

to the ‘Primary Shopping Area’ in Policy TC2 and ‘Rugby Town Centre’ in 

Policy TC3 to ensure clarity and consistency in the way the policies are 

applied to different main town centre uses? 

2.23 The 2015 retail study (LP29) provides specific details on the extent and 

justification for the PSA and Town Centre boundary in pages 105-110.  

2.24 As set out in Policy TC1the town centre is defined on the proposals map 

LP54.192 (Town Centre Proposals Map Modified). Policy TC2 sets out the 

sequential approach for proposed development. 

2.25 For retail purposes, ‘edge of centre’ locations are well connected locations 

within 300 metres of the Primary Shopping Area as per the NPPF Annex (Glossary 

2). For non-retail purposes, ‘edge of centre’ locations are defined as being within 

300 metres of the town centre boundary.  

2.26 Policy TC2 makes specific reference to its retail function and therefore the 

policy is considered sufficiently clear as to which application it refers. This is not 

specified in the policy owing to the recognised definition being detailed within the 

NPPF.  

2.27 For retail purposes, ‘out of centre’ locations are therefore areas further than 

300 metres from the primary shopping area. For non-retail purposes, ‘out of centre’ 

locations are beyond 300 metres from the town centre boundary.  

2.28 Policy TC3 makes reference to town centre uses, as defined in the 

accompanying footnote to the policy (RBLP, P55). Therefore a similar approach 

will be taken as per above. 
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2.29 LP29 states that “…the town centre boundary and shopping area/frontages 

are based on the current health of Rugby Town Centre and the mix of uses within 

the defined frontages” (LP29, Page 109). For retail purposes, an NPPF compliant 

approach would be taken so it would refer to sites within 300metres from the 

Primary Shopping Area. This is considered sufficiently clear given the PSA is 

contained within the town centre boundary. 

2.30 For non-retail town centre uses, the town centre itself would in any case by 

the key reference point. I.e. edge of centre would be 300 metres from the town 

centre boundary and out of centre would be for proposals beyond this spatial 

classification.  

2.31 It is considered that making further distinctions may over-complicate the 

interpretation of the policies, so the policy being led by the NPPF is considered 

the clearest and most consistent approach.   

d. Is a threshold of 500 sqm for impact assessments for retail, office and leisure 

uses outside of Rugby town centre justified as the most appropriate 

strategy, based on proportionate evidence? 

2.32 A 500 sqm threshold for impact assessments is considered to be justified. 

NPPF Paragraph 26 allows for LPAs, where appropriate, to have a “proportionate 

locally set floorspace threshold” (NPPF, P8).  

2.33 The purpose of having a threshold is to safeguard the retail function of the town 

centre so is considered appropriate as it is in accordance with the NPPFs 

sequential preference for town centres. The threshold is considered proportionate 

as the 2015 retail study (LP29) has provided an assessment of the current position 

of Rugby Town Centre, the market trends which may affect the town centre and 

applies criteria for setting local thresholds from the March 2014 NPPG, for 

example, the existing vitality and viability of the town centre. 

2.34 As a starting point, Rugby town centre is identified as being vulnerable to 

market trends. LP29 identifies that out of town retailers seeking “…larger format 

non-food stores of over 500sqm gross are unlikely to trade as a purely local 

facility.” (LP29, P11). The implication of this is that such stores would have a 

potentially greater trade draw from the trade centre. Therefore it is considered 

proportionate to respond to this to safeguard the town centre. LP29 also identifies 

convenience stores operated by major grocers as seeking an average floorspace 
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of circa 500sqm (LP29, P111), which could collectively have a significant impact 

on the town centre.   

2.35 Adopting this approach for office and leisure uses is considered appropriate 

and proportionate as it would ensure consistency with proposed retail uses. This 

consistency is considered necessary when considering for example proposals for 

mixed use schemes or sui generis uses.  

2.36 Therefore a threshold of 500sqm is considered an appropriate response as it is 

sufficiently flexible to enable small units to change their uses whilst ensuring the 

potential impacts of proposed larger units are assessed. LP29 details how this 

approach has been accepted within other adopted plans, which is perhaps 

indicative of moving towards a consensus on locally set thresholds.  

Issues 8b: Primary Shopping Area and Shopping Frontages (TC4) 

1. Is Policy TC4 for the primary and secondary frontages in Rugby town centre 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy, with particular regard 

to: 

a. The extent of the frontages defined on the Policies Map? 

3.1 The function of Policy TC4 is to protect and enhance the primary shopping area, 

with the primary shopping frontage as the focus for retail uses. This will ensure a 

critical mass of retail within primary shopping frontages; secondary frontages 

serve to compliment the primary frontages by allowing a greater range of uses. 

3.2 The extent of the primary and secondary frontages defined on the policies map is 

considered appropriate as they have been subject to a full assessment in the 2015 

retail study (LP29). The NPPF definition of primary frontages as “likely to include 

a high proportion of retail uses which may include food, drinks, clothing and 

household goods”. LP29 Page 106 provides a breakdown of the percentage of A1 

uses in key town centre streets. This is considered to justify the extent of the 

frontages and is considered consistent with the national definition.  

3.3 LP29 identifies secondary shopping frontages “other shopping streets within the 

PSA not identified as PSF should be defined as SSF…the proportion of units in 

A1 use is typically below 60% and offer a broader mix of non-retail uses…” The 

importance of secondary frontages is that they provide opportunity for a greater 



Matter 8- Retail and Town Centre Development 
 

9 
 

range of uses to complement the viability and vitality of the town centre, in line 

with the NPPF paragraph 23.  

3.4 This policy should be read alongside the proposed contraction of the overall town 

centre boundary in order to understand how the town centre policies work towards 

meeting the requirements of the NPPF. The retail study identifies that the town 

centre boundary should be contracted to concentrate uses together.  

3.5 Contracting the town centre boundary will exclude areas of limited commercial 

activity and will concentrate future development closer to existing commercial 

uses. This serves to concentrate footfall but also enable a greater mix of uses in 

edge of centre locations, such as residential uses as the resulting footfall would 

serve to support the town centre. Therefore, the policy represents a holistic 

approach to town centre development.   

b. The threshold of 40% for non-A1 uses within the primary frontages? 

 

3.6 The threshold of 40% for non-retail uses within the primary shopping frontages is 

considered to be justified, effective and consistent with national policy as it will 

assist the vitality and viability of the town centre by supporting the retail function 

of the town centre by concentrating retail uses together.  

3.7 The 2015 retail study (LP29) identifies that the threshold should be reduced from 

50% under the Core Strategy to 40% owing to a greater urgency to protect retail 

uses within core shopping streets. This is owing to market trends identified within 

the report such as increasing online and out of town retail. Reducing the threshold 

safeguards serves to reinforce retail dominance thus concentrating footfall and 

also ensuring a good supply of retail units are available for potential new 

occupiers. The contraction of the town centre boundary is considered 

complementary to this as a wider mix of uses will be supported outside of the town 

centre boundary to compensate for this policy shift. 



 

Appendix A- LP54.192 Town Centre Proposals Map (Modified) 
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